






Please vote against hiring an owner's representative for a project that should not be built in the first place.

total 
bait and switch!
Your own consultants
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Zachariah Buck <buckzac@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 4:47 PM
To: City Council; Justin Cummings; Donna Meyers; Katherine Beiers; Sandy Brown; Renee 

Golder; Martine Watkins; jyork@santacruzsentinel.com; 
downtowncommonsadvocates@gmail.com; Jean Brocklebank

Subject: Please Abandon the Mixed-use Project on Lot 4

Dear Mayor Cummings and City Councilmembers: 
 
Please move forward in a fiscally responsible direction by voting against the owner's representative 
for the mixed-use library project. Now is not the time for the City of Santa Cruz to subsidize a private-
public interest development with our library's Measure S funds. 
 
Santa Cruz Public Libraries, citing a financial deficit of $5 million by July 2021, has eliminated the jobs 
of 62 persons, with remaining staff suffering a 10% pay cut, meanwhile City management continues 
to push forward despite these fiscal realities. It would be offensive to approve the costly owner's 
representative contract at this time, when so many library staff members have lost so much. 
 
The City's report on the mixed-use project onLot 4 cites a major “projected funding gap”, well beyond 
anything that could be conceivably fund-raised. For instance the City’s draft mentions “exploring” 
Friends of the SCPL as a funding source. But it is highly unlikely that the Friends board, consisting of 
representatives from chapters throughout the county, would approve funds being funneled exclusively 
into the Downtown chapter’s project. It is not feasible to raise tens of millions of dollars with such 
flimsy plans. 
 
City staff is rushing forward on this just one week before the election. Let the voters decide. City Staff, 
under the direction of Martín Bernal, should listen to all the voices in our community, instead of 
pursuing a partisan agenda. A plurality of Santa Cruz is progressively minded, but Bernal continues 
to treat this perspective as opposition to be overcome, defeated. Santa Cruz will thrive when City staff 
chooses to embrace the creative urban planning solutions coming from our community. 
 
We can use our bond funds in the way that voters intended them to be used, to renovate the 
Downtown Library. We can have a much-needed community plaza to revitalize the heart of 
Downtown in the wake of the pandemic and economic crisis. We can foster the rich cultural life of 
Santa Cruz. We can improve our beautiful Farmers Market and create a Downtown commons. We 
can invest wisely in significant affordable housing projects. We can increase the quality of life in our 
city. 
 
And we can listen to our community and abandon the mixed-use project on Lot 4 now. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Zach Buck 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Roo Ra <roora1138@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 4:48 PM
To: Justin Cummings
Cc: City Council
Subject: Item 30. Award Contract for Mixed Use Library Owner’s Representative Contract to 

Griffin Structures, Inc.

Mayor Justin Cummings, before his deciding vote on 6/23/20 in favor of this project: 
"We'll see what we get at the next meeting in August… We're really trying to get the affordable housing component and if we can't maximize those 
benefits [referring to the grant awards], then we'll likely need to move forward with renovation." [emphasis added] 
https://youtu.be/7bwjxU7ktwU?t=31379 
 
After the Mayor's proposed 5th amendment to Vice Mayor Donna Myer's motion —"Should we not be able to move the [affordable housing 
component] forward, City Council will move forward with the renovation."— was not accepted due to her claim that it was "inherent in the existing 
motion"... 
 
"If that’s not acceptable at this point in time, I will say that when this comes back, I just want it to be clear that part of my major intention in moving 
forward with this [amendment], is that there's been this confidence that we can make an affordable housing project work on this site and I think we've 
already... [Cummings withdrew the motion]... set our standard with havinga minimum of 50 affordable units, and if we can't meet that then we're 
going to have ANOTHER CONVERSATION about this topic... Based on the financial projections and our ability to meet the affordable housing, low-
income housing, we'll need to revisit that when we have these conversations about finances." [emphasis added] 
https://youtu.be/7bwjxU7ktwU?t=31509 
 
THAT CONVERSATION is expected to occur during Item 30, scheduled for this Tuesday's City Council meeting and located on the agenda AFTER 
the caveat announcement —more in the service of Council and staff than the public, on hold, waiting for eternity to be Zoomed into the meeting— 
that the allocation for public comment WILL NOT exceed 60 minutes. 
 
Apparently, the ONLY "affordable" housing funds currently "in play" for this project and the Metro project, which the City Council jointly 
prioritized for funding, remain the same as 4 months ago: 

 LHTF grant application for max $5 million (decision expected October 2020; not yet awarded*)   
 PLHA grant application for min $1,588,464 over 5 years (decision expected January 2021) 
 Lipscombe’s “a little under $3 million" in the Affordable Housing Trust Fund, per the 6/23/20 City 

Council meeting.           

*LHTF grant odds: 33 applications for $57 million in available funding; $118 million requested at 107.12% "over subscription" with 18 applications requesting max $5 
million, per the CA HCD LHTF Applications Log. 

 
 
FACT CHECKINGthis item's Library Project FAQs attachment... 1 of 3 
 
The City Manager, and the Directors of Economic Development, Public Works and the Library —the agents behind this project— each gross a little 
more or less than a quarter of a million dollars annually in salary and CalPERS benefits.  
 
