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Rosemary Balsley

From: LORRI EVANS <lorri.evans@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, September 12, 2021 11:23 AM
To: City Council
Subject: 831Water Street

As someone who was born and raised in Santa Cruz and actually grew up living in a house on Belvedere Terrace  and 
currently owns a home on Arbor Avenue I am respectfully asking that you do not allow the proposed development at 831 
Water Street go through as it is currently being proposed. While I agree that there is a need for more affordable housing in 
Santa Cruz this project is just simply too big for that site.  As been pointed out  the SB 35 Application is incomplete so the 
city should not be officially reviewing an application that does not meet the minimum SB 35 requirements of 50% or more 
affordable housing. How can we make a decision on an application that is so blatantly incomplete beyond the requisite 
affordability numbers?    It will change the integrity of the neighborhood and do nothing to help create sustainable housing 
for the future. There are currently four similar apartment sites in Santa Cruz with apartments available for rent : 555 
Pacific Avenue, The Breakers 630 Water Street(located right down the hill from  the 831 Water proposed project) ,1010 
Pacific Apts and Cypress Point Apts 101 Felix Street We do not need more student housing but affordable homes for 
families. This project will cause more traffic in an all ready bad traffic area, cause further stress on our limited water 
supply, force the residents on Belvedere to live in the buildings immense shadow for most of the year. Choose wisely for 
the future of Santa Cruz housing please do not let Santa Cruz become the next San Jose. 
 
 
Respectfully 
Lorri Evans 
228 Arbor Avenue  
Santa Cruz Ca 95062 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: DCohen <ao@ebold.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 12, 2021 1:45 PM
To: City Council
Subject: Opposed to development of 831 Water St. as currently proposed

SC City Council ‐ I am writing to express my opposition to the development at 831 Water St. as proposed. It is 
disruptively out of scale for the neighborhood. Also, assurances that the future water supply is guaranteed by 
current plans are smug and not reliable; these plans should be manifest before qualifying as justification for 
expanding the population of Santa Cruz.  
Don Cohen 
1709 Seabright Ave. 
ao@ebold.com 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Bonnie Barisof <bonniesb2020@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 12, 2021 1:57 PM
To: City Council
Cc: Nathan Nguyen
Subject: 831 Water Street development

Dear City Council, 
  
I am grateful that the decision to determine whether an SB35 application is approved/denied rests 
with the City Council.  As our elected representatives, you have the responsibility to listen to the 
concerns of your community and to protect the health/safety/quality of life in the City of Santa Cruz.   
  
The 831 Water Street Development proposal is the first SB35 proposed project, and it is critical that 
the Council does its due diligence, as this will set the precedent for future development.  We cannot 
afford to get this wrong.   
  
There are many objective concerns/objections to the viability of this project: 
  
1. This development would be 145 units on less than one acre, in zoning that is only supposed to 
allow up to 55 units per acre. It would also be 60 feet tall and take up almost the entire lot that is 
zoned for only 40 feet tall and should include more open space for any new residents. Loopholes in 
the density bonus and new state laws are allowing developers to try to build way larger and denser 
than is healthy for our community. 
2. Currently the development has the affordable units segregated from the market-rate units in a 
separate building! The state requirement for SB 35 developments is to have affordable units 
distributed throughout the development. The City of Santa Cruz requires the affordable units to be 
dispersed throughout the development (Inclusionary Ordinance & Density Bonus Ordinance).  
3. The only entrance/exit is on Water Street where the center divide will force everyone entering and 
exiting the property to make U-turns to access the property, depending on which way they are 
heading. It is imperative that a traffic study be conducted at the most impacted times of day.    
 4. This site is hydrologically challenged due to its geography. Water is trapped above the substrata of 
mudstone and pools in the neighborhoods north of Water Street as it runs down from Delaveaga. 
Water Street gets its name because water constantly seeps through the retaining wall at this site. If 
the developer is allowed to put in a concrete two-level underground garage, it will create a "dam" 
along the entire north side of this long, narrow lot. That poses a considerable threat to homes, as well 
as a public health issue, coupled with the shading from these tall buildings. Standing water + total 
shade = toxic mold. 
5. This project does not meet the City of Santa Cruz Regional Housing Needs Allocation. There are 
not enough parking spaces for all of the units, and the parking spaces are an additional expense over 
and above the rent.  This will have a major negative impact on the surrounding neighborhood, as 
residents’ cars fill nearby residential streets to avoid paying for parking.  
  
Thank you for taking the time to fully address these issues with this proposed project.  
  
Sincerely, 
Bonnie Barisof 

25.718



1

Rosemary Balsley

From: Milo Barisof <nussram@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 12, 2021 2:42 PM
To: City Council
Cc: Nathan Nguyen
Subject: 831 Water Street development

Dear City Council, 
  
I am glad that the decision to determine whether an SB35 application is approved/denied rests with 
the City Council. As our elected representatives, you have the responsibility to listen to the concerns 
of your community and to protect health, safety, and quality of life in the City of Santa Cruz.   
  
The 831 Water Street Development proposal is the first SB35 proposed project, and it is critical that 
the Council does its due diligence, as this will set the precedent for future development.  We cannot 
afford to get this wrong.   
  
There are many objective concerns/objections to the viability of this project: 
 
 
1) Incomplete SB 35 Application: The City should officially respond to the applicant in writing, 
deeming the application as non-conforming and incomplete. 
 
Why is the city even officially assessing an application that does not even satisfy the minimum SB 35 
requirement — of "50% or more affordable units"? The City has posted acknowledgment of this 
nonconformity. The City of San Francisco has set a process that makes this situation stop the 
application until the applicant submits a new conforming application; and then the timeline starts from 
the beginning again. 
 
How can we adequately assess an application that is also obviously incomplete beyond the requisite 
affordability numbers?  
 
The elaborate table in the old/replaced application, showed how the developer felt they fulfilled the 
specific objective standards they identified with their building design and relative specifics, as well as 
the SB 35 requirements. That old application had different unit counts, parameters/massing, 
setbacks, etc., so it cannot be used to measure the new application against any identified 
standards/requirements.  
 
The new application is missing this needed table or similar explanation of fulfillment of the 
standards/requirements, so how can the City, the public, or any other reasonable person be able to 
assess it? 
 
Mass/Scale/Density: This development would be 145 units on less than one acre, in zoning that is 
only supposed to allow up to 55 units per acre. It would also be 60 feet tall and take up almost the 
entire lot that is zoned for only 40 feet tall and should include more open space for any new residents. 
Loopholes in the density bonus and new state laws are allowing developers to try to build way larger 
and denser than is healthy for our community. 
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Segregated Housing: This development segregates affordable units from market rate unit in two 
separate buildings, promoting classism and racism; we cannot allow the development patterns in 
society to perpetuate this segregation. Two City Ordinances dictate that all inclusionary affordable 
units are to be "dispersed throughout the development." This includes our Inclusionary Ordinance as 
well as our Density Bonus Ordinance. It is also a requirement for the affordable units found in SB 35's 
regulations per the state's Department of Housing and Community Development. 
 
Public Safety — For Cyclists: The only proposed entrance/exit for the underground parking garage 
poses an unusually unsafe situation for cyclists riding down the new protected bike lane on Water 
Street. If we want to build a more cyclist and pedestrian oriented City, dangerous proposals like this 
cannot be approved.  

2) Traffic — Public Health: Traffic already backs up on the corner of N. Branciforte Avenue and 
Water Street. Adding this much population density to such a small lot will dramatically increase this. 
And it's not just the density, the only entrance/exit is on Water Street where the center divide will force 
everyone entering and exiting the property to make U-turns to access the property, depending on 
which way they are heading. Traffic has not just been linked to dangerous air quality, but also anxiety 
disorders, and many other negative health impacts. 

 
3) Historical/Archeological: The Villa de Branciforte holds significant yet largely ignored historical 
and archeological significance for the City, the County (originally named Branciforte County) and the 
State. Potential buried structures/foundations and artifacts from that era must be protected and the 
presence of which should disqualify the development for SB 35 approval. The Villa had a completely 
different culture than the Santa Cruz Mission town. Native Americans and Mestizos were allowed to 
vote in the Villa and some even held office. This is in stark contrast to the secular and controlled 
society at the Mission, where huge numbers of Natives perished. For being such a small strip of town 
with huge historical significance for the entire State, the old Villa de Branciforte area needs to be 
treated with great archeological care during any deep excavation that would completely remove the 
historical Bolcoff Hill for a two level underground parking garage. 

