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August 1, 1960. Santa Cruz Sentinel, Volume 104, Number 180. Page 1. 
Better’n The Good Old Days  
“Hundreds of leisure fishermen enjoyed reopening of the end of the municipal wharf to the public Saturday. The tip 
portion had been closed since condemnation of the erstwhile General Fish Corporation warehouse in May, 1959. 
City crews Friday installed pipe railing for 290 feet along the westerly side and end of the wharf. The easterly side 
of the seaward section also will be opened within a few days, according to Carl Bengston, recreational director. 
Benches are being constructed and water pipes have been extended for drinking fountains, Bengston said. ‘This will 
be the extent of improvements for the time being. We wanted to get immediate use of this area for recreational 
fishing this summer,’ he added. The interior of the end portion bared with razing of the warehouse this spring has 
been fenced off, leaving a 16-foot walkway. This is a decided improvement over the narrow shelf which existed 
next to the old warehouse. Bengston said long range plans call for development of fenced fishing wells for 
youngsters through the decking. All work has been done with city funds. Bengston said possibility of state 
assistance still is being pursued. This photo was taken from pile driver which is fortifying the end section.” 
!

 
Image: Santa Cruz Sentinel, Volume 104, Number 180. August 1, 1960. Page 1 
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August 16, 1960. Santa Cruz Sentinel, Volume 104, Number 193. Page 1. 
Public Support Sought For State Aid To Wharf   
“Public support of the request for state wildlife conservation funds for development of improved public fishing 
facilities on the municipal wharf is being sought by the city. City Manager Peter Tedesco, in a letter to about 100 
private citizens, civic groups, and organizations with a particular interest in the wharf, has suggested that they 
submit letters supporting the program to the wildlife conservation board. ‘We are in need of the endorsement of the 
organization or body which you represent in order to demonstrate area-wide interest and support,’ the letter said. 
These must be in the hands of the city parks and recreation department no later than Thursday. They also may be 
mailed directly to the Wildlife Conservation Board, Department of Fish and Game, 722 Capitol Avenue, 
Sacramento, 14, Calif. The city is seeking a state grant to assist in redecking and reinforcing the seaward 250 feet of 
the wharf and to provide adequate railing and other facilities to insure use of the area as a prime recreational fishing 
facility. Justification for the funds would be statewide interest.” 
 
September 11, 1960. Santa Cruz Sentinel, Volume 104, Number 214. Page 28. 
“A year of testing, structural analysis, and planning have shown that our Municipal Wharf is adaptable or 
rehabilitation. Further development such as improved recreational fishing facilities and new businesses will make 
this charming landmark an even more valuable community asset.” 
[Note: Page 28, part of a special newspaper section titled, “Santa Cruz, Its People, Its Progress,” includes a photo of 
the end of the wharf showing a pile driver working in the area where the warehouse had been demolished, and a 
drawing of a plan for the proposed fishing area to be funded by the state. The drawing indicates the locations of 
fishing wells, a bait shop, a snack bar, and restrooms.] 
 
 

 
Image: Santa Cruz Sentinel, Volume 104, Number 214. September 11, 1960. Page 28. 
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LETTER 5 – Renee Flower  
 
5-1 History of Fishing Holes. The comment states that the Draft EIR only briefly explains why 

the former warehouse on the Wharf was demolished and doesn’t appear to connect the 
warehouse’s history to the creation of the fishing/viewing holes at the end of the Wharf. 
Commenter states that the fishing/viewing holes were created as part of a Wharf 
restoration project funded by the State Wildlife Conservation Board (WCB) in 1960, and 
provides excerpts from WCB meetings. The comment further states that it is the 
commenter’s opinion that relocating the existing “wells” or creating equivalent or 
improved opportunities for fishing and viewing wildlife from the Wharf would be 
consistent with the original intent of the 1960 restoration plan funded by the WCB. 
Commenter provides excerpts from WCB meetings.  

 
Response: Comment is acknowledged, and text on page 4.8-14 regarding history of the 
fishing holes has been revised based on WCB meeting information provided by the 
commenter; see Section 3, Changes to RPDEIR, in this document. 
 

5-2 History of Fishing Holes. Commenter references pages in the RPDEIR and indicates that 
the history of the Wharf’s “fishing holes” is much more complicated than what is 
presented on page 4.8-14, and reference to creation in 1970s is without supporting 
sources. The original fishing holes at the end of the Wharf were created in the early 
1960s as part of a project funded by the State of California WCB as indicated in Comment 
5-1. Wharf Master Plan policies related to the preservation or relocation of the fishing 
holes must be informed by the historical record. 
 
Response: Comment is acknowledged; and text on page 4.8-14 has been corrected 
regarding history of the installation of the “fishing holes” at the end of the Wharf. See 
Section 3, Changes to RPDEIR, in this document. 

 
5-3 Figure 4.8-3. Commenter states that the upper right-hand photo in Figure 4.8-3 shows 

an existing “fishing/viewing hole,” but the lower right-hand photo included in Figure 4.8-
3 appears to be a photo showing two of the original Wharf “fishing holes” from the early 
1960s when the holes were first created, and is therefore not a representative photo of 
existing Wharf fishing in 2023. 

 
Response:  Text and Figure 4.8-3 have been revised to clarify that the lower right-hand 
photo is not an example of an existing representative fishing use, but depicts fishing use 
of the fishing holes when installed in the early 1960s.  
 