What the concept of "affordable" housing may mean to them would be somewhat different than its reality for those relying on minimum wage 
without any benefits in a post-COVID19 economy. 
 
"How many [affordable] housing units will the Library Mixed-Use Project add downtown? 
Per direction from the City Council, the project will include a minimum of 50 total [affordable] housing units: 10 moderate-income units, 20 low-
income units, and 20 very-low-income units."[emphasis added] 
 
MISLEADING, missing relevant data  
 
In the last 2 years the Area Median Income (AMI, based on a 4-person household) in Santa Cruz County increased 26.4% to $110,000 from the 
$87,000 it had held each year from 2012 through 2017. 
 
This is the HIGHEST increase within the 7 out of 58 California counties with the highest AMI, Santa Cruz being the 7th and the only county outside 
of the 9-county San Francisco Bay Area region. The AMI of the counties of San Mateo, San Francisco, and Marin increased 20.9%, Alameda and 
Contra Costa 14.2%, and Santa Clara 13.1% in the same 2-year period. 
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Those who qualify NOW for the "affordable" housing in this project, based on the 2020 State Income Limits, depends on the persons-per-
household units being built (UNKNOWN at this time). 
 
As to the Economic Director's steadfast advocacy for the inclusion of "market-rate" housing, what income levels would those units target 
compared to the 120% over AMI for the "affordable" housing "moderate-income" households, listed below? 
 
Considering variations for the 2-3 person households (2-3 working adults, single working adult with 1-2 children, single adult on fixed income with 
1-2 children, 2-3 adults on fixed income)... and a 168-hr work month... 
 
10 "moderate-income" units GO TO 

 1-person households with a maximum total income of $92,400/yr;  $7700/mo;  $45.83/hr  
 2-person households with a maximum total income of $105,600/yr;  $8800/mo;  $52.38/hr 
 3-person households with a maximum total income of $118,800/yr;  $9900/mo;  $58.92/hr  
 Using the AMI REFERENCE POINT of 4-person households, this level allows a maximum total income (120% of the 2020 $110,000 

AMI) of $132,000/yr; $11,000/mo; $65.48/hr  
 
20 "low-income" units GO TO 

 1-person households with a maximum total income of $74,350/yr;  $6196/mo;  $36.88/hr  
 2-person households with a maximum total income of $85,000/yr;  $7083/mo;  $42.16/hr  
 3-person households with a maximum total income of $95,600/yr;  $7967/mo;  $47.42/hr  

 
 20 "very-low-income" units GO TO 

 1-person households with a maximum total income of $46,350/yr;  $3863/mo;  $22.99/hr  
 2-person households with a maximum total income of $53,000/yr;  $4417/mo;  $26.29/hr  
 3-person households with a maximum total income of $59,600/yr;  $4967/mo;  $29.56/hr  

Given the "affordable" housing funding shortage for this project and the current California minimum wage… 
 $13/hr for employers with 26 or more employees 
 $12/hr for employers with 25 or fewer employees 

 
WHY NOT ADVOCATE INSTEAD for the prioritization of "extremely-low income" 1-2 person households on shovel-ready Lot 7? 
 
Considering variations for these 1-2 person households (1-2 working adults, single working adult with a child, single adult on fixed income with a 
child, 1-2 adults on fixed income)… and a 168-hr work month… 
 
20 "extremely-low income" units GO TO 

 1-person households with a maximum total income of $27,800/yr;  $2317/mo;  $13.79/hr  
 2-person households with a maximum total income of $31,800/yr;   $2650/mo;  $15.77/hr  

BUT wait a minute... 
According to the requirements under Section 105 of the LHTF Final 2020 Guidelines (p10 of 17), at least 30% of the awarded funds, after deducting 
administrative expenses, "shall be expended on assistance" to extremely-low-income households. "To comply with this requirement, dwelling units 
or shelter beds must be [a]ffordable to, and restricted for, [extremely-low-income households] with household income of no more than 30 percent of 
AMI." 
 
Since extremely-low-income units are not included in this project, if the City of Santa Cruz beats the odds and receives the requested max $5 million 
(or portion thereof) for this project and the Metro project (bundled together in the grant application), the Economic Development Director apparently 
intends to "kick this can down the road" to the Metro project, whose developer may be more willing to include it... no doubt, with the assurance of 
"market rate" housing as counterbalance. 
www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/nofas/docs/NOFA-Schedule.pdf 
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/income-limits/state-and-federal-income-limits.shtml  
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/active-funding/lhtf.shtml 
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/active-funding/lhtf/docs/2020_final_guidelines.pdf 
 
 
FACT CHECKING this item's Library Project FAQs attachment... 2 of 3 
 
During the 9/22/20 meeting, the Economic Development Director advocated again for the inclusion of "market rate" housing, to subsidize the library 
component: "In order to really maximize the air rights fee that a developer would pay we would almost certainly need to have some market rate 
housing in the project... to fill a gap on the library portion." 
https://youtu.be/zvUoOiBSoSQ?t=9885 
 
"What are Air Rights? 
"Air rights" is a colloquial term referring to the right to build a given amount of square footage on a given parcel of land. Air right parcels are three-
dimensional parcels created vertically and horizontally within a building to establish separate legally transferable lots. The affordable housing 
component will have its own separate air rights parcel that an affordable housing developer can then lease/purchase to finance and develop the 
affordable housing." [emphasis added] 
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MISLEADING, incomplete, incorrect 
 
Omission: "...that... a developer can then lease... [FOR USE IN OTHER PROJECTS in order for the City] to finance and develop the affordable 
housing[component in this project]."  
 