 

4) Public Safety — Building Safety/Earthquakes: This site is on a hill that is more than 30 degrees 
with very specific geography. The type of soil is loose and crumbly with chunks cracking and falling 
along the retaining wall on Water St. Santa Cruz is in an area with six major faults surrounding us, 
and the Ben Lomond Fault going straight through our City.  Unfortunately, SB 35 only restricts 
developments within areas in which the State Geologist has published official maps showing them as 
delineated earthquake fault zones. Unfortunately "no data" has been officially applied to the entire 
area of our City on the official maps, even though the fault activity map on the State's "geological 
survey" shows a ton of faults. If you go to our City's address on this map and zoom out, you will see 
many faults and we know first hand that our City is prone to plenty of damage due to earthquakes.  
 

The oversight of our City not yet having adequate data on the State Geologist's site should not be 
allowed to result in improperly constructed large developments throughout our City that don't get the 
proper EIR/CEQA process that could mitigate such dangers by requiring earthquake retrofitting in the 
design. 

 
5) Standing Water — Public Health: This site is hydrologically challenged due to its geography. 
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Water is trapped above the substrata of mudstone and pools in the neighborhoods north of Water 
Street as it runs down from Delaveaga. Water Street gets its name because water constantly seeps 
through the retaining wall at this site. If the developer is allowed to put in a concrete two-level 
underground garage, it will create a "dam" along the entire north side of this long, narrow lot. That 
poses a considerable threat to homes, as well as a public health issue, coupled with the shading from 
these tall buildings. Standing water + total shade = toxic mold. 

 

6) Shade — Public Health: The 60-foot height of this development would cast shade on the 
Belvedere Terrace homes so that during the winter, many would see zero direct sun for the entire 
day. This is linked to depression (Seasonal Affective Disorder). It could also cause serious illness due 
to toxic mold when those properties would have neither the drying warmth, nor UV sterilization from 
the sun during the wet time of the year. 
 

Parking: This site does not provide the amount of parking for the density of housing proposed and 
only a couple parking places for their commercial retail. On top of that, the parking will be expensive 
for the residents and paid for separately (uncoupled) which poses an extra strain on new residents 
needing affordable housing. This will cause many residents and commercial patrons to park 
elsewhere, greatly impacting neighboring streets. 

 
7) Open Space/Privacy: Green open space is part of our development standards and crucial to 
include in any development for physical health, mental health and well being of residents, as well as 
the air-scrubbing needed from plants to mitigate the huge increase in population density and 
associated traffic. Besides a couple of very small strips, the only open space proposed for this 
development is the rooftop, where people will be able to look down directly into the yards and homes 
of the neighboring community. 

 
8) Cumulative Impacts: Large developments are already permitted all over the City and more are 
being proposed. The cumulative impacts on our community are not being discussed and the crucial 
infrastructure needed to support such density is not being adequately addressed. We are already 
over our carrying capacity for many necessities, such as water (with no end to our global warming-
perpetuated drought in sight). 

  
Thank you for taking the time to fully address these issues with this proposed project.  
 
Sincerely, 
Milo Barisof 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Lisa Burdick <lisaroseburdick@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 12, 2021 4:07 PM
To: City Council
Subject: 831 Water St. - Opposition letter

Hello City Council,  
  
           I have been following this project since the beginning and have been firmly against it for 
several reasons. I am a lifelong resident and currently live in this neighborhood. I do support some 
sort of renovation or smaller scale housing for this particular property. I truly don’t think this proposed 
project solves any of the issues it claims to be helping.  
  
           I am concerned with the sheer size of the physical property proposed being wedged into an 
existing neighborhood much like a sardine in a can. There is little to no outdoor access for proposed 
residents and the structures tower over neighboring homes. This project does not make sense 
geographically, as 150 units is a lot of people in this cramped less than 1 acre size. The studios are 
proposed at the smallest possible size they can be legally, again like sardines in a can.  
  

The parking proposed has issues including not enough proposed parking spots for the number 
of units- leading people to park in the surrounding neighborhoods where parking is already an issue 
with many multi family homes. The parking for tenants is going to cost $300/month in addition to the 
rent, this seems to exceed low-income affordability (which is what this property claims to be). 
  

Why does “affordable” have to mean the bare minimum? Why can’t the parking spaces be built 
into the low-income housing cost? As a low-income individual, I would not want to live in this building. 
It is too crowded and does not offer parking or enough outdoor space. I believe affordable housing is 
helping low-income individuals and families increase their financial status through investment, this 
type of housing does not do that. The only people who benefit from the investment are the developers 
and their investors. How do we get the people of Santa Cruz to benefit?  
  

It appears this housing is indirectly targeting UCSC students as potential tenants. This is 
another issue or barrier to working low income individuals and families getting housing. When you 
have students stacked in dorm-like apartments because there is not enough housing available on 
campus, this puts more strain on the issue of families finding affordable, realistic homes.  
  

I fear this project is the beginning of the end of local input into projects, the state seems to be 
overpowering democracy with laws like SB-35, leaving little choice for the people of the community. 
How can we make changes to benefit the local community? The state doesn’t seem to have a part in 
how their oligarchic laws are playing out at the community level. 
  
Thank you for your time, and please vote to downsize this project and fix many of the issues 
involved.   
  
Sincerely,  
  
Lisa Burdick 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Lira Filippini <lirafilippini@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 12, 2021 4:59 PM
To: City Council; Donna Meyers; Sonja Brunner; Justin Cummings; Shebreh Kalantari-

Johnson; Sandy Brown; Renee Golder; Martine Watkins; Tony Condotti; Lee Butler; 
Samantha Haschert; Ryan Bane

Subject: Agenda Item 25 - 831 Water St Public Oversight Meeting

Dear Mayor, Council Members and Planning, 
 
I write to put on record - my support for the agenda recommendations for Agenda Item 25 
(9/14/21); 831 Water St public oversight meeting. 
 
I especially support this posted agenda item detail for accuracy to my current understanding of SB 
35 regulations in relation to the details in the official application (submitted on 7/27/21): 

"In order to proceed with the development, the applicants would need to correct any 
deficiencies and resubmit the application. Resubmittal of the application would restart the 
City’s review timeline." 

 
I also support and am grateful to Planning and Community Development Staff for noting in the 
agenda report (on page 7, bolding added by me for emphasis): 

"The most recent plan submittal on July 27, 2021 provided a revised site and building design but did not include a 
revised narrative with a density bonus request, nor did the submittal include base density plans that 
appropriately reflect a fully conforming project. Therefore staff could not conduct an analysis as to the 
permitted density bonus nor the requested incentives/concessions or waivers."  

 
I would also like to add this part of San Francisco's policy - as support of our planning Staff's posted 
recommendations (bolding added by me for emphasis). 
  San Francisco's SB 35 Application Process: 

  "SB-35 includes timelines for streamlined review. Planning staff must determine if a project is eligible for 
streamlining within 60 days of application submittal for projects of 150 or fewer units...  If the Department 
provides written comments to a Project Sponsor detailing how a project is not SB-35 eligible as proposed, 
or requests additional information to make such a determination, then the 60 or 90 day timeline will restart 
upon submittal of a revised development application in response to that written notice." 
 

Novin Development has since submitted what the applicant is calling "additional information".  This additional 
information includes a completely different allocation for both base number of units proposed as well as total 
number of units proposed.  Among many other changes to the application, this is not a minor change to an 
existing application and should not be identified as such.  This is either a "new application" or additional and 
incongruent information to the old official application that is found by the City Staff to be non-conforming. 
 
Thank you for respectfully denying the current official application for development for 831 Water St, fulfilling 
the required SB 35 timeline.  And thank you for respectfully submitting in writing to the applicant that the 
official application is in non-conformity and that the applicant is welcome to submit a new application for 
review with the onset of a new timeline for such review. 
 
Thank you, 
Lira Filippini 
130 Belvedere Terrace 
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Santa Cruz, CA 95062 
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From: Valerie Bengal
To: City Council
Subject: 831 Water Street
Date: Sunday, September 12, 2021 6:41:08 PM

Dear City Council Members,

I am writing to register my contribution to the meeting on September 14, which I cannot
attend because I am working.

I have participated in the public response and discussion about the development in my
neighborhood. Now that you have heard all the arguments to modify the project I will take
the approach of how this would be addressed with a constructive and positive mindset in a
more rational parallel universe. I have traveled the world and lived in large cities with
population densities of up to 11,000 per square mile (Chicago, Paris, Vienna, which is
famous for "social housing developments", Berkeley) as well as in smaller cities. I have seen
that the best design is that which has a "sense of place," in the fullest sense.

Here is the profile and the instructions to the engineers and architects: 

A lot (less than one acre) is available in a mixed commercial and residential neighborhood at
the corner of a busy and awkward intersection for redevelopment as mixed residential and
commercial. It is zoned for 40 feet tall and less than 55 units. The SB 35 requirement is for
50% affordable units distributed throughout the building. Parking must be adequate for  the
number of commercial and residential units since there is basically no available street
parking nearby. The front of the property includes a lane reserved for use by the Fire
Department and other emergency vehicles who must exit Belvedere Terrace cul-de-sac (to
the west and north of the property) because they cannot turn around. It would not be
practical to route the emergency vehicles around the back of the building.