5-4 Figure 4.8-8-Relocation of Fishing Holes. With reference to Figure 4.8-8, commenter 
states that because the original  fishing holes (c. 1963) or “wells” were not specifically 
designed for “sea lion viewing,” relocating and redesigning this aspect of the Wharf 
could provide improved sea lion viewing opportunities and an enhanced experience. 
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Response:  The comment is acknowledged but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR; 
no further response is necessary. 
 

5-5 Revised Wharf Master Plan - Historic Warehouse Building. The commenter asserts that 
with regards to revisions to the Santa Cruz Wharf Master Plan and in relation to the 
historic warehouse building and the proposed new “Landmark Building,” the history of 
surfing at Cowell Beach should be examined as part of the Wharf’s historical narrative. 
The warehouse building was a distinctive element of the view from Cowell Beach, Main 
Beach, the Boardwalk and Pleasure Pier, and West Cliff Drive in that era (1930s -1940s), 
and up until it was demolished in 1960. 

 
Response:  The comment is acknowledged, but addresses the Wharf Master Plan and not 
the analyses included in the RPDEIR. The comment on visibility and distinctive element 
of the former warehouse building is noted. No further response is necessary. However, 
it is noted that the Wharf Master Plan envisioned the Landmark Building as a reimagining 
of the historic warehouse building. The Master Plan also includes recommendations for 
a Wharf Interpretive Plan and that it should be developed through public engagement 
to identify compelling narratives like that recommended, as well as environmental, 
scientific, and cultural aspects of the Wharf.  
 

5-6 Revised Wharf Master Plan – Sea Lion Viewing and Fishing Holes. The commenter states 
that the revised section on page 12 of the Wharf Master Plan should include 
consideration of the historical origins of the “fishing holes” at the end of the Wharf that 
were created in relation to funding provided by the state in 1960 to restore the damaged 
end of the Wharf. Because the original fishing holes, or “wells,” were not designed for 
“sea lion viewing,” relocating and redesigning this aspect of the Wharf could provide 
improved sea lion viewing opportunities and an enhanced experience. Informed 
community engagement would benefit from a review of the full history of the origin of 
the “fishing holes” and their relation to the demolition of the historic warehouse building 
at the end of the Wharf. 

 
Response:  The comment is acknowledged, but addresses the Wharf Master Plan and not 
the RPDEIR. The comment regarding relocation of the fishing holes is noted. No further 
response is necessary. 
 

5-7 Revised Wharf Master Plan – Sea Lion Viewing and Fishing Holes. The commenter states 
that there is a connection between the former warehouse building at the end of the 
Wharf and creation of the fishing holes related to maintenance and funding issues at the 
Wharf; the commenter includes excerpts from newspaper articles regarding funding at 
the Wharf. 
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Response:  The comment is acknowledged, but addresses the Wharf Master Plan and not 
the RPDEIR. The comment regarding relocation of the fishing holes is noted and provides 
valuable historical context. No further response is necessary. 
 
 



From: Gillian Greensite <gilliangreensite@gmail.com> 
Date: May 8, 2023 at 12:28:15 PM PDT 
To: dMcCormic@santacruzca.gov 
Subject: Clarification re Recirculated Draft EIR for Wharf Master Plan 

Hello Dave, 
 
A couple of items in the draft are unclear or are different from the former EIR. The original EIR for the 
relocated entrance gate said that the kiosks would be automated with 12 pay stations along the Wharf. 
The current entry says the kiosks will be staffed and there is no mention of pay stations. I’d appreciate a 
clarification on what is being proposed. 
 
And, the original EIR for the Western Walkway said it was for pedestrians. The revision includes fishing 
on the WW. Is that accurate? 
 
Thanks for clarification on these two points. 
 
Regards, 
Gillian 
 
From: Gillian Greensite <gilliangreensite@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2023 9:21 AM 
To: David McCormic <dMcCormic@santacruzca.gov> 
Cc: Fred Keeley <fkeeley@santacruzca.gov> 
Subject: Fwd: Clarification re Recirculated Draft EIR for Wharf Master Plan 

 Dave,  
  
Would you please respond to the email below which I sent on Monday? The information requested is 
needed before comments on the draft revised EIR can be submitted. 
  
Thank you, 
Gillian 
  
 
From: David McCormic <dMcCormic@santacruzca.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2023 2:12 PM 
To: 'Gillian Greensite' <gilliangreensite@gmail.com> 
Cc: Fred Keeley <fkeeley@santacruzca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Clarification re Recirculated Draft EIR for Wharf Master Plan 
 
Hi Gillian, 
  
Thank you for reaching out and sorry for the delayed response. I wanted to confirm the best approach 
to respond, as questions/comments are typically addressed comprehensively in the Final EIR. 

  
Page 37 in the revised Wharf Master Plan (Pg. 35 in Original) states that "...ADA accessible staff 

booths can be provided as well as ticket readers and/or dispensers."  Based on this statement, it is 
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anticipated that the parking gates could provide for staff, automated ticketing, or both.  The Original 
Draft EIR and Rescinded FEIR are believed to be consistent with this statement. Please feel free to 
include any citations you feel are inaccurate when you submit your comments on the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR.  

  
Fishing from the Westside Walkway is discussed in the Wharf Master Plan (Pg. 19 in Original), 

where it states that “It will add space to for recreational activities that are not currently available, 
providing for walking, viewing, fishing and open water swimming as well as for discovery of the unique 
marine environment of the bay.” The Revised EIR studies the potential for fishing in areas where there 
are not clear conflicts with other activities, like boat launches, ADA access, or buildings, and includes the 
Westside Walkway as stated in the WMP. Whether or not fishing will ultimately be allowed on the 
Westside Walkway is more of a policy or operational consideration, outside the scope of CEQA. 