"Air rights" are leased, not purchased. In the absence of zoning by-laws restricting transferable property rights, such rights could be transferred to any 
development. Neither the City nor the County of Santa Cruz have any existing zoning by-laws governing "air rights". But then, nothing apparently 
precludes the City from a bit of spot zoning, a la Felix. 
 
Let’s peak into that Pandora’s Box labeled "air rights"... 
 
From downtown Toronto, where development of parks is NOW more desirable than affordable housing… An idea for this community to embrace for 
a Downtown Commons after the City of Santa Cruz has constructed "multi-use" high rises on all the downtown surface parking lots —the refuge for 
business tents after the last "Big One"... 
Rail Deck Park 
"In fall 2016, the Toronto City Council endorsed a proposal for a new major park in Downtown Toronto, to be built[ON A DECK]over the rail 
corridor between Bathurst Street and Blue Jays Way. Known as Rail Deck Park, the project will transform this unused air space intoToronto’snext 
great gathering space for recreation, culture and celebration." [emphasis added] 
https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/planning-studies-initiatives/rail-deck-park/rail-deck-park-overview/ 
 
From Boston (and Manhattan, the ultimate purveyor in "air rights")... 
https://youtu.be/yoerd2lvAXk?t=32 
"As Donald J. Trump demonstrated with his 72-story black glass tower at 845 United Nations Plaza, which was at one time the tallest residential 
building in the city, it is possible for a tower to, well, tower over its neighbors if it has successfully transferred sufficient air rights. Mr. Trump 
performed a dominolike maneuver and legally stockpiled air rights from at least seven low-rise properties that had F.A.R. to spare, merging their lots 
with his. Then — presto — he maxed out the block's allowable density in the form of a single slender tower." 
https://www.nytimes.com/2013/02/24/realestate/the-great-race-for-manhattan-air-rights.html 
F.A.R defined... 
https://streeteasy.com/blog/what-are-nyc-air-rights-all-about/ 
 
 
FACT CHECKING this item's Library Project FAQs attachment... 3 of 3 
 
"What will happen to the trees on Lot 4? 
The City will work with an arborist to assess the health of the trees and then work with community members who are interested in relocating the trees 
to an alternative site." 
 
MISLEADING, floating the possibility of successful relocation 
 
"The magnolia tree is a large, broad-leaf evergreen with a trunk that can reach a diameter of 2 to 3 feet. Mature trees are difficult to transplant, as the 
root system is rope-like with few offshoot branches, allowing it to spread wider than most trees. Magnolia trees with a trunk diameter smaller than 4 
inches have the best chance of being moved via transplanting into a new location." 
https://www.gardenguides.com/105811-move-magnolia-tree.html 
 
"Magnolias are generally soft-wooded and may be prone to breakage... The bark is thin, and easily damaged... [Their] roots tend to girdle (circle the 
trunk or root ball)... The root system spreads wider than most trees. For this reason, transplanting magnolias is difficult, as so much of the root system 
is lost." 
https://hgic.clemson.edu/factsheet/magnolia/ 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Barbara Palmer <bpalmer@baileyproperties.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 4:50 PM
To: City Council
Subject: RE: Item 30, Owner's Rep for Mixed Use Library

Dear Mayor and Members of the City Council, 
 
Both rental housing and single family home purchases are expensive in our area.  Lack of supply is the 
problem.   
 
Please move forward with hiring an owner's representative for the mixed library and affordable housing project. 
This project would at least 50 new deed restricted affordable homes for working families in downtown Santa 
Cruz, right near transit and a beautiful new, modern library. What better investment can we make as a 
community than to support our low income families through the creation of new community and educational 
space, that will be accessible to all? By building housing in downtown we can take advantage of the 
surrounding amenities and job opportunities to reduce commuter car trips, plus the development of centralized 
parking will allow for the development of even more housing on inefficient, city owned surface lots. 
 
Hiring an owner's representative is a largely routine and administrative item, and not a decision that warrants 
further delay. This project has already been approved by 2 Councils, supported by a special Council 
subcommittee, and the Downtown Library Advisory Committee. It is also supported by a large coalition of 
housing, business, labor, environmental groups, and nonprofit service providers. 
 
Please stop delaying this project to appease project opponents who only want to abuse this process as a political 
exercise. Build the new Library NOW! 
 