The neighborhood, Villa De Branciforte, is almost 250 years old and has numerous areas of
archaeological significance. The surrounding homes are primarily Victorian, Craftsman,
and mid-(20th) century. The commercial area has architectural diversity and is largely less
than two stories high. Whatever is built at this corner could set a precedent for good or for
bad design. It overlooks the surrounding area and could be a big eyesore.

It sits above an unusual geologic mudstone formation, where water flows from the hills to
the north and is trapped at Water Street and the existing retaining wall. There is frequently
standing water in the homes "upstream" from this underground current. There is a high
risk of toxic mold in the neighborhood and threats to the structural integrity of the
buildings.

The slope is more than 30 degrees and consists of friable and unstable soil and subsoil. The
City does not have updated information about seismic risk. 

The lot abuts residential areas on two sides. The only possible exits from the lot are both
near the corner of Branciforte Avenue and Water Street, and must account for heavy auto,
bus, truck, pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

25.725

mailto:valeriebengal@yahoo.com
mailto:CityCouncil@cityofsantacruz.com


Because the lot is next to residential areas there is no "buffer" zone of streets to help with
ingress and egress of traffic.

Another problem is that a tall building so close to the neighborhood may shade the
residences to the west and north, causing significant harm to the residents of the homes.
The lack of sun would eliminate the use of solar panels and encourage mold and other
damaging consequences of standing water. Even during our long drought there is plenty of
mold in Santa Cruz.

The overall plan for new construction in the narrow commercial corridor of Water Street
suggests that very tall or bulky buildings would not fit the carrying capacity of the
neighborhood. There is limited infrastructure, space, water, and services. 

So, if I were a so-called "developer": 

I would hire the best archaeologist, engineers and architects and instruct them to design for
the setting and the limitations, not make a generic design out of thin air and hope to ram it
through the Planning Department. I would hire a green builder.
I would look at the entire neighborhood and ensure that my "development" is in harmony
with the surrounding natural and built area. I would think long-term about how my
building addresses equity in housing, environmental sustainability, the circular economy,
mitigation of the climate crisis, and risks such as earthquake, fire, and drought. Perhaps SB
35 guidelines must be followed, but the system should not be "gamed."

I would first address the seismic, water, and traffic constraints. I would probably build 30
units, 40 feet tall, with no more than 60% lot coverage, to accommodate the fire lane on the
west end and a buffer zone between the north and west side between the property and the
neighboring residents. The top of the building would have a downward slope or "stair
steps" from the front to the back of the building, calculated from the azimuth of the sun in
winter. The north side of the building would be used for corridors, stairs and utilities to
respect the privacy of the neighbors.There would be open space all around. Parking would
be on the ground floor. We have plenty of vacant real estate in town, no need for retail,
although "live-work" may fit. There should be a green roof with solar panels and rainwater
collection cisterns for landscaping, as well as charging stations for electric cars. Zip cars or
other shared transportation would be a great idea. The style of the building should fit the
history and culture of the city, as well as the unique natural setting. This would be the fun
part of the design.

I urge the City Council to represent the good judgement and experience of the people who
live in this neighborhood and this city and know it far better than a company whose desire
for profit and expediency will override a thoughtful, professional, and socially responsible
approach to building.

Please note that, as a physician, if I approached the practice of medicine as mindlessly and
indiscriminately as this developer, without regard for standards of care, evidence-based
medicine, and the needs and vulnerabilities of the individual, my patients would be maimed
or dead and I would be in prison. 
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Thank you for hearing my suggestions.

Valerie Bengal MD FAAFP
424 Poplar Avenue
Santa Cruz 95062
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Anne Murphy <amurphy@vanguardrealtors.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 12, 2021 7:08 PM
To: City Council
Subject: I oppose 831 development

Hello, 
Writing to let you know that due to the enormous scale & density of this project, its segregated housing design, 
the low number of "affordable" units proposed, the disregard of the impact to traffic & the overarching 
architectural design I oppose this project for the N. Branciforte area of Santa Cruz. 
Who does this project serve? What segment of our housing issue does this address? 
Think about the needs of Santa Cruz residents before voting to proceed. 
Thank you, 
Anne Murphy 
Anne M. Murphy 
eXp Realty of Ca., Inc. 
DRE # 00644055 
Cell 831.247.0670 
amurphy@vanguardrealtors.com 
www.AnneMMurphy.com 
 

 

Virus-free. www.avg.com  
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Cecil Childress <c.c.childress@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, September 12, 2021 8:07 PM
To: City Council
Subject: 831 Water St.

Dear City Council Members, 
 
I have lived in Santa Cruz for forty-five years. 
 
Santa Cruz has always been a very special place with a unique small town atmosphere. I can see the need for 
affordable housing here, but the proposal to put 145 units at 831 Water Street is unacceptable; the zoning only 
allows for 55 units per acre and the 831 site is less than an acre. 
 
Senate Bill 35 should not be used to encourage this irresponsible development that will put a strain on an 
already burdened city infrastructure. Everyone I know is against this development. Only the developers will 
benefit from its completion. 
 
This community has always resisted multi-storied buildings. Santa Cruz has always had a small town 
atmosphere that both its citizens and visitors enjoy. Multi-storied buildings will make Santa Cruz feel like just 
another over populated city. Santa Cruz will lose its identification and some of what makes it a wonderful place 
to live. 
 
Please deny Novin Development a building permit for this unacceptable structure. 
 
Cecil Childress 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Brian Bagley <briankt@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, September 12, 2021 8:43 PM
To: City Council
Subject: 831 Water Street Proposal

To the Members of Santa Cruz City Council, I write this letter in opposition to the proposed development on 
Water St. and Branciforte Ave. , a historical site of our Villa Branciforte.  You have heard the strong opposition 
to this overly dense project and the many reasons why it should not be approved . I live in a neighboring 
community, but I am very familiar with the neighborhood of Belvedere Terrace and Berkeley Way. These are 
historic neighborhoods and should not be drastically altered by a high rise apartment.  By approving the 
proposed project you will be destroying those neighborhoods with shadows, lack of privacy, noise pollution, 
traffic congestion, and parking issues. Putting approximately 300 people and at a minimum 150 cars, on a one 
acre lot is insane. Being for such a project should put an end to your tenure on the city council, in my opinion. 
Please reject the current proposal of Mr. Norvin and consider a smaller, neighborhood friendly and community 
wise project. It would benefit everyone in our community. 
Katherine Bagley 
145 Lucinda St., Scott’s Valley, CA 95066 
(831) 439‐9909 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Patricia McVeigh <pmcveigh@baymoon.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 12, 2021 10:03 PM
To: City Council
Subject: 831 Water St.

It’s inconceivable how more housing units can be approved in this time of Limited water Supplies. Please 
consider halting construction for a period of at least a year. 
 
Have a Happy Day, 
 
Pat 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Woutje Swets <woutje.swets@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 12, 2021 10:54 PM
To: City Council
Cc: Ryan Bane; Lee Butler
Subject: 831 Water Street project

Dear Honorable Mayor and City Council: 
 
I am urging you to take into account my comments regarding Mr. Novin's application for the 831 Water Street 
Development: 
 
1 - Mr. Novin is requesting a Concession regarding his proposal to have a separate building for the required 
affordable units. He claims that he needs an exception because otherwise his financing scheme would not work.
However, Section 65008 of SB35 "prohibits discrimination against affordable housing".  
Separating the affordable housing units from the market rate units is a clear example of redlining and 
segregation, and it is of course forbidden by law. 
 
2 - SB35 does not require parking if there is public transportation within half a mile of the project. There is 
indeed a bus stop for busses #66 and #71.  
However, the SB35 requirement is too vague as it does not address when busses actually run.  
Bus #66 only runs once per hour. On weekdays the last bus is at 10 PM. On weekends the last run is at 9 PM. 
Bus #71 doesn't even run after 4 PM, and its weekend schedule is only 1 x per hour. 
Especially people who rely on public transportation certainly need busses to run more often than 1 x per hour, 
and certainly need busses to run later than 9 or 10 PM. 
 
3 - Regarding the proposed garage exit onto Water Street: The developer states that there is "adequate sight" for 
cars exiting from his development onto Water Street. However, that does not take into account the steep hill at 
that garage exit where the speed limit is 30 miles per hour. "Adequate sight" requires a much longer line of sight 
than the developer is proposing when cars and bikes travel there at 30 miles per hour down a steep hill. 
The Public Works Department did an Engineering & Traffic Survey, published in October of 2018:  
Of the 101 vehicles observed at the Water Street section between N. Branciforte Avenue and Ocean Street there 
were a whopping 43 collisions between 2010 to 2015. Close to 46%! Of those collisions, 26 resulted in injuries. 
 