Let me know if there is anything else you need to complete your review. 

Best, 

Dave 
Asset and Development Manager 
City of Santa Cruz Economic Development 
(831) 420-5156 | dmccormic@cityofsantacruz.com 
ChooseSantaCruz.com  #ChooseSantaCruz 
  
 
From: Gillian Greensite <gilliangreensite@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2023 12:13:24 PM 
To: David McCormic <dMcCormic@santacruzca.gov> 
Cc: Fred Keeley <fkeeley@santacruzca.gov> 
Subject: Re: Clarification re Recirculated Draft EIR for Wharf Master Plan  
  

Hi Dave,  
 

Thank you for these helpful clarifications. It appears that in addition to the staff booths at the new 
entrance, at least 12 pay stations or kiosks would also be provided along the length of the parking 
spine, so I’ll base dEIR comments on that Wharf Master Plan entry. 
 

Regarding the Western Walkway…that one word “fishing" is not included in the draft EIR so I did 
miss it. Appreciate your pointing it out.  
 

There is one item that needs reassessment. For the public, the following statement accompanies 
the recirculated dEIR: 
 

During this period, reviewers may submit written comments on the Recirculated Partial Draft 
EIR related only to the revised EIR sections included in this document. All other sections of the 
Draft EIR, dated March 2020 and Final EIR, dated September 2022, remain unchanged and are 
not subject to recirculation or additional public comment.  
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I don’t believe this limiting of public comment is allowed. You can decide to not respond to 
comments submitted however the public can comment on any part of the revised/recirculated 
dEIR in its entirety. A re-write and recirculation might be in order. 
 

Best, 
Gillian  
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LETTER 6 – Gillian Greensite  
 
6-1 Relocated Entrance Gates and Kiosks. The comment asks for clarification on the 

relocated entrance as the original EIR indicated that the kiosks would be automated with 
12 pay stations along the Wharf, and the current entry says the kiosks will be staffed and 
there is no mention of pay stations.   

 
Response: City staff responded that page 37 in the revised Wharf Master Plan (Pg. 35 in 
original version) states that "...ADA accessible staff booths can be provided as well as 
ticket readers and/or dispensers."  Further clarification of parking related questions can 
be found on pages 41-42 of the Wharf Master Plan, which includes a discussion of the 
proposed Pay on Foot Parking System. This section states that at least 12 remote pay 
parking stations will be located along the Wharf and that “…some or all of the booths on 
each of the islands at the parking gates can be staffed, if demand warrants or if 
required…” Based on these statements, it is anticipated that the parking gates could 
provide for staff, automated ticketing, or both. A parking office is also proposed in the 
vicinity of the Gateway building for customer service needs. The RPDEIR does not include 
changes to the Project Description regarding the relocated entry gate from what was 
included in the DEIR; see pages 3-20 and 3-21 to 3-22 in the RPDEIR that show no 
revisions have been made.  
. 

6-2 Westside Walkway. The comment indicates that the “original” EIR for the “Western 
Walkway” indicated it was for pedestrians, and asks if the revised EIR that includes 
fishing on the  walkway is accurate.  

 
Response: City staff responded that fishing from the Westside Walkway is discussed in 
the Wharf Master Plan (page 19 in the original version), where it states that “It will add 
space to for recreational activities that are not currently available, providing for walking, 
viewing, fishing and open water swimming as well as for discovery of the unique marine 
environment of the bay.” The RPDEIR studies the potential for fishing in areas where 
there are not clear conflicts with other activities, such boat launches, ADA-compliant 
access, or buildings, and includes the Westside Walkway as stated in the Wharf Master 
Plan. Whether or not fishing will ultimately be allowed on the Westside Walkway is more 
of a policy or operational consideration for the City Council or Coastal Commission and 
is outside the scope of CEQA. 

6-3 Entry Gate Relocation. The commenter thanks City staff for clarification of the entry gate 
relocation kiosks and/or pay stations. 

 
Response: comment is acknowledged; no response is necessary. See also Response to 
Comment 6-1. 
 



 

Santa Cruz Wharf Master Plan  

Final EIR-Volume 2 10312 

August 2023 4-108 

6-4 Westside Walkway. The commenter thanks City staff for clarification of potential fishing 
from the Westside Walkway. 

 
Response: Comment is acknowledged; no response is necessary. See also Response to 
Comment 6-2. 
 

6-5 RPDEIR Public Comments. With regards to statement in RPDEIR that “reviewers may 
submit written comments on the Recirculated Partial Draft EIR related only to the 
revised EIR sections included in this document,” commenter does not believe this 
limiting of public comment is allowed and suggests a “re-write and recirculation.” 

. 
 Response: See Response to Comment 2-2 and Master Response 1, Scope of Revised EIR.  
 

 
 
 



From: Judi Grunstra <judiriva@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2023 6:08:33 PM 
To: David McCormic <dMcCormic@santacruzca.gov> 
Subject: Wharf Master Plan Comment  
  

Mr. McCormic:  
 
Please add my comments to the record regarding the Revised Wharf Master Plan.   I have not 
addressed specific areas pertaining to the impacts of the project on birds, fish, sea mammals, 
etc.   There are others more qualified than I am who no doubt will address those concerns.   I 
also am not well versed enough to comment on whether the proposed changes will impact the 
fishing opportunities for low-income fishermen/women.  When there is much talk of "equity," 
this should be considered. Improvements to parking circulation seem a reasonable goal.  The 
popular sea lion viewing holes should NOT be tampered with. 
 