Sincerely, 
Barbara J. Palmer 
Realtor, DRE #0777977 
Pathway to Homeownership Committee, California Association of Realtors 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Carmella Weintraub <carmella@got.net>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 4:57 PM
To: City Council
Subject: Use Measure S funds to Renovate Downtown Library

From: Carmella Weintraub (carmella@got.net)  October 26, 2020 
 
 
To:Justin Cummings; Katherine Beiers; Martine Watkins; Donna Meyers; Renee Golder; Sandy 
Brown; Cynthia Mathews 
 
 
Subject: Parking Garage Library Structure 
 
 
Dear Folks,  It is with great sadness that we, once agin navigates process that agin seems so 
futile.  It takes a lot of effort under the current Cover climate for a citizen to offer  
their perspective on the workings os the County to manage policy and other issues of governance. I 
noted in today’s Sentinel that your body issued statement that citizens 
need to limit their input at the meeting on Tuesday, October 27 to one hour.   Or, alternately, could 
appoint a representative.  Perhaps I have misconstrued 
the rules, but for those of us who have the obligation to offer our input on this measure, for or 
against, on paper or verbally,may or may not be connected to an organization, 
thus making it more difficult to find a representative. Your directive makes it appear that the 
Council “allows” us to speak, when it is really our right we are exercising. 
Please do not forget that it is the citizens you are representing and not the interests of the Planning 
Department, City Manager, Office of Economic Development or  
Corporate Developers that you are serving. 
 
That being said: 
 
1) I object to this project on many levels and on many principles, but primarily on the way in which 
it upends what our town represents.  Primarily, the plan that  
has been developed AFTER Measure S was voted in is putting an end to one of the remaining 
“open spaces” in our town in the MIDDLE of the “town square” that has evolved 
over time around the Farmer’s Market, a place of gathering for many people in this community.  It 
has become a grass roots place of wonderful sunny days, with fruits and flowers and  
wonderful vibes that make Santa Cruz what it is and always has been - a low key, natural  and 
“small is beautiful” arena of social discourse.   
 
What will take its place will be an enshrinement to the automobile IN THE MIDDLE OF 
TOWN, taking up the entire block, shading the buildings behind it and blocking any 
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hope of circulating the energy or the light, sun and breezes while creating more concrete canyons 
which do not match up with our DNA in this town. As I have known it for 
50 years, our DNA is beauty, light and energy which are humanly scaled and circulate positivity. I 
would not object if it were not going to be permanently scarring our 
quaint town.  
 
2) I object also on economic grounds due to the rising costs of this project and the availability of a 
perfectly good library  that only needs updating and for which we voted. 
I have a lien of my property and so does every other citizen and we voted for re-doing the original 
library near the existing City Center. Let’s stick with that.  
  
3) I also believe the City Council is overreaching when it over-rules the original Downtown Plan. 
That plan followed certain guidelines and was voted on by people in good 
faith.  To go against ii seems morally and ethically wrong.  
 
4) As I an artist and designer, the aesthetics of the design are crucial to this project and have not 
been presented after those of the Renovation of the current buildings 
WERE presented.  You have an obligation to your constituents to transparently give us that 
information. 
 
5) I believe this project has become contentious because of the underhanded way in  which it has 
been presented and the City Council, in collusion with City Officials have 
betrayed the trust that was embedded in  Measure S.  Your Council needs to step back from rushing 
ahead until all of the issues are resolved.   
 
6) I vote no on spending more money until people can agree collectively on how to handle this 
unwanted set of structures.  
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Joe Jordan <jjordan@sky-power.org>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 4:58 PM
To: City Council; Justin Cummings
Subject: NO on parking-garage / library project

Importance: High

For all the reasons already being sent to you by the vast majority 
of uncompromised people in this community, please deal straight 
and REJECT this "mixed-use" plan at the mtg. Tues.10/27.  Thx. 
 
-- Joe Jordan  (Santa Cruz resident, "west-side") 
 
########################################### 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Ella Carroll <ellacarroll@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 5:00 PM
To: City Council; Justin Cummings; +downtowncommonsadvocates@gmail.com; Donna 

Meyers; Katherine Beiers; Sandy Brown; Renee Golder; Martine Watkins
Subject: Please do not proceed with the lot 4 mixed use project

Dear Mayor Cummings and City Councilmembers: 
 
My name is Ella Carroll, I grew up and currently reside here in Santa Cruz, and as a constituent I am writing to 
ask that you reconsider and reject plans to move forward with the lot 4 mixed use project.  
 
I feel that it is disingenuous to use the 2016 measure S funding for a project so radically different from simply 
renovating the library, which is what voters (myself included) originally believed the funds were for. The 
proposed mixed use project is ill conceived and unnecessary.  
 
As you have no doubt read in other emails 
"The Lot 4 mixed-use project is slated to cost $80 million or more. It would use bond funds that voters were led 
to believe we were approving for renovation of the Downtown Library during the 2016 Measure S campaign. It 
would displace the Farmers' Market from Lot 4 to Lot 7, about half as large a space (51%, to be exact). It 
would cut down 10 Heritage trees on Lot 4. It would include an unneeded 6-story 400-space parking garage. 
And it would create only a fraction of the affordable housing that could be built on the city-owned Lot 7 on 
Front Street." 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration and your efforts on behalf of our community. 
regards, 
Ella Carroll 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Mary Reynolds <mardemer@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 5:08 PM
To: City Council
Subject: October 27 City Council Meeting mixed-use library project

Dear Mayor Cummings and City Councilmembers:  
 
City staff have not provided even the most basic plan to fund the ill‐conceived Lot 4 mix‐use project. They 
claim otherwise, but at the bottom line, they can't show guaranteed funding for the mixed‐use Library, 
affordable housing, or parking garage.  
 