Between 2003-2006 the Reed Way Cottages at the corner of 719 Water Street and Reed Way were built. There 
is a driveway in that development that exits onto Water Street. However, that driveway exit has a locked gate 
because the City of Santa Cruz deemed it too dangerous to be used as an exit. The gate is only accessible by the 
Fire Department for emergencies. 
 
I urge you to deny the application of the Water Street Development.  
 
Sincerely, 
Woutje Swets 
831-278-2447 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Ann Hubble <hubbletalk@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 4:38 AM
To: City Council
Subject: Too Many Problems to Approve 831 Water Street

Dear City Council,  
 
I urge you to oppose the 831 Water Street Proposal. We need to build more affordable family housing in Santa 
Cruz, but let's be smart about what projects are approved so we maintain a healthy, livable city. 

 The size of the 831 Water Street project is unacceptable. The proposed 145 units on less than an acre for 
an area that is zoned for 55 units per acre is excessive.  

 The project doesn't meet the minimum SB 35 requirement of 50% or more affordable units. We need 
more affordable, family development to encourage more families to live in our town.  

 The proposed underground garage has an entrance/exit that poses a danger to those of us who regularly 
use the new bicycle protected bike lane on Water Street. Let's build safer situations for cyclists. 

Thank you, 
 
Ann Hubble 
118 Melrose Avenue 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Bonnie Bush
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 6:43 AM
To: City Council
Subject: FW: MBEP Comment Letter | Sept 14 City Council | Agenda Item 25
Attachments: MBEP Comment Letter 9.14 Agenda Item 25.pdf

 
 
Bonnie Bush, CMC 
City Clerk 
City of Santa Cruz 
831-420-5035 
 
Public Records Requests may be submitted online via the Public Records Request form, by email, or by hard copy form 
available at the City Clerk’s Office located at 809 Center Street, Room 9, Santa Cruz, CA 95060. 
  
Please note: Public Record Act Requests submitted via email, fax, USPS, or dropoff after 5:00 p.m. on a business day, 
Saturdays, Sundays, or holidays will be processed as received on the next open business day. The 10-day response 
period begins when the request is received. 
 
From: Ashley Gauer [mailto:agauer@mbep.biz]  
Sent: Friday, September 10, 2021 4:38 PM 
To: Bonnie Bush <bbush@cityofsantacruz.com> 
Cc: Bonnie Bush <bbush@cityofsantacruz.com> 
Subject: MBEP Comment Letter | Sept 14 City Council | Agenda Item 25 

 
Hi Barbara, 
 
Hope this finds you well. Now that the agenda is out for Tuesday, 9/14, we wanted to make sure we got our 
comment letter (attached) RE: Item 25 in before the weekend.  
 
I didn't see a deadline for written public comment, so if you could confirm our letter will be included in the 
Council's packet, that'd be wonderful. 
 
Thank you so much, have a nice weekend! 
-------------------------------------- 
Ashley Gauer 
808.927.1535 
Program Manager, Special Projects 
Monterey Bay Economic Partnership 

 
Lead. Impact. Thrive. 
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September 10,  2021

Santa Cruz City Council
809 Center Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Subject: Support for 831 Water Street Mixed Use Project, Agenda Item 25

Dear Mayor Meyer and Santa Cruz City Councilmembers,

The Monterey Bay Economic Partnership (MBEP) supports the proposed
affordable housing development at 831 Water Street once it complies with staff’s
objective standards criteria and accompanying density bonus request pursuant to
Senate Bill 35 (SB-35) on Affordable Housing Streamlined Approval Process .

The proposed mixed-use project answers a critical need for affordable and
workforce housing in our community. Of the total 140 residential units included in
the proposal, 71 tax-credit affordable units would be designated to lower
income households making 30-60% of the Area Median Income (AMI), and 69
units of middle-income workforce housing will target critical employees like
nurses, teachers, firefighters, and young families. The developer is currently
working with Santa Cruz City Schools to determine a set-aside of these units
at 80-120% AMI.

In addition to providing affordable housing units to the community, the proposed
development would also provide underground automated parking stackers, ample
bicycle parking, local artist units, 2,727 square feet of ground-floor commercial
space to support local entrepreneurs and students, ample green open space, and
environmentally friendly amenities including a rooftop garden, rainwater
recycling, and 100% electric utilities with renewable energy. The urban infill
location of the project makes a prime opportunity for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions by being within walking or biking distance to amenities, restaurants,
Downtown Santa Cruz, UC Santa Cruz, jobs and public transportation. As the
project is within 1/2 mile of a bus stop at Ocean and Water, it meets headway
frequency and is situated on a high quality transit corridor qualifying the site as a
“Sustainable Communities Opportunity Area” for transit-oriented development
per AMBAG’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan. All of this contributes to mitigating
the effects of climate change, and opportunities for sustainable growth.

As the City’s first affordable housing developer to propose a project under SB-35 in
the City of Santa Cruz, we commend the cooperation of the city and the developer
to better understand SB-35 and its process. The developer has worked diligently to
address community concerns, which include, reducing the height on one building
from 5 stories to 4, adding an additional 20 foot property set-back along Water
Street and building-step back for improved emergency vehicle access, reducing the
overall building area by over 20%, eliminating the rooftop bar, and limiting the

3180 Imjin Road, Suite 102

Marina, CA 93933  831.915.2806
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parking garage use to residents only in order to reduce in-and-out traffic along Water Street. Additional changes to
the project’s application include:

1. More EVSE electric vehicle charger spaces
2. Increased secure bike parking in garage
3. Design improvements to enhance safety at the garage entrance on Water Street
4. Addition of bio-treatment for rainwater runoff
5. Increased commercial parking spaces
6. Addition of 5 artists or live/work lofts
7. Addition of streetscape improvements (trees, bus shelter, etc.) along Water Street
8. Selection of high quality building materials for enhanced architectural design

The proposed project will continue to do its part to honor and comply with the objective standards established by the
City, and will be an architectural benefit and important step forward in the future of housing in Santa Cruz. MBEP’s
Housing Initiative supports the construction of housing in our region at all types and income levels in
appropriate locations near existing jobs, transit and services. MBEP’s Climate Change Initiative advocates for
the construction of transit-oriented housing developments and climate-resilient infrastructure. With its use of
SB-35 and Density Bonus Law to maximize land use in an appropriate site proximate to jobs and transportation, 831
Water Street is in alignment with our housing production and climate change resiliency goals. Also, in accordance with
SB-35 requirements this project will pay prevailing wages for construction which will maximize local hiring and
livable pay rates.

For all these reasons and more, we encourage the Council to expeditiously approve the project once it complies
with the City’s objective standards criteria and accompanying density bonus request pursuant to SB-35. If the
current submittal does not meet objective standards and is therefore not eligible for SB-35 at this time, we support
staff’s recommendation to direct the Planning and Community Development Department to prepare a written
documentation letter that would be provided to the applicant that references the Council’s denial and identifies what
objective criteria are not being met and why so that the applicant can make necessary corrections and resubmit.

Thank you for your leadership and time.

Sincerely

Kate Roberts
President & CEO

MBEP was founded in 2015 and consists of over 87 public, private and civic entities located throughout Monterey,
San Benito and Santa Cruz counties with a mission to improve the economic health and quality of life in the
Monterey Bay region. Our Housing initiative consists of a broad coalition of community members, local employers,
and organizations to advocate for and catalyze an increase in housing of all types and income levels in the region.

3180 Imjin Road, Suite 102

Marina, CA 93933  831.915.2806
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Watch our video to learn more  
Sign up for Action Alerts 
www.mbep.biz 
Facebook | Twitter 
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September 10,  2021

Santa Cruz City Council
809 Center Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Subject: Support for 831 Water Street Mixed Use Project, Agenda Item 25

Dear Mayor Meyer and Santa Cruz City Councilmembers,

The Monterey Bay Economic Partnership (MBEP) supports the proposed
affordable housing development at 831 Water Street once it complies with staff’s
objective standards criteria and accompanying density bonus request pursuant to
Senate Bill 35 (SB-35) on Affordable Housing Streamlined Approval Process .

The proposed mixed-use project answers a critical need for affordable and
workforce housing in our community. Of the total 140 residential units included in
the proposal, 71 tax-credit affordable units would be designated to lower
income households making 30-60% of the Area Median Income (AMI), and 69
units of middle-income workforce housing will target critical employees like
nurses, teachers, firefighters, and young families. The developer is currently
working with Santa Cruz City Schools to determine a set-aside of these units
at 80-120% AMI.