I do have reservations about the addition of a broad promenade, and care should be taken that 
diners in restaurants on that side should not have to see people walking along, or even just 
their heads, interfering with the view of the bay or shoreline.  I also wonder about the safety of 
people on that side during stormy weather conditions. 
 
These two goals are worthy of support: 
 
1. Maintain and restore the characteristics that distinguish the Wharf as a unique physical and 
cultural landmark during its period of historic significance, when its role was closely related to 
the bay and maritime and commercial fishing activities.  
2. Strengthen the Wharf and increase its resiliency to extreme weather conditions, seismic 
events and sea level rise. Continue regular maintenance…  

 
The following statements, however, smack of "gentrification" and have the potential to replace 
whatever remains of the wharf's authenticity with a slick look that is likely to diminish and even 
ruin the experience in the name of "marketability."  
 
Utilize the new recreation, public access and open space improvements to 
enhance the identity of the Wharf, expand its market appeal and focus its 
messaging for branding and marketing purposes.  
 
4. Provide public oriented activities and a built form that gives 
structure and orientation to the visitor experience, expresses the 
unique characteristics of the Wharf and provides a more diverse 
and varied dimension to its venues and offerings.  

 
The wharf already has a "built form that gives structure and orientation to the visitor 
experience," and has attracted residents and visitors for decades, whether to special city events 
or just to feel the fresh air and open sky.  The only people calling for a "more diverse and varied 
dimension to its venues and offerings" are those with dollar signs in their eyes.   
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The worst of the proposed aspects is the unacceptable height and mass of the so-called 
"Landmark Building" at the end of the wharf.  This met with much community opposition, and 
yet it remains in the Master Plan.  
 
“LANDMARK” BUILDING  
The building should be somewhat taller 
than commercial buildings, to gain in stature and prominence within the 
visual setting. It should be up to 40 feet in height with a high-bay 
internal volume, an exposed wood truss roof and clerestory windows 
recommended to create a dramatic lighting effect that conveys an airy 
open feel both inside and outside of the space. 
 
This MUST be removed from the Wharf Master Plan!  It is an affront to the overall aesthetics of 
our beloved Wharf.  It violates the viewer's experience of the Monterey Bay and waters 
beyond.  No matter how the Plan envisions educational or other events or exhibits, conferences, 
etc., in such a cavernous space (maybe weddings too?), such events could easily be scheduled 
in the nearby Coconut Grove ballroom, without impinging on the one-of-a-kind Santa Cruz 
Wharf.  
 
As an aside, it seems the city has difficulty maintaining the facilities it currently has, let along 
constructing another one to maintain (or let deteriorate).  
 
Thank you. 
 
Judi Grunstra 
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LETTER 7 – Judi Grunstra  
 
7-1 Wharf Master Plan. Regarding the Wharf Master Plan, the commenter states the impact 

the fishing opportunities for low-income fishermen/women should be considered, 
improvements to parking circulation seem a reasonable goal, and the popular sea lion 
viewing holes should not be tampered with. 

 
Response: Potential impacts to recreational fishing uses are assessed on pages 4.8-36 to 
4.8-37 of the RPDEIR, and impacts related to removal of the sea lion viewing holes are 
evaluated on pages 4.8-35 to 4.8-36. Social and economic impacts, i.e., opportunities for 
low-income people, are not topics that require evaluation under CEQA. 

 
7-2 Wharf Master Plan. Regarding the Wharf Master Plan, the commenter states 

“reservations” about the addition of the broad promenade, that diners in restaurants 
should not see people walking along, and questions the safety of people on side during 
stormy weather conditions. 

 
 Response: Comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR, and 

no response is necessary. However, potential impacts related to the Westside Walkway, 
which appears to be the reference in the comment, are addressed in DEIR and FEIR 
sections that were not affected by the court ruling. Please see DEIR pages 4.1-10 to 4.1-
14 and in FEIR Response to Comment B1-5. It is anticipated that the Westside Walkway 
would be closed during extreme weather events and possibly “winterized” for seasonal 
closure, depending on design and safety needs.  

 
7-3 Wharf Master Plan Goals. The comment states two Wharf Master Plan goals are worthy 

of support, but cites another Wharf Master Plan policy and action that commenter 
suggests would lead to “gentrification” and diminish the experience at the Wharf in the 
name of marketability. 

 
 Response: Comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR, and 

no response is necessary. 
 

7-4 Landmark Building. Commenter expresses opposition to the Landmark Building and 
indicates that it must be removed from the Wharf Master Plan. 

 
 Response: Comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR, and 

no response is necessary. 
 
 
  

 
 



From: Laura Lee <lcl9@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, May 20, 2023 6:07 PM 
To: David McCormic <dMcCormic@santacruzca.gov> 
Subject: Master Plan RE: Wharf  
  
Hello Mr. McCormic, 
  
I’ve become aware of the plans to overhaul the Santa Cruz Wharf.  Since I live in downtown and 
frequently walk the Wharf, I find the plans to upgrade this important place requires a more thorough 
examination.  I do not appreciate your limiting our comments to only the revised master plan when we 
should be able to comment on the entire revised EIR.  Not all of us citizens knew about the first EIR plan.  
  
The Santa Cruz Municipal Wharf stands as a landmark providing attractive views from various parts of 
the bay as well as leisure activities for fisherman and strollers.  People come to Santa Cruz to appreciate 
the views. The intended plans for three 40’ high structures completely alter the views from all angles of 
the scenic areas overlooking the bay.  Such tall structures will prohibit views from both sides of the pier 
which is currently a big advantage as it facilitates staying power. Providing places for people to linger is 
one of the aspects of successful city economic planning. 
  