It is time to END pursuit of this pipe dream. Please vote against hiring an owner's representative for a project 
that should not be built in the first place.  
 
The Lot 4 mixed‐use project is slated to cost $80 million or more. It would use bond funds that the 2016 
Measure S campaign led voters to believe were for renovation of the Downtown Library. It would displace the 
Farmers' Market from Lot 4 to Lot 7, about half as large a space (51%, to be exact). It would cut down 10 
Heritage trees on Lot 4. It would include an unneeded 6‐story 400‐space parking garage. And it would create 
only a fraction of the affordable housing that could be built on the city‐owned Lot 7 on Front Street.  
 
It is long overdue to change course! Please END this ill‐conceived project NOW!. Move ahead with the shovel‐
ready plan for renovation of the Downtown Library and build affordable housing on Lot 7 or elsewhere.  
 
Thank you for your consideration and your efforts on behalf of our community. 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: DAVID LAUGHLIN <dlaughlin@ebold.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 5:19 PM
To: City Council
Subject: October 27 City Council Meeting mixed-use library project

Dear Mayor Cummings and City Councilmembers: 
 
I believe that we should provide housing for all economic levels in the downtown rather than parking for cars.  
You approved the Sports Arena without any additional parking and it has worked just fine.  We don’t need this 
boomdoggle in our city that we will be paying for  years and years.   If you think that I and many others will 
ever vote for any type of tax increase or bond measure after this bait and switch BS with the library, good luck. 
 
 City staff have not provided even the most basic plan to fund the ill‐conceived Lot 4 mix‐use project. They 
claim otherwise, but at the bottom line, they can't show guaranteed funding for the mixed‐use Library, 
affordable housing, or parking garage. 
 
 It is time to END pursuit of this pipe dream. Please vote against hiring an owner's representative for a project 
that should not be built in the first place. 
 
 The Lot 4 mixed‐use project is slated to cost $80 million or more. It would use bond funds that the 2016 
Measure S campaign led voters to believe were for renovation of the Downtown Library. It would displace the 
Farmers' Market from Lot 4 to Lot 7, about half as large a space (51%, to be exact). It would cut down 10 
Heritage trees on Lot 4. It would include an unneeded 6‐story 400‐space parking garage. And it would create 
only a fraction of the affordable housing that could be built on the city‐owned Lot 7 on Front Street. 
 
 It is long overdue to change course! Please END this ill‐conceived project NOW!. Move ahead with the shovel‐
ready plan for renovation of the Downtown Library and build affordable housing on Lot 7 or elsewhere. 
 
 Thank you for your consideration and your efforts on behalf of our community. 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Michael Menace <michaelmenace@rocketmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 5:37 PM
To: City Council; Justin Cummings; Donna Meyers; Katherine Beiers; Sandy Brown; Renee 

Golder; Martine Watkins; jyork@santacruzsentinel.com; 
downtowncommonsadvocates@gmail.com

Subject: Abandon the Lot 4 mixed-use project!

Dear Mayor Cummings and City Councilmembers: 
 
City staff have not provided even the most basic plan to fund the ill‐conceived Lot 4 mix‐use project. They 
claim otherwise, but at the bottom line, they can't show funding for the mixed‐use Library, affordable housing, 
or parking garage. 
 
It is time to END pursuit of this pipe dream. Please vote against hiring an owner's representative for a project 
that should not be built in the first place. 
 
The Lot 4 mixed‐use project is slated to cost $80 million or more. It would use bond funds that voters were led 
to believe we were approving for renovation of the Downtown Library during the 2016 Measure S campaign. It 
would displace the Farmers' Market from Lot 4 to Lot 7, about half as large a space (51%, to be exact). It would 
cut down 10 Heritage trees on Lot 4. It would include an unneeded 6‐story 400‐space parking garage. And it 
would create only a fraction of the affordable housing that could be built on the city‐owned Lot 7 on Front 
Street. 
 
It is long overdue to change course! Please END this ill‐conceived project NOW! Move ahead with the shovel‐
ready plan for renovation of the Downtown Library and build affordable housing on Lot 7 or elsewhere. 
 
Thank you for your consideration and your efforts on behalf of our community. 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Janet Bryer <jbryer62@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 5:56 PM
To: City Council
Subject: opposition to garage/library

Dear Mayor Cummings and City Councilmembers: 
 
  City staff have not provided even the most basic plan to fund the ill-conceived Lot 4 mix-use project. 
They claim otherwise, but at the bottom line, they can't show guaranteed funding for the mixed-use 
Library, affordable housing, or parking garage. 
 
  It is time to END pursuit of this pipe dream. Please vote against hiring an owner's representative for a 
project that should not be built in the first place. 
 