In addition to providing affordable housing units to the community, the proposed
development would also provide underground automated parking stackers, ample
bicycle parking, local artist units, 2,727 square feet of ground-floor commercial
space to support local entrepreneurs and students, ample green open space, and
environmentally friendly amenities including a rooftop garden, rainwater
recycling, and 100% electric utilities with renewable energy. The urban infill
location of the project makes a prime opportunity for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions by being within walking or biking distance to amenities, restaurants,
Downtown Santa Cruz, UC Santa Cruz, jobs and public transportation. As the
project is within 1/2 mile of a bus stop at Ocean and Water, it meets headway
frequency and is situated on a high quality transit corridor qualifying the site as a
“Sustainable Communities Opportunity Area” for transit-oriented development
per AMBAG’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan. All of this contributes to mitigating
the effects of climate change, and opportunities for sustainable growth.

As the City’s first affordable housing developer to propose a project under SB-35 in
the City of Santa Cruz, we commend the cooperation of the city and the developer
to better understand SB-35 and its process. The developer has worked diligently to
address community concerns, which include, reducing the height on one building
from 5 stories to 4, adding an additional 20 foot property set-back along Water
Street and building-step back for improved emergency vehicle access, reducing the
overall building area by over 20%, eliminating the rooftop bar, and limiting the

3180 Imjin Road, Suite 102

Marina, CA 93933  831.915.2806
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parking garage use to residents only in order to reduce in-and-out traffic along Water Street. Additional changes to
the project’s application include:

1. More EVSE electric vehicle charger spaces
2. Increased secure bike parking in garage
3. Design improvements to enhance safety at the garage entrance on Water Street
4. Addition of bio-treatment for rainwater runoff
5. Increased commercial parking spaces
6. Addition of 5 artists or live/work lofts
7. Addition of streetscape improvements (trees, bus shelter, etc.) along Water Street
8. Selection of high quality building materials for enhanced architectural design

The proposed project will continue to do its part to honor and comply with the objective standards established by the
City, and will be an architectural benefit and important step forward in the future of housing in Santa Cruz. MBEP’s
Housing Initiative supports the construction of housing in our region at all types and income levels in
appropriate locations near existing jobs, transit and services. MBEP’s Climate Change Initiative advocates for
the construction of transit-oriented housing developments and climate-resilient infrastructure. With its use of
SB-35 and Density Bonus Law to maximize land use in an appropriate site proximate to jobs and transportation, 831
Water Street is in alignment with our housing production and climate change resiliency goals. Also, in accordance with
SB-35 requirements this project will pay prevailing wages for construction which will maximize local hiring and
livable pay rates.

For all these reasons and more, we encourage the Council to expeditiously approve the project once it complies
with the City’s objective standards criteria and accompanying density bonus request pursuant to SB-35. If the
current submittal does not meet objective standards and is therefore not eligible for SB-35 at this time, we support
staff’s recommendation to direct the Planning and Community Development Department to prepare a written
documentation letter that would be provided to the applicant that references the Council’s denial and identifies what
objective criteria are not being met and why so that the applicant can make necessary corrections and resubmit.

Thank you for your leadership and time.

Sincerely

Kate Roberts
President & CEO

MBEP was founded in 2015 and consists of over 87 public, private and civic entities located throughout Monterey,
San Benito and Santa Cruz counties with a mission to improve the economic health and quality of life in the
Monterey Bay region. Our Housing initiative consists of a broad coalition of community members, local employers,
and organizations to advocate for and catalyze an increase in housing of all types and income levels in the region.

3180 Imjin Road, Suite 102

Marina, CA 93933  831.915.2806
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Bonnie Bush
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 6:41 AM
To: Rosemary Balsley
Subject: FW: Item 25: 831 Water Street affordable -- Support
Attachments: 831 Water Street -City of Santa Cruz support letter 9-14-2021.pdf

Hi Rose, 
 
Casey also sent this email to each Councilmember, so you don’t need to send to them again.  
 
Bonnie Bush, CMC 
City Clerk 
City of Santa Cruz 
831-420-5035 
 
Public Records Requests may be submitted online via the Public Records Request form, by email, or by hard copy form 
available at the City Clerk’s Office located at 809 Center Street, Room 9, Santa Cruz, CA 95060. 
  
Please note: Public Record Act Requests submitted via email, fax, USPS, or dropoff after 5:00 p.m. on a business day, 
Saturdays, Sundays, or holidays will be processed as received on the next open business day. The 10-day response 
period begins when the request is received. 
 
From: Casey Beyer [mailto:casey.beyer@santacruzchamber.org]  
Sent: Sunday, September 12, 2021 12:33 PM 
To: City Council <citycouncil@cityofsantacruz.com>; rblasley@cityofsantacruz.com 
Cc: Bonnie Bush <bbush@cityofsantacruz.com> 
Subject: Item 25: 831 Water Street affordable ‐‐ Support 

 
Santa Cruz City Council 
807 Center Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
 
RE:  Support 831 Water Street Affordable Housing Project subject to State Law — SB 35 
 
Dear Mayor Meyers, Vice Brunner and Councilmembers Brown, Cummings, Golder, Kalantari-Johnson and 
Watkins 
 
On behalf of the Santa Cruz County Chamber of Commerce, I submit the following letter of support for the 831 
Water Street affordable housing project subject to state law — SB 35. 
 
Casey 
 
Casey Beyer 
Chief Executive Officer 
Santa Cruz County  
  Chamber of Commerce 
(831) 457-3713 
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September 12, 2021


Santa Cruz City Council

809 Center Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060


RE: Item 25 — 831 Water Street Project, SB 35 application


Dear Mayor Meyers, Vice Mayor Brunner, Councilmembers Brown, Cummings, Golder, 

Kalantari-Johnson and Watkins:


I am writing on behalf of the Santa Cruz County Chamber of Commerce in support of the 
proposed affordable housing project at 831 Water Street subject to the state legislative 
guidelines set forth in SB 35.  The Chamber has held a decade’s long policy priority to 
produce more housing in all income levels to address the housing shortage in our region. 


Our community is suffering from the cumulative impact of thirty plus years of neglecting our 
housing needs. The Board of Directors of the Santa Cruz County Chamber of Commerce 
recognizes the solution to this problem will require sustained commitment and action over a 
long period of time.The Chamber supports increasing the number of housing units in Santa 
Cruz County and specifically in the City of Santa Cruz with a focus on serving moderate to low 
and very low income individuals and families through increased-density and mixed-use 
developments.  This proposed project meets those needs.  


“The Legislature finds and declares that ensuring access to affordable housing is a matter of 
statewide concern, and not a municipal affair. Therefore, the changes made by this act are 
applicable to a charter city.”  It was created to address the problem of cities that have not meet  
their housing requirements. The State law sets the standards for approving an affordable 
housing project and a city can exercise a review of the projects 


Of course, neighborhood opposition can push the City Council to delay or deny any housing 
project based on subjective opinions from neighborhood opposition.  That is exactly the course  
this affordable housing project received after a 5 hour City Council “SB 35 study session” on 
September 7 — starting at 7:30 pm and running well past midnight.  I listened to nearly four 
hours of this study session.  What I heard was an orchestrated neighborhood opposition citing 
various subjective reasons (all very well intended and articulated points) why this project does 
not meet the objective standards in state law.  State law noted in the City staff reports states:


“When determining consistency with objective zoning, subdivision, or design review standards, 
the local government shall only use those standards that meet the definition referenced in 
Section 102(q). For example, design review standards that require subjective decision-making, 
such as consistency with “neighborhood character,” shall not be applied as an objective 
standard unless “neighborhood character” is defined in such a manner that is non-
discretionary.” 

During the months leading up to the developer’s first application submittal in early July and 
again after holding community meetings the project developer resubmitted the application 
making substantial changes to the project. Nonetheless, the changes were never going to be 
acceptable to the neighborhood.  The community continued to cite these reasons why the 
project is not acceptable.
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• Neighborhood compatibility — such as height, size, and general architecture;

• The design does not reflect the historic design of the Villa de Branciforte area;

• Solar impacts on adjacent residences;

• Excessive traffic on already congested surrounding intersections;

• Excavation may disturb or uncover historic artifacts;

• The project should be LEED certified;

• General support of an affordable housing development but at a reduced scale;

• Concerns with separate buildings for low income and market rate or “workforce” tenants;

	 and

• Concerns with high groundwater at this location that may be overlooked if measured during

	 a drought year.


These reasons are subjective opinions why to not move a project forward. Many of these 
issues can addressed in the design review process where the Council can include these issues 
in formal motion to approve the project.  However, the staff report now recommends denying 
the project and asking the City Council to: 


“Review the objective standards table, deny the application based on the fact that the project 
does not meet the city’s objective standards and is therefore not eligible for SB 35, and direct 
the Planning and Community Development Department to prepare a written documentation 
letter that would be provided to the applicant that references the Council’s denial and identifies 
what objective criteria are not being met and why. In order to proceed with the development, 
the applicants would need to correct any deficiencies and resubmit the application. Resubmit 
the application that would restart the City’s review timeline.” 