As it is now, this historical landmark is scaled in proportion to the adjacent beaches.  The city’s over-
bearing plans completely alter the character of this area.  Therefore, a more thoughtful and careful 
study needs to be done to assess the price the city is willing to pay with increased inflationary costs. 
  
Adequate maintenance and care of the Wharf is an essential need of the pier to 
thrive.  However,  shortchanging visitors by narrowing the parking lanes will make it more difficult to get 
in and out of vehicles, especially because many parking on the pier are elderly and a lot drive SUVs or 
trucks. 
  
Increasing commercial space is the goal of your team.  However, many aspects of your plan need more 
study to fully understand their impact.  In so doing, please consider how  these 40’ commercial buildings 
are OUT OF SCALE to Main and Cowell Beaches.  If your intent is making our Wharf a highly 
commercialized pier like PIER 39, or even Fisherman’s Wharf, we say NO.   More is not 
better!  Character, charm, and accessibility to a diverse population including low-income families has 
value and appeal.  Catering to the higher income strata exacerbates the inequalities in our 
society.  Many who live here do not wish to further this cultural phenomena and prefer being part of the 
solution in which a variety of interests are equally served. 
  
Thank you for your consideration, 
Laura C. Lee 
  
  
Sent from Mail for Windows 
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LETTER 8 – Laura C. Lee  
 
8-1 Wharf Master Plan. The comment indicates that comments should not be limited to only 

the revised master plan. 
 
 Response: See Response to Comment 2-2 and Master Response 1, Scope of Revised EIR.  
 
8-2 Wharf Views. The comment indicates that the Wharf stands as a landmark providing 

attractive views, and the plans for three 40-foot high structures would completely alter 
the views from scenic areas overlooking the bay and alter the character of this area. 

  
 Response: Response: The comment does not address analyses included in the RPDEIR. 

As explained in Master Response 1, Scope of Revised EIR, responses will be provided to 
comments related to revised text presented in the RPDEIR. However, it is noted that the 
potential impacts raised in the comment have been addressed in the Wharf Master DEIR 
and FEIR sections that were not affected by the Court ruling. Please see DEIR pages 4.1-
6 to 4.1-18 and FEIR Response to Comments A2-4, B1-3, B1-5, B1-6,  and C1-2 regarding 
impacts to scenic views and impacts related to aesthetics. 

 
8-3 Wharf Costs. The comment suggests a “more thoughtful and careful study needs to be 

done to assess the price the city is willing to pay with increased inflationary costs.” 
  
. Response: Comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR, and 

no response is necessary. 
 
8-4 Wharf Maintenance. The comment indicates adequate maintenance and care of the 

Wharf is essential, however, shortchanging visitors by narrowing the parking lanes will 
make it more difficult to get in and out of vehicles. 

 
Response: Comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR, and 
no response is necessary. However, proposed language in the Revised Master Plan 
recommends that “With any restriping, consider a variety of parking space sizes to 
accommodate a diversity of vehicle sizes including large SUVs and compact vehicles.” 

 
8-5 Wharf Character. The comment states many aspects of the Wharf Master Plan need 

more study regarding impacts and indicates that 40-foot tall buildings are out of scale 
with adjacent beaches. Comment further suggests opposition to making the Wharf 
highly commercialized like Pier 39 (in San Francisco). 

 
Response: Comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR, and 
no response is necessary. 

 



-----Original Message----- 
From: Jane Mio <jmio@earthlink.net>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2023 4:35 PM 
To: David McCormic <dMcCormic@santacruzca.gov> 
Subject: RECIRCULATED PARTIAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT SANTA CRUZ WHARF MASTER 
PLAN 
 
Good afternoon David, 
 
Thank you for the possibility to submit my comments & the confirmation of their receipt. 
 
The recirculated partial draft of the Wharf Master Plan EIR is strong with the mitigations for construction 
phases. Yet there are no mitigations listed for preventing long term accumulative impacts due to increase 
of human activities on the wildlife in a environment sensitive location.  
Without mitigations in place for these events how will the City project  lead assure the protection of the 
biodiverse integrity of this Natural Resource for the future generations? 
 
It stands to reason that the design focus is on safeguarding the sensitive environment since the natural 
setting with its wildlife population is the City's acknowledged main Wharf attractions. 
Therefore the pg. 3-20 light direction is an ill fit for the General Plan Light Pollution directions: Included 
in Chapter 8, Hazards, Safety and Noise p. 89/91/96 HZ5.1-HZ5.1.3. 
p. 3-20 Quote from recirculated partial draft EIR:  
"These letters could also be outlined to create a more vivid and arresting visual quality in the daytime as 
well as in the evening.” 
 
Sincerely, 
jane mio 
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LETTER 9 – Jane Mio  
 
9-1 Wildlife Mitigation. The comment states that recirculated partial draft of the Wharf 

Master Plan EIR is strong with the mitigations for construction phases, but there are no 
mitigations listed for preventing long-term accumulative impacts to the wildlife due to 
increase of human activities.  

 
Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR. 
As explained in Master Response 1, Scope of Revised EIR, responses will be provided to 
comments related to revised text presented in the RPDEIR. However, it is noted that the 
potential impacts to wildlife raised in the comment, including potential impacts from 
increased human use, have been addressed in the Wharf Master DEIR and FEIR sections 
that were not affected by the Court ruling. Please see DEIR pages 4.2-44 to 4.2-47 and 
4.2-50 to 4.2-54 and FEIR Response to Comments B3-12 and B3-13 regarding impacts to 
wildlife due to human activities. 