  The Lot 4 mixed-use project is slated to cost $80 million or more. It would use bond funds that the 2016 
Measure S campaign led voters to believe were for renovation of the Downtown Library. It would 
displace the Farmers' Market from Lot 4 to Lot 7, about half as large a space (51%, to be exact). It would 
cut down 10 Heritage trees on Lot 4. It would include an unneeded 6-story 400-space parking garage. 
And it would create only a fraction of the affordable housing that could be built on the city-owned Lot 7 on 
Front Street. 
 
  It is long overdue to change course! Please END this ill-conceived project NOW!. Move ahead with the 
shovel-ready plan for renovation of the Downtown Library and build affordable housing on Lot 7 or 
elsewhere. 
 
  Thank you for your consideration and your efforts on behalf of our community. 
Janet Bryer 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Roo Ra <roora1138@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 6:00 PM
To: Justin Cummings
Cc: City Council
Subject: Re: Item 30. Award Contract for Mixed Use Library Owner’s Representative Contract to 

Griffin Structures, Inc.

 
Other than the cyberspace formatting errors... 
 
CORRECTION: 2018 
In the last 2 years the Area Median Income (AMI, based on a 4-person household) in Santa Cruz County increased 26.4% to $110,000 from the 
$87,000 it had held each year from 2012 through 2017.  
 
 
On Mon, Oct 26, 2020 at 4:47 PM Roo Ra <roora1138@gmail.com> wrote: 

Mayor Justin Cummings, before his deciding vote on 6/23/20 in favor of this project: 
"We'll see what we get at the next meeting in August… We're really trying to get the affordable housing component and if we can't maximize those 
benefits [referring to the grant awards], then we'll likely need to move forward with renovation." [emphasis added] 
https://youtu.be/7bwjxU7ktwU?t=31379 
 
After the Mayor's proposed 5th amendment to Vice Mayor Donna Myer's motion —"Should we not be able to move the [affordable housing 
component] forward, City Council will move forward with the renovation."— was not accepted due to her claim that it was "inherent in the existing 
motion"... 
 
"If that’s not acceptable at this point in time, I will say that when this comes back, I just want it to be clear that part of my major intention in moving 
forward with this [amendment], is that there's been this confidence that we can make an affordable housing project work on this site and I think 
we've already... [Cummings withdrew the motion]... set our standard with havinga minimum of 50 affordable units, and if we can't meet that then 
we're going to have ANOTHER CONVERSATION about this topic... Based on the financial projections and our ability to meet the affordable 
housing, low-income housing, we'll need to revisit that when we have these conversations about finances." [emphasis added] 
https://youtu.be/7bwjxU7ktwU?t=31509 
 
THAT CONVERSATION is expected to occur during Item 30, scheduled for this Tuesday's City Council meeting and located on the agenda 
AFTER the caveat announcement —more in the service of Council and staff than the public, on hold, waiting for eternity to be Zoomed into the 
meeting— that the allocation for public comment WILL NOT exceed 60 minutes. 
 
Apparently, the ONLY "affordable" housing funds currently "in play" for this project and the Metro project, which the City Council jointly 
prioritized for funding, remain the same as 4 months ago: 

 LHTF grant application for max $5 million (decision expected October 2020; not yet awarded*)   
 PLHA grant application for min $1,588,464 over 5 years (decision expected January 2021) 
 Lipscombe’s “a little under $3 million" in the Affordable Housing Trust Fund, per the 6/23/20 City 

Council meeting.           

*LHTF grant odds: 33 applications for $57 million in available funding; $118 million requested at 107.12% "over subscription" with 18 applications requesting max $5 
million, per the CA HCD LHTF Applications Log. 

 
 
FACT CHECKINGthis item's Library Project FAQs attachment... 1 of 3 
 
The City Manager, and the Directors of Economic Development, Public Works and the Library —the agents behind this project— each gross a little 
more or less than a quarter of a million dollars annually in salary and CalPERS benefits.  
 
What the concept of "affordable" housing may mean to them would be somewhat different than its reality for those relying on minimum wage 
without any benefits in a post-COVID19 economy. 
 
"How many [affordable] housing units will the Library Mixed-Use Project add downtown? 
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Per direction from the City Council, the project will include a minimum of 50 total [affordable] housing units: 10 moderate-income units, 20 low-
income units, and 20 very-low-income units."[emphasis added] 
 
MISLEADING, missing relevant data  
 
In the last 2 years the Area Median Income (AMI, based on a 4-person household) in Santa Cruz County increased 26.4% to $110,000 from the 
$87,000 it had held each year from 2012 through 2017. 
 
This is the HIGHEST increase within the 7 out of 58 California counties with the highest AMI, Santa Cruz being the 7th and the only county 
outside of the 9-county San Francisco Bay Area region. The AMI of the counties of San Mateo, San Francisco, and Marin increased 20.9%, 
Alameda and Contra Costa 14.2%, and Santa Clara 13.1% in the same 2-year period. 
 
Those who qualify NOW for the "affordable" housing in this project, based on the 2020 State Income Limits, depends on the persons-per-
household units being built (UNKNOWN at this time). 
 
As to the Economic Director's steadfast advocacy for the inclusion of "market-rate" housing, what income levels would those units target 
compared to the 120% over AMI for the "affordable" housing "moderate-income" households, listed below? 
 