The questions to the City Council at Tuesday’s City Council meeting is to consider what actions 
will follow if the Council approves the staff’s recommendation.   

• Will the delay create additional planning time to re-submit an application meeting the city 

staff requests?

• Will the project developer miss the funding schedule to move a project forward in the near 

or foreseeable future?

• Will the project developer decide to not move the project forward where the city falls further 

behind in meeting their RHNA requirements?

• Will the local neighborhood’s opposition continue to even if the applicant meets the city 

staff recommendations?


At a critical time for the City of Santa Cruz to meet our affordable housing needs further delays 
create more uncertainties.  Regardless, the Santa Cruz County Chamber recommends that the 
City Council take a more positive direction in supporting the application and offering 
recommendations to the applicant that are reasoned requirements to meet state law.


Respectfully submitted


Casey Beyer

Chief Executive Officer

Santa Cruz County 

  Chamber of Commerce 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Erin Hay <hayerinfrances@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 8:06 AM
To: City Council
Subject: 831 proposal concerns

Dear Santa Cruz Council members, 
 
To begin with, it has become abundantly clear that the SC City Council must determine (not city planners!) 
whether the SB 35 Application for the 831 Water St. development ought to proceed.  You were elected, not the 
City Staff, and our faith in your due diligence remains critical. In the very least, it will set a precedent  for other 
proposed SB 35 developments in the future, and therefore it is also critical that you get it right. 

Clearly, our community needs affordable housing with grants to help developers defray costs, not market-rate 
340 to 420 square-foot units.  The size of the units is more suited for students rather than families, there are not 
enough parking spaces for all of the units (or anyone visiting a resident), and the parking spaces are an 
additional expense over and above the rent.  This will have a major negative impact on the surrounding 
neighborhood, as residents’ cars fill nearby residential streets to avoid paying for parking. This project does not 
meet the city of Santa Cruz RHNA needs. 
 
This development currently has the affordable units SEGREGATED from the market-rate units in a separate 
building! The state requirement for SB 35 developments is to have affordable units distributed throughout the 
development. The City of Santa Cruz requires the affordable units to be dispersed throughout the development 
(Inclusionary Ordinance & Density Bonus Ordinance).  

Given the powder keg that our country is in regarding race and class- Novin is tone deaf beyond reason with 
this flagrantly segregated plan. 

His faux progressive focus on bike travel is ridiculous and doesn't address the inherent dangers for peds, drivers 
and cyclists based in his water st egress, exit design. 

The Project calls for 140 units on less than an acre, yet it is zoned for 55 units per acre.  

Moreover, there is the excessive height of the building shading Belvedere neighbors 

( w solar power) to the sun 

Sic months of the year. 

Mold, depression, underground water issues, privacy issues (for immediate neighbors), and disruptive beeping 
of delivery trucks throughout the day making deliveries to the ground floor businesses. All of this leads to 
friction, and illness.  It is a bad, bad plan. 

Large developments are already permitted all over the City, and more are being proposed. The cumulative 
impacts on our community are not being discussed, and the crucial infrastructure needed to support such density 
is not being adequately addressed. We are already over our carrying capacity for many necessities, such as 
water (with no end to our global warming-perpetuated drought in sight). 
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With all of the red flags generated by this proposed project, it is critical that as representatives of the citizens of 
Santa Cruz, you take the time to adequately and decisively address the concerns put forth by your community. 

Thank you for your service, 

Erin Hay                                           147 Belvedere Terrace 

 
Sent from Erin Hay iPhone 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Robert Orrizzi <orrizzi@cruzio.com>
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 8:28 AM
To: Donna Meyers; City Council
Cc: Ryan Bane; Samantha Haschert
Subject: 831 Water: Site visit this past Friday

Mayor Meyers & Council Members, 
 
Please be aware that Matt Huerta of Monterey Bay Economic Partnership (MBEP) arranged a meeting w/  
Iman Novin of Novin Development and our group this past Friday evening.  Iman arrived 20 minutes late, but 
but a dozen neighbors waited patiently and greeted him upon his arrival at DJs parking lot.  After months of 
unanswered requests to meet, Iman finally decided this was the time to see us ‐ 4 days before Council’s public 
oversight meeting on 831 Water!  Man did listen to our concerns about his proposed development, but in the 
end did not budge on any key issues ‐ scale, size, segregation, traffic, noise, etc.  We all felt this was more of a 
PR stunt for Mr. Novin.  We noticed that Matt was taking photos without asking our permission, no doubt to 
show Iman working w/ neighbors!  Let it be known that our group has felt completely ignored by Iman during 
the whole planning process of his development.  Our meeting(s) should have been granted months before. 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Orrizzi, on behalf of 831 for Responsible Development  
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Robert Corrigan <corriganr@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 8:37 AM
To: City Council
Subject: 831 Water Street

Dear Mayor Meyers and Councilmembers, 
 
I would like to add my voice to that of those opposing the 831 Water Street project as it is currently proposed. 
While a five story residential building may be appropriate in the central downtown area, it is absolutely not 
appropriate where it would abut residential properties. Additionally, the location of the entrance to parking for 
the two buildings is absolutely unacceptable. Cars slowing down to enter the parking level and cars exiting it 
would both create a hazard for vehicles and bicycles going downhill on Water Street and would slow traffic 
trying to get through the intersection of Water Street and N. Branciforte Avenue, which is already an impacted 
intersection.  Also, vehicles exiting 831 Water Street that want to head south will invariably make an illegal U-
turn where the median that divides Water Street ends at the bottom of the hill.  
 
Another area of concern is the manner in which the developer has piecemealed the submission of proposal 
documents to the city. This has made it extremely difficult for the planning department to conduct an orderly 
evaluation of the proposal within the time limits of SB35. For this reason the current proposal should be 
rejected and the developer should be required to resubmit in order to reset the clock. 
 
Finally, as I understand it, the density of this project (140 units on less than an acre) far exceeds the current 
zoning of 55 units per acre.  
 
:Please reject the 531 Water Street proposal, as submitted. 
 
Robert Corrigan 
Santa Cruz 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: stevens.jono@gmail.com
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 8:51 AM
To: City Council
Cc: 'Nikaela Mandel'
Subject: 831 Water St.- Opposition

Dear City Council, 
 
It is clear that it should and must be the City Council that determines whether the SB 35 Application for the 831 Water 
St. development ought to proceed.  You were elected, not the City Staff, and the buck stops with you.  At the very least, 
it will set a precedent  for other proposed SB 35 developments in the future, and therefore it is critical that you get it 
right. 
 
We need affordable housing with grants to help developers defray costs, not market‐rate 340 to 420 square‐foot 
units.  The size of the units is more suited for students rather than families, there are not enough parking spaces for all 
of the units (or anyone visiting a resident), and the parking spaces are an additional expense over and above the 
rent.  This will have a major negative impact on the surrounding neighborhood, as residents’ cars fill nearby residential 
streets to avoid paying for parking. This project does not meet the city of Santa Cruz RHNA needs. 
 
This development currently has the affordable units segregated from the market‐rate units in a separate building! The 
state requirement for SB 35 developments is to have affordable units distributed throughout the development. The City 
of Santa Cruz requires the affordable units to be dispersed throughout the development (Inclusionary Ordinance & 
Density Bonus Ordinance).   
 
The driveway entrance is located in a very dangerous location for bicyclists, pedestrians, and will lead to the backup of 
cars on an already busy street.  

The Project calls for 140 units on less than an acre, yet it is zoned for 55 units per acre.  

Moreover, there is the excessive height of the building, underground water issues, privacy issues (for immediate 
neighbors), and disruptive beeping of delivery trucks throughout the day making deliveries to the ground floor 
businesses. 
 
Large developments are already permitted all over the City, and more are being proposed. The cumulative impacts on 
our community are not being discussed, and the crucial infrastructure needed to support such density is not being 
adequately addressed. We are already over our carrying capacity for many necessities, such as water (with no end to our 
global warming‐perpetuated drought in sight). 
 
With all of the red flags generated by this proposed project, it is critical that as representatives of "the people" you take 
the time to adequately address the concerns put forth by your community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jono Stevens 
235 Linden St. 
SC 95062 
 
Jono Stevens 

25.747



2

stevens.jono@gmail.com 

831.332.0466 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Brooke Matteson <bmatteson@me.com>
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 8:59 AM
To: City Council
Subject: 831 proposal

Hello City Council 
 
I am extremely concerned about this proposed development for several reasons.  
 
Mr. Novan’s proposal is incomplete and also attempts to play both sides of the fence with respect to density 
bonus. It’s like someone running a private, for‐profit business but demanding tax exempt status! 
 