  
9-2 Wharf Lighting. The comment states that page 3-20 light direction is an ill fit for the 

General Plan Light Pollution direction included in Chapter 8, Hazards, Safety and Noise 
p. 89/91/96 HZ5.1-HZ5.1.3. 

 
Response: The comment references revisions to the Wharf Master Plan on page 3-20 of 
the RPDEIR regarding signage at the Wharf. Comment is acknowledged, but does not 
address analyses in the RPDEIR. As explained in Master Response 1, Scope of Revised 
EIR, responses will be provided to comments related to revised text presented in the 
RPDEIR. However, it is noted that the potential impacts related light and glare and 
aesthetics of new signs raised in the comment have been addressed in the Wharf Master 
DEIR and FEIR sections that were not affected by the Court ruling. Please see DEIR pages 
4.1-16 to 4.1-18 and FEIR Response to Comments B3-10 and B3-11 regarding light and 
glare. 

 



From: Jane Orbuch <jorbuch@comcast.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2023 5:05 PM 
To: David McCormic <dMcCormic@santacruzca.gov> 
Subject: WMP DRAFT EIR comment 
 
To Sarah Easley Perez, 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the partial draft EIR.  Also thanks for your zoom 
presentation—hopefully that will be posted on line. 
 
I have a few suggestions and comments: 
 
 
1.  I frequently bike out on the wharf—separating bikes from pedestrians, fisher people  and vehicles 
would be very helpful.  Also more bike parking is needed and most importantly the surface of the deck is 
really dangerous for pedestrians, vehicles and bikes—ie cracked and fissured asphalt.  I believe a wood 
surface as exhibited by the Santa Barbara’s Stearns wharf (see photo below)  would be most helpful and 
probably require less maintenance.  Also,  we need to reduce  fossil fuel vehicles visiting the wharf and 
Santa Cruz in general to support the City's Climate Change goals.  Why are we increasing parking?  We 
should be encouraging walking, biking and shuttles?  I also see no additional electric vehicle charging 
either—I only currently see one charger. 

 
 
2.  I appreciate that the plan advocates more recreational opportunities and ADA compliant 
features.  However, as in Judge Burdick's ruling—there is no recognition of nesting birds—ie Pigeon 
Guillemots and their requirements for nesting which is not addressed by your revision.  How will you 
address this? 
 
3.  Finally, today I visited the wharf and really enjoyed the new open area with Humble Sea Taps, 
seating, vibes and views.  This is great—and really expands the opportunities to see and enjoy the 
ocean.  Please maintain this open area! 
 
I appreciate your response and inclusion in draft EIR comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jane Orbuch 
2105 Branciforte Dr,  Santa Cruz, CA 95065 
831-458-1377 
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LETTER 10 – Jane Orbuch  
 
10-1 Wharf Deck. The commenter states that the surface of the Wharf deck is dangerous for 

pedestrians, vehicles, and bikes and believes a wood surface would be helpful. 
 

Response: The comment is acknowledged. The comment addresses condition of the 
Wharf’s surface, but does not address analyses included in the RPDEIR, and no response 
is necessary.  
 

10-2 Parking. The commenter questions addition of parking when walking, biking and shuttles 
should be encouraged and does not see electric vehicle charging.  

 
Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses included in the 
RPDEIR, and no response is necessary. 

 
10-3  Nesting Birds. The comment states that there is no recognition of nesting birds, i.e., 

pigeon guillemots and their requirements for nesting which is not addressed by the EIR 
revisions.   

 
Response: Comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses included in the 
RPDEIR. As explained in Master Response 1, Scope of Revised EIR, responses will be 
provided to comments related to revised text presented in the RPDEIR. However, it is 
noted that the potential impacts raised in the comment have been addressed in the 
Wharf Master DEIR and FEIR sections that were not affected by the Court ruling. Please 
see DEIR pages 4.2-44 to 4.2-50 and FEIR Response to Comments A2-8, B1-7, B1-8, B1-9, 
B2-3, B2-4, B3-3, B3-4, B3-5, and B3-6 regarding impacts to nesting birds. 
 

10-4  Wharf Conditions. The commenter states that that she visited Wharf and enjoyed the 
new open area with Humble Sea Taps seating and vibes and asks that this open area be 
maintained.   

 
Response: Comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses included in the 
RPDEIR, and no response is necessary. 
 
 
 



From: Mark Trabing <mrtrabing@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2023 10:24 PM 
To: David McCormic <dMcCormic@santacruzca.gov> 
Subject: Fwd: WMP DRAFT EIR COMMENT  
  
 
To the City’s Economic Development Department: 
 
I have reviewed the Santa Cruz Wharf Plan (Plan) and EiRs, and attended the 5/30/23 Zoom Public 
Hearing.  My comments range a little wider than the EIR.  I understand the Economic Development 
Department’s concern that the wharf doesn’t pay for itself, wants to address an infrastructure backlog 
and impose development standards.  But a balanced budget in this department, is not enough 
justification to take a chance of poorly redeveloping the historic wharf.  As you stated, you should 
pursue outside funding to pay for improvements, including the County which benefits from the indirect 
tourist dollars, generated by the wharf.  In addition, not all of the benefits that the wharf brings to the 
community, have been assigned a value or considered here, when it is said that the wharf does not pay 
for itself.    
 
The City, of course, has good intentions to redevelop the wharf.  But, look at how unsuccessful the 
nearby cities of Monterey and San Francisco have been in redeveloping Cannery Row and Pier 39.  If 
these famous cities can’t get it right, what chance does the small City of Santa Cruz staff have?  The 
historic water fronts of Monterey and San Francisco are described in beloved fiction, then get morphed 
into cheesy commercial ventures, in exchange for the wharf generating more dollars.  From an Economic 
Development Department's perspective, maybe these city projects are successful .. if they pay for 
themselves.  
 