Considering variations for the 2-3 person households (2-3 working adults, single working adult with 1-2 children, single adult on fixed income with 
1-2 children, 2-3 adults on fixed income)... and a 168-hr work month... 
 
10 "moderate-income" units GO TO 

 1-person households with a maximum total income of $92,400/yr;  $7700/mo;  $45.83/hr  
 2-person households with a maximum total income of $105,600/yr;  $8800/mo;  $52.38/hr 
 3-person households with a maximum total income of $118,800/yr;  $9900/mo;  $58.92/hr  
 Using the AMI REFERENCE POINT of 4-person households, this level allows a maximum total income (120% of the 2020 $110,000 

AMI) of $132,000/yr; $11,000/mo; $65.48/hr  
 
20 "low-income" units GO TO 

 1-person households with a maximum total income of $74,350/yr;  $6196/mo;  $36.88/hr  
 2-person households with a maximum total income of $85,000/yr;  $7083/mo;  $42.16/hr  
 3-person households with a maximum total income of $95,600/yr;  $7967/mo;  $47.42/hr  

 
 20 "very-low-income" units GO TO 

 1-person households with a maximum total income of $46,350/yr;  $3863/mo;  $22.99/hr  
 2-person households with a maximum total income of $53,000/yr;  $4417/mo;  $26.29/hr  
 3-person households with a maximum total income of $59,600/yr;  $4967/mo;  $29.56/hr  

Given the "affordable" housing funding shortage for this project and the current California minimum wage… 
 $13/hr for employers with 26 or more employees 
 $12/hr for employers with 25 or fewer employees 

 
WHY NOT ADVOCATE INSTEAD for the prioritization of "extremely-low income" 1-2 person households on shovel-ready Lot 7? 
 
Considering variations for these 1-2 person households (1-2 working adults, single working adult with a child, single adult on fixed income with a 
child, 1-2 adults on fixed income)… and a 168-hr work month… 
 
20 "extremely-low income" units GO TO 

 1-person households with a maximum total income of $27,800/yr;  $2317/mo;  $13.79/hr  
 2-person households with a maximum total income of $31,800/yr;   $2650/mo;  $15.77/hr  

BUT wait a minute... 
According to the requirements under Section 105 of the LHTF Final 2020 Guidelines (p10 of 17), at least 30% of the awarded funds, after 
deducting administrative expenses, "shall be expended on assistance" to extremely-low-income households. "To comply with this requirement, 
dwelling units or shelter beds must be [a]ffordable to, and restricted for, [extremely-low-income households] with household income of no more 
than 30 percent of AMI." 
 
Since extremely-low-income units are not included in this project, if the City of Santa Cruz beats the odds and receives the requested max $5 
million (or portion thereof) for this project and the Metro project (bundled together in the grant application), the Economic Development Director 
apparently intends to "kick this can down the road" to the Metro project, whose developer may be more willing to include it... no doubt, with the 
assurance of "market rate" housing as counterbalance. 
www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/nofas/docs/NOFA-Schedule.pdf 
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/income-limits/state-and-federal-income-limits.shtml  
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/active-funding/lhtf.shtml 
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/active-funding/lhtf/docs/2020_final_guidelines.pdf 
 
 
FACT CHECKING this item's Library Project FAQs attachment... 2 of 3 
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During the 9/22/20 meeting, the Economic Development Director advocated again for the inclusion of "market rate" housing, to subsidize the 
library component: "In order to really maximize the air rights fee that a developer would pay we would almost certainly need to have some market 
rate housing in the project... to fill a gap on the library portion." 
https://youtu.be/zvUoOiBSoSQ?t=9885 
 
"What are Air Rights? 
"Air rights" is a colloquial term referring to the right to build a given amount of square footage on a given parcel of land. Air right parcels are three-
dimensional parcels created vertically and horizontally within a building to establish separate legally transferable lots. The affordable housing 
component will have its own separate air rights parcel that an affordable housing developer can then lease/purchase to finance and develop the 
affordable housing." [emphasis added] 
 
MISLEADING, incomplete, incorrect 
 
Omission: "...that... a developer can then lease... [FOR USE IN OTHER PROJECTS in order for the City] to finance and develop the affordable 
housing[component in this project]."  
 
"Air rights" are leased, not purchased. In the absence of zoning by-laws restricting transferable property rights, such rights could be transferred to 
any development. Neither the City nor the County of Santa Cruz have any existing zoning by-laws governing "air rights". But then, nothing 
apparently precludes the City from a bit of spot zoning, a la Felix. 
 
Let’s peak into that Pandora’s Box labeled "air rights"... 
 