I think it’s grossly classist (and disqualifying) for him to segregate low‐income tenants in one building with less 
amenities than the market rate building, even IF the buildings are “connected”.  That would be an 
embarrassing condition for city council to approve and I think we are better than that. 
 
It’s hard to fathom that the density of his project almost TRIPLES what is currently allowed per acre. Or that 
he’s asking for a huge variance in height restrictions. Or that existing slope safety standards don’t apply to his 
development. Or that parking requirements based on occupancy can be ignored. Seems to me he’s asking for 
lots of wavers, special variances and concessions from the city without any flexibility on his part. 
 
Then there is the public safety “grab bag” of problems (many of which should be disqualifying). The plan 
requires delivery trucks, waste trucks etc. to BACK UP onto Branciforte Street over a residential side walk and 
bike lane. Seriously??? Very dangerous. There will be endless noise pollution (beep beep beep), air pollution 
from idling engines as the trucks wait and wait for a break in traffic to slowly back out. This will also cause epic 
traffic congestion on an already busy street. Also, it’s another public safety problem when said congestion 
inhibits emergency vehicles. 
 
The parking entrance on Water Street is even more of a public safety nightmare for all the reasons stated 
above. Add to that the significant danger of sight line issues on a very steep slope. Don’t forget his planned 
exit/entrance would cross a new, highly‐trafficked bike lane, on a steep hill… very dangerous. Not to mention 
all the u‐turns  on Water and Branciforte that his plan requires (more traffic snarls & public safety problems.) 
 
Lastly, the height of his development is appalling. It’s like he’s proposing parking an aircraft carrier in the 
upper harbor.  
 
I can find no other building that is 5 stories tall on Water Street anywhere but downtown. It’s just gross to 
think of that huge building right up against an old single family neighborhood. The shading and lack of 
reasonable privacy would be absolutely heartbreaking.  I am 100% in favor of more housing, especially low 
income housing. I’m also very in favor development on that parcel. Two to three stories seems way more 
reasonable (even with the ugly, blocky style he’s presented). It would be a softer transition into the 
neighborhood.   
 
Back to the housing issue, how is a development consisting mostly of TINY studios and one bedroom 
apartments possibly addressing the needs of working families? This sounds like housing for students or “I have 
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a beach pad vacation” kind of potential. The construction WORKER or landscaper would be hard pressed to 
park his truck in “stacked” parking, ESPECIALLY because in Novin’s plan he’d have to PAY for it!  Doesn’t sound 
very “affordable” to me.  
 
That triple density he’s asking for exacerbates already packed street parking problems on neighboring streets. 
Obviously, there would be less of an impact with a smaller development. 
 
I’m really counting on the City to deny this development (as proposed) based on the Objective Standards that 
Staff so diligently created. 
 
Thank you for all your hard work. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brooke Matteson  
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Ken Miller <keninsantacruz@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 9:54 AM
To: City Council
Subject: 831 Water St. Development

Dear Council: 
While I support creation of new housing in Santa Cruz, I am very concerned about many aspects of the 
proposed development: 
1) Cyclist Safety / Traffic Impacts: I am an avid cyclist and I routinely use the new and improved bike paths on 
Water Street.  I am very familiar with all of the potential dangers of the Water St. / N. Branciforte intersection 
and believe that the proposed traffic flows for the new development will significantly increase dangers to 
pedestrians, bikes and cars.  The planned ingress/egress on the Water St. hill will have limited visibility to bikes 
and will require occupants/visitors to the development to make many u-turns on Water St.  This is already a 
very busy area and this added dynamic seems to significantly increase the probability of accidents. 
2) Scale inconsistent with neighborhood: The proposed development is much larger/taller than any other 
structures in the area and seems very out of place at 831 Water St.  I am very concerned that it will degrade the 
quality of life for the immediate neighborhood, adjoining areas, and the Water St. corridor.  I am also extremely 
concerned that it will set a bad precedent and will increase the liklihood of other similar projects on Water St. in 
the future. 
 
I ask that reject the current proposal and ask that the developer submit a new proposal that addresses the 
significant concerns of local citizens. 
 
Sincerely- 
Ken Miller 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: I. Bloom <ibukunbloom@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 10:32 AM
To: City Council
Subject: 831 Water St. project

Dear City Council, 
In advance of the next meeting where the 831 Water St. project may be discussed, I want to register my 
disapproval of the project as it currently stands.  I would like to encourage the council to vote against approving 
the 831 Water Street building project, and to instead support the opportunity for smaller-scale development on 
that lot. 
There are many reasons that have been put forth to demonstrate that Novin Development's proposed project at 
the intersection of Water and N. Branciforte is not well thought-out, however, I would like to highlight the 
immediate points that have struck me, as a resident on N. Branciforte: 

 Traffic at the intersection of North Branciforte and Water Street:  This intersection is highly impacted on 
work and school days already, particularly during rush hour times.  There are particularly issues with 
running the lights, not stopping at the lights, or stopping in the intersection during rush hour times.   

 Safety for pedestrians and bicycles:  This corner is not very safe for pedestrians, for the same reasons 
cited above; additionally, it is also the corner on routes to school.  As noted in other concerns, the 
projected project will undo any protections that the bike path has, if there is an underground parking 
garage and increased number of cars turning out of the property. 

 Not a viable housing solution:  Even with the recent changes Novin Development has proposed, it is 
clear that monetization of the spot is key, not providing opportunities for families to live in Santa 
Cruz.  The design feels like it is intended to provide commuter rentals to the town, distinctly out-of-
character with the neighborhood and the general feel of Santa Cruz.  It is hard to see how low-income 
families will benefit from this development, and particularly if they continue to be segregated from the 
higher-paying units. 

Thank you for your consideration, 
Ibukun Bloom 
Santa Cruz, CA, 95062 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Doug Engfer <doug@engfer.org>
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 11:53 AM
To: Donna Meyers; Sonja Brunner; Sandy Brown; Shebreh Kalantari-Johnson; Justin 

Cummings; Martine Watkins; Renee Golder
Cc: City Council; Bonnie Bush; Robin Engfer
Subject: 831 Water St, agenda item 25

Mayor Meyers and Members of Council – 

We write today regarding the 831 Water St. item on your agenda for Tuesday, 14 September. 

We must start by recognizing and applauding City Staff for its tireless work on behalf of our community in 
evaluating Novin Development’s many and varied submissions. To have both developed a comprehensive and 
exhaustive list of objective standards based on existing City code, coordinating contributions from several City 
departments; to have applied those standards to Novin’s seemingly ever-changing project plans; and to have 
done so under such tight timelines is nothing short of amazing. Kudos to Staff for a job well done under 
exceedingly trying circumstances! 

We, along with many Santa Cruz residents, have worked tirelessly since late 2020 to convince Novin to work 
sincerely with the town, and to moderate the development into something that we can all celebrate. We want 
housing on that site! However, the proposed design has so many flaws that we simply cannot support it. Others 
have written about the many threats to public health and safety raised by Novin’s proposed design. We share all 
of those concerns and include them here by reference. 

There are three concerns on which we would like to offer our perspective: 

 Segregated housing – Novin’s plans require that all of the lower-income, affordable units be grouped in 
a separate (and therefore inherently unequal) building, for what Novin characterizes as “financing 
reasons”. This crassly self-serving justification is simply inappropriate when proposing an arrangement 
that flies in the face of the law, good public policy, and common decency. Given that Novin refuses to 
share sufficiently-detailed financials, it’s impossible to determine what, if any, real costs the developers 
incur here.  

 Archaeological preservation -  (SB35 criterion #8), we remain of the opinion that, since we know that 
there are historical building structures on the immediately-adjacent parcel (the “Belvedere Cottages” 
site), since this is an archaeologically-sensitive area (per the City), since the area is on the State Registry 
of historical sites, and since Novin’s designed subterranean parking (and associated excavation) would 
necessarily affect any such structures that extend into the to-be-developed parcels, any archaeological 
survey must be a pre-condition of SB35-eligibilty determination, and must use appropriate available 
technologies (such as ground penetrating radar [GPR]) to determine definitively what historical 
structures may exist on the site.  

o We would note that, even with the type of archaeological survey required by the City at the 
Cottages as a condition of approval (COA), the historical structures were not identified until 
excavation. Fortunately, the developer was able to accommodate and preserve those structures 
without a substantial re-design of the project. That would seem unlikely to be possible with 
Novin’s design, hence our line of reasoning that this question must be resolved before the 
proposal can be deemed compliant. 
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 Parcel access – Staff has correctly pointed out many deficiencies, non-compliance items, and threats to 
public safety relating to project ingress and egress. These remain unaddressed even in Novin’s new 
application of September 9, 2021. In particular, 

o The limited, below objective standard sight lines at the Water St. entry to and exit from the 
proposed underground parking create a huge and continuous hazard to the safe and efficient flow 
of traffic along Water St., with particular risks to cyclists heading down the steep Water St. hill. 

o This situation is exacerbated by the proposal’s failure to accommodate the required bus bay for 
the stop on Water St, in clear violation of well-documented objective standards. It’s likely even 
with that bus bay, sight lines “up the hill” from the parking exit will be severely attenuated any 
time there is a bus at the stop (though we suppose that that is somewhat mitigated by the 
relatively minimal existing service at that bus stop). 

o The lack of effective turnaround space at the “north alley” service and emergency access would 
force delivery and emergency vehicles to back out onto N. Branciforte Avenue, in violation of 
clear objective standards and plain common sense. 