We all agree the wharf must be properly maintained.  But implementing the current Wharf Plan (if they 
are anything like the graphics in the Wharf Plan), does not do enough to honor the history and traditions 
of this area.  You can’t replace the historic essence of the wharf, with more foot traffic and public 
art.  That’s what every other city does.  Be bold, and just leave it alone. 
 
The most egregious part of the Plan is extending the wharf to accommodate a Landmark Building.  Along 
with the proposed boat landings, you are changing the old wharf into more of an entertainment park.  Is 
the City lacking facilities to rent for weddings?  Please don’t destroy the old wharf to balance the 
budget.  
 
The timing of approving a wharf development plan, is not good. There  have been so many, recent, 
unfortunate changes to the community - closing the iconic West Cliff Drive, the sinking of the Aptos 
Cement Ship, the destruction of the Capitola wharf, the Bonny Door/Big Basin wild fires, the flooding of 
the Pajaro River.  Leave us something to hang on to.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Wharf Master Plan.   
 
Mark Trabing 
15 Saint Francis Drive 
Watsonville 
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LETTER 11 – Mark Trabing  
 
11-1 Wharf Funding and Redevelopment. The commenter states that concern that the Wharf 

pay for itself is not enough justification for redeveloping the Wharf and cites 
unsuccessful attempts in cities of Monterey and San Francisco. Comment agrees that 
Wharf must be properly maintained but states that the Wharf Master Plan does not do 
enough to honor the history and traditions of the area. 

 
Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR, 
no response is required. 
 

11-2 Landmark Building. The commenter indicates that the Landmark Building along with the 
proposed boat landings would change the Wharf into an entertainment park and ask 
that the Wharf not be destroyed to balance the budget. 

 
Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR, 
no response is required. 
 

11-3 Wharf Master Plan Approval. The commenter indicates that the timing of the approval of 
the Wharf Master Plan is not good given recent unfortunate changes in community 
related to winter storms, flooding, and fires. 

 
Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR, 
no response is required. 
 

 
 

 



From: david van brink <david.van.brink@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2023 11:49 AM 
To: Economic Development <economicdevelopment@santacruzca.gov> 
Subject: Wharf Master Plan question/comment 
 
Hello! 
 
I'm david van brink, west side resident for 35 years now. 
 
The new updates for the Wharf are very exciting! I visit it often, and of course I love the worn down 
maritime feel, but nonetheless look forward to its next incarnation, which brings back some of its history 
as well. 
 
Two comments. 
 
1. Parking. Many developments are trending AWAY from car parking, in various ways. This is a good 
thing. There is mention of reducing vehicle conflicts (with nonvehicles). But I and many would love to 
see an overall reduction in parking and personal automobile access. A brief mention is made of shuttles 
from offsite parking... can we go further? 
 
Let's get rid of half the parking. Or all of it. Or some of it? 
 
2. The sea lion "viewing holes" are magical. I know there's no shortage of sea lions and chances to see 
them, no matter what. But consider creating these magical viewing portals if possible. They are a HIT 
with all visitors! Any survey would confirm this. 
 
Thank you for efforts, great stuff ahead! // David Van Brink 
 
________ 
david van brink / david.van.brink@gmail.com / 831.332.6077 
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LETTER 12 – David van Brink  
 
12-1 Parking. Commenter states preference for reducing parking and personal automobile 

access and suggests mention of shuttles from offsite parking areas and getting rid of 
most or all parking.  

 
Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR 
and is referred to City decision-makers for further consideration.  
 

12-1 Sea Lion Views. The commenter states that the sea lion “viewing holes” are magical and 
creation of more viewing portals should be considered.  

 
Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR.  
However, pursuant to revisions in the Wharf Master Plan, these viewing holes will be 
retained or relocated as discussed in the RPDEIR. Per the Revised Master Plan, any 
proposal to modify or relocate the viewing holes, will be developed “through community 
engagement.” Ideas for further enhancement of the viewing holes or additional viewing 
portals are welcomed by the City at any time, but could most effectively be considered 
at the design stage when public engagement will be solicited for future projects.  
 
 



Community Meeting , May 30, 2023 Oral Public Comments 
 
A City Staff presentation on the Santa Cruz Wharf Master Plan and EIR was provided prior to asking 
for questions or comments from the public. Oral public comments are provided below. 
 
Gillian Greensite: Thank you very much. I have a couple of corrections, and a clarifying question. On 
the correction side, you said that the court ruling was to correct a number of aspects. However, that 
wasn't the court ruling. The court ordered that the entire EIR to be decertified and required the City 
to prepare a completely revised EIR that needs to be done.  
 
And secondly, you said that the City Council rejected the alternative that removed the Landmark 
Building and the Western walkway. But the City Council voted to accept the 2020 EIR and Wharf 
Master Plan, but they didn't specifically call out the alternative.  The court ordered the City to explain 
why it hadn't accepted the alternative, which was environmentally superior.  
 
My clarifying question is you had said that all the money generated from the Wharf goes back into it. 
My understanding is a percentage of parking fees does not go back into the Wharf, it either goes into 
the General Fund or it goes to Public Works. Would you please clarify that? And, you said that the 
boats on the dock at the end, the south dock, that they're not particularly large. Well, they are. Both 
have capacity for boats up to 200 tons, which is around 120 feet.  
 
Why isn’t the City following the court order that set to set aside the EIR and Wharf Master Plan and 
to prepare a completely revised EIR? 
 
Mark Trabing: I think this is a regional issue, and what’s driving the Wharf Master Plan seems to be 
the City wants it to pay for itself. 
 
2,500 citizens signed a petition concerned about the development and the direction the Wharf Mater 
Plan was going. The fear is the Wharf would be destroyed with the so-called improvements to this 
historic landmark. San Francisco and Monterey, in my opinion, messed up their opportunities with 
Peer 39 and Cannery Row. There's a fear that once you open the door to what I might call 
gentrification, you may have the best intentions, but decision-makers in the future could make 
irreversibly bad decisions. 
 
John Aird: It seems to be a narrow view of the asset that the Wharf provides to the entire community.  
I don't think it should be driving a benefit both to the culture and to the economy of Santa Cruz. So 
why should it have to support itself? It's an asset that's bringing people to Santa Cruz. I don't argue 
with the fact that the City has fiscal challenges. But that’s not where I'd look for improvements in this 
kind of a restrictive notion of the financing of it.  
 
It doesn't seem to be an accurate interpretation of what the judge did. He rescinded the whole EIR. 
The City has left out other concerns and decided to restrict the public's ability to comment on the 
totality once again. I don't think that was responsive to what the judge said, and I don't think it's 
responsive to what the community expects. 
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Linda Wilshusen: As I said in my letter on the original EIR, I really appreciate the Wharf, and I agree 
with some of the comments from the other speakers. I was not party to the to the lawsuit, but I was 
a little concerned that as somebody who commented on the EIR and the Wharf Mater Plan, I didn't 
receive any notification about this presentation or the tomorrow’s deadline for comments until today. 
When there are aspects of the project that the public will be able to have input in at a future time, I 
encourage the City to really make an effort to let people know and keep people informed who have 
been engaged in this process as the project moves ahead. 
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13 Community Meeting Oral Comments 
 
13-1 Scope of Revised EIR. The commenter states that the Court ordered the entire EIR to be 

decertified and required the City to prepare a completely revised EIR.  
 
 Response: See Master Response 1, Scope of Revised EIR. 
 
13-2 Alternatives. The commenter states that the Court ordered the City to explain why it 

hadn’t accepted the alternative that removed the Landmark Building and Western 
Walkway.  

 
 Response: See Master Response 1, Scope of Revised EIR, and Response to Comment 2-

28. 
 
13-3 Wharf Funds and Boat Size. The commenter asks whether money generated at the 

Wharf goes to Wharf maintenance or into the General Fund. The commenter also 
wanted to clarify that the south dock would have capacity for boats up to 200 tons and 
around 120 feet. 

 
 Response: The questions do not address analyses in the RPDEIR, and City staff provided 

clarifications to the questions at the community meeting. In summary, all revenues 
generated by the Wharf are assigned to the Municipal Wharf Fund within the City’s 
General Fund. The Municipal Wharf Fund typically pays for expenses related to Wharf 
maintenance and operations, parking enforcement, and lifeguards  Any shortfall of 
revenues to Wharf operating expenses is typically covered through a transfer of funds 
from the General Fund.  

 
 Commenter is correct that the South Landing will be designed to provide for the 

transient mooring of vessels up to 200 tons and approximately 120 feet in length as 
indicated on page 3-14 of the Project Description in the RPDEIR. 

 
13-4 Scope of Revised EIR. The commenter asks the City why it isn’t following the Court order 

to set aside the EIR and prepare a completely revised EIR.  
 
 Response: See Master Response 1, Scope of Revised EIR. 
 
13-5 Wharf Funding. The commenter asks what is driving the Wharf Master Plan, and City 

can’t continue to pay for Wharf improvements from other sources, such as 
development.  

 
 Response: The comment does not address analyses in the RPDEIR.  See Master Response 

1, Scope of Revised EIR. 
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13-6 Wharf Master Plan. The commenter states that a signed petition expresses concern 
about the development and direction presented in the Wharf Master Plan, and 
improvements may lead to “gentrification” despite the best intentions. 

 
 Response: Comment is acknowledged, but addresses the Wharf Master Plan and not 

analyses in the RPDEIR, and no response is required.  
 
13-7 Wharf Funding. The commenter states that Wharf is an asset to the community and asks 

why it should have to support itself.  
 
 Response: Comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR, and 

no response is required.  
 
13-8 Scope of Revised EIR. The commenter refers to the Court order on the EIR and asserts 

that the City’s interpretation is not accurate as the Court rescinded the EIR. The 
commenter also states that the City has decided to restrict the public’s ability to 
comment on the totality of the EIR, and expresses concern about the extent of public 
involvement.  

 
 Response: See Master Response 1, Scope of Revised EIR, and Response to Comment 2-2 

regarding public comments. 
 
13-9 Public Notice. The commenter states agreement with the comments of other speakers, 

and was concerned that as somebody who commented on the EIR and plan, she did not 
receive notification about the community meeting or RPDEIR comment deadline until 
the day of the meeting. She encourages the City to make an effort to keep people 
informed who have been engaged in the process.  

 
 Response: Comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the RPDEIR. 

However, it is noted that the City distributed the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the 
RPDEIR, which identified how to access the document and deadline for comments, to all 
agencies, organizations and individuals on the City’s distribution list for the EIR as well 
as those who provided comments on the 2020 DEIR. As a commenter on the DEIR, the 
speaker was emailed the NOA, and the City did not receive notice that it was 
undeliverable. The community meeting was advertised on the Project website, the City’s 
Press Release Newsroom, Facebook, Instagram, and LinkedIn. Nonetheless, the City 
appreciates the comment and will continue its efforts to inform and engage the 
community. 
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