To us, the common theme through all of the concerns voiced by our town’s residents is Novin’s continual, 
blatant, and selfish disregard for and disrespect of local sensibilities, concerns, and processes, pursuing what 
they “can” do, rather than what they “should” do at every step of the way. In contrast to Novin’s investments of 
time and resources to curry favor from various local organizations, they have not even paid lip-service to the 
valid and well-considered concerns voiced by those who will be forced to live with the consequences of this 
project. 

This discussion need not, should not, and cannot be framed as generational in nature – there are plenty of young 
families – both renters and owners – who will be directly and negatively affected by this 60’ tall complex of 
predominantly studio and one-bedroom efficiency units. This is about privatizing what should be a public policy 
land use discussion – socializing costs for (undisclosed!) privatized gains. 

If Novin can’t make a more-moderate development of, say, 50-70 units in a 3-story building “pencil”, then 
perhaps they need to partner with or even sell to a more-experienced, more-successful local developer who can 
realize that vision with a fair return. There are plenty of local developers with proven track records of 
community collaboration who we think would fit the bill.  

As always, and especially in this trying situation, we recognize and thank you for your tireless service on behalf 
of our community. 

Robin and Doug Engfer 
Santa Cruz 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: molamola@cruzio.com
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 11:54 AM
To: City Council
Subject: 831 Water Street Development-- Right Idea, Wrong Project!

September 13, 2021 

 

Dear Mayor Meyers and Councilmembers: 

According to Iman Novin, Novin Development Corp. is creating much needed multi-family housing projects 
across California.  Not so with the 831 Water Street Housing Project.  Of the 140 units currently proposed 
for his “twin towers”, only 15 are two bedroom units, and only 3 are three bedroom units, including a 
manager’s unit.  This is hardly multi-family housing.  The rest are studio and one bedroom units, more 
appropriate for UCSC student domiciles or weekend “getaways” for well-to-do out-of-towners.  Not only 
that, there is absolutely no guarantee that any of the “workforce” units will go to local workers, in spite of 
statements made by the developer during the first community meeting for the project on 1/27/21. 

Ironically, Novin Development has qualified for the State Density Bonus by using an exception under 
Santa Cruz General Plan Policy LU3.8 to add more studio and one bedroom units to his development 
plan.  Again, this is hardly multi-family housing!  It is difficult to house Santa Cruz City families in studio 
and one bedroom units, which are hardly large enough for “households”. 

Parking spaces for 831 Water St. residents are not guaranteed.  Spaces are “unbundled”, which means 
that they must be paid for to the tune of $300 or more per month. Add that to the cost of monthly rent, 
and few low income individuals or students will be able to afford them. 

Additionally, there will not be nearly enough parking spaces for residents who do pay.  Novin recently 
stated that he does not have to provide any parking for this development, whether it is residential 
parking, guest parking or commercial parking.  (See p 11 of Novin Development’s Expanded Application, 
submitted September 9, 2021.) Apparently, he is comfortable with his renters parking in surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

Students thinking of taking the bus to school will have to wait at a small, non-hub transit stop in front of 
831 Water St. for a bus to the Transit Center, hope for a bus there that is not full, and then take a second 
bus to UCSC. There are no direct routes to the university. 

Most residents of the North Branciforte/Water Street area are not NIMBYS; rather, we are concerned 
citizens who want to see a responsible, safe and reasonably-sized project in our neighborhood: one 
building with three stories, Spanish-style architecture consistent with Villa de Branciforte history, and 
plenty of onsite surface parking. Please do your best to house low income residents, and preserve the 
character of our neighborhoods. Thanks for your hard work! 

 

 

David Lavorando 

108 Belvedere Terrace 
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Santa Cruz, CA 95062 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Santa Cruz YIMBY <santacruzyimby@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 12:19 PM
To: City Council; Bonnie Bush
Subject: Petition of Support for 831 Water Street Project - Agenda Item #25 on 9/14/21
Attachments: Santa Cruz YIMBY - 831 Water St Petition- Santa Cruz City Council.pdf

Santa Cruz City Councilmembers, 
 
On behalf of Santa Cruz YIMBY and 49 members of our community, please see our attached Petition of 
Support for 831 Water Street project. 
 
Thank you, 
Santa Cruz YIMBY 
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Petition: Support Affordable Housing at 831 Water Street

To: Santa Cruz City Council

I support the 831 Water Street mixed-use development that would create 145
housing units, 50% of which are affordable. The project will allow new workers and
families to join the Santa Cruz community and make the city more economically and
culturally vibrant.

This project conforms to the general plan. 831 Water St is exactly the type of project our
general plan encourages: it’s centrally located, on a major thoroughfare with bus
access, and provides community benefits such as ground floor retail and a roof top
community space.

This is the affordable housing that everyone says they want for Santa Cruz. This is
workforce housing for the many people employed in the City of Santa Cruz who cannot
find an affordable home in Santa Cruz and commute from the South County.

831 Water Street will help address our staggering housing shortage. It would welcome
more neighbors into an opportunity-rich neighborhood that offers access to job centers,
shopping centers, and public transportation.

This project eases our transportation burdens and is good for the environment. It is
possible to live here without a car, great for our underdeveloped public transit system
and for the planet. The project is bikeable and walkable to neighborhood retail and
downtown and on the bus transit corridor from Santa Cruz downtown to Watsonville.

Thank you.

1. Joel Steinberg, Santa Cruz, 95060, 09/09/2021

2. Benji Levine, Lafayette, 94549, Lets go housing, 09/07/2021

3. Tyler Olson, Santa Cruz, 95060, 09/05/2021

4. John McKelvey, Santa Cruz, 95062, I live close to the proposed development, and
though the architecture isn’t great, I fully support the concept, and hope that public
amenities like the rooftop bar will be included., 09/05/2021

5. Erik Bracken,Boulder Creek, 95006, 08/16/2021

6. Benjamin Levine, Santa Cruz, 95060, 08/15/2021
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1111 Broadway, 24th Floor 

Oakland, CA 94607-4036 

T:  510.834.6600 

F:  510.834.1928 

www.wendel.com 

amorrison@wendel.com 

July 27, 2021 

Via Email 

Mr. Lee Butler 

Community Development Director 

City of Santa Cruz 

809 Center Street 

Room 107 and 101 

Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

lbutler@cityofsantacruz.com 

Re: 831 Water Street – Mixed-Use Development (PLFYI 053) 

Revised Site Plan 

Dear Mr. Butler: 

Wendel Rosen, LLP represents Novin Development Corporation ("Applicant") in 

connection with a proposed mixed-use development project located at the northwest corner of 

Water Street and N. Branciforte Avenue in the City of Santa Cruz.  The project, as proposed, 

includes the construction of two, five-story, mixed-use buildings totaling 90,285 square feet and 

proposes 145 apartments (50% of which will be affordable) with shared underground parking, 

ground-floor commercial and residential amenity space (the “Project").  As you are aware, the 

Applicant submitted an application to the City of Santa Cruz ("City") for processing the Project's 

land use entitlements pursuant to Government Code section 65913.4 ("SB 35") on July 1, 2021.  

The purpose of this correspondence is to transmit a revised plan set to the City for review 

and processing pursuant to SB 35 and to authorize an extension of time to the City for its review 

and processing of the Project application.  SB 35 imposes strict timeframes within which a local 

agency is required to determine a project's eligibility for processing under the statute; for a 

project of this size, the City is required to determine eligibility within 60 days of application 

submittal.   

During a call between staff and the Applicant on Friday, July 16th, staff made the 

Applicant aware of a potential conflict in the Project design and objective zoning standards 

related to slope and fire access.  Pursuant to Government Code section 65913.4, the Applicant is 

submitting a revised site plan which addresses this potential conflict.  The revised plans include 

the changes that are addressed in the memo attached hereto from Lowney Architecture and dated 

July 27, 2021. 

In an effort to allow the City time to adequately evaluate the revised site plan/design for 

compliance with objective zoning standards, the Applicant is willing to extend the time for the 

City's review by an additional 21 days.  Rather than the City's 60-day review period terminating 

7-27-21 Application and Plans Set
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