From downtown Toronto, where development of parks is NOW more desirable than affordable housing… An idea for this community to embrace 
for a Downtown Commons after the City of Santa Cruz has constructed "multi-use" high rises on all the downtown surface parking lots —the refuge 
for business tents after the last "Big One"... 
Rail Deck Park 
"In fall 2016, the Toronto City Council endorsed a proposal for a new major park in Downtown Toronto, to be built[ON A DECK]over the rail 
corridor between Bathurst Street and Blue Jays Way. Known as Rail Deck Park, the project will transform this unused air space intoToronto’snext 
great gathering space for recreation, culture and celebration." [emphasis added] 
https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/planning-studies-initiatives/rail-deck-park/rail-deck-park-overview/ 
 
From Boston (and Manhattan, the ultimate purveyor in "air rights")... 
https://youtu.be/yoerd2lvAXk?t=32 
"As Donald J. Trump demonstrated with his 72-story black glass tower at 845 United Nations Plaza, which was at one time the tallest residential 
building in the city, it is possible for a tower to, well, tower over its neighbors if it has successfully transferred sufficient air rights. Mr. Trump 
performed a dominolike maneuver and legally stockpiled air rights from at least seven low-rise properties that had F.A.R. to spare, merging their 
lots with his. Then — presto — he maxed out the block's allowable density in the form of a single slender tower." 
https://www.nytimes.com/2013/02/24/realestate/the-great-race-for-manhattan-air-rights.html 
F.A.R defined... 
https://streeteasy.com/blog/what-are-nyc-air-rights-all-about/ 
 
 
FACT CHECKING this item's Library Project FAQs attachment... 3 of 3 
 
"What will happen to the trees on Lot 4? 
The City will work with an arborist to assess the health of the trees and then work with community members who are interested in relocating the 
trees to an alternative site." 
 
MISLEADING, floating the possibility of successful relocation 
 
"The magnolia tree is a large, broad-leaf evergreen with a trunk that can reach a diameter of 2 to 3 feet. Mature trees are difficult to transplant, as 
the root system is rope-like with few offshoot branches, allowing it to spread wider than most trees. Magnolia trees with a trunk diameter smaller 
than 4 inches have the best chance of being moved via transplanting into a new location." 
https://www.gardenguides.com/105811-move-magnolia-tree.html 
 
"Magnolias are generally soft-wooded and may be prone to breakage... The bark is thin, and easily damaged... [Their] roots tend to girdle (circle the 
trunk or root ball)... The root system spreads wider than most trees. For this reason, transplanting magnolias is difficult, as so much of the root 
system is lost." 
https://hgic.clemson.edu/factsheet/magnolia/ 

 

Page 369 of...



1

Rosemary Balsley

From: Mary Flodin <maryfloiam@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 6:08 PM
To: City Council; Justin Cummings; +dmeyers@cityofsantacruz.com; 

++kbeiers@cityofsantacruz.com; +sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; 
+rgolder@cityofsantacruz.com; +mwatkins@cityofsantacruz.com; 
+jyork@santacruzsentinel.com; +downtowncommonsadvocates@gmail.com

Subject: Abandon the Lot 4 mixed-use project!

Dear Mayor Cummings and City Councilmembers: 
 
City staff have not provided even the most basic plan to fund the ill-conceived Lot 4 mix-use project. 
They claim otherwise, but at the bottom line, they can't show funding for the mixed-use llibrary, 
affordable housing, or parking garage. 
 
It is time to END pursuit of this pipe dream. Support the needs of the people who live in this city, not 
the monied interests promoting this ill-conceived project. Vote against hiring an owner's 
representative for a project that should not be built in the first place. 
 
The Lot 4 mixed-use project is slated to cost $80 million or more. It would use bond funds that voters 
were led to believe we were approving for renovation of the Downtown Library during the 
2016 Measure S campaign. This feels like corrupt government trickery. 
 
Furthermore, this project would create only a fraction of the affordable housing that could be built on 
the city-owned Lot 7 on Front Street. Your cynical and specious insertion of a bit of "affordable 
housing" bait into this project to appease the bleeding hearts is not working. 
 
Moreover, the proposed parking garage would displace our community's beloved Farmers' 
Market from Lot 4 to Lot 7, allocating the market only half as large a space (51%, to be exact). 
Instead, we should be taking steps to expand the downtown Farmers' Market, along the model of the 
San Luis Obispo Farmers' Market (https://www.sunset.com/travel/insider-guides/downtown-san-luis-obispo-
farmers-market), thus developing a more vibrant, united, and economically dynamic community. 
  
The parking garage project would necessitate cutting down TEN (10) Heritage trees on Lot 4! This 
anti-life, soulless project conceived out of the rotten, stinking seed of the fossil fuel paradigm was 
dead on arrival in the 20th Century.  A tired, unimaginative, unneeded 6-story 400-space parking 
garage is in direct conflict with the goals of our 21st Century City Climate Action Plan.  
The Covid-19 Pandemic has made clear the need for open spaces within the matrix of the city, where 
people can be outdoors, observing "social distancing" — a need essential to everyone's mental and 
physical health. I voted for the bond measure to improve the libraries, but I did not vote for this 
proposed loss of the Farmer's Market, nor did I vote to highrise away the last of downtown's open 
sky. The new restaurant street seating downtown reminds me of some of the beautiful cities of Mexico 
and Europe, where the interplay of structures and social open space, trees, and breathable fresh air 
(not dim cement structures and auto exhaust) is understood to be a vital part of a vibrant city life.  
 
It is long overdue to change course! END this ill-conceived project NOW! Move ahead with the 
shovel-ready plan for renovation of the Downtown Library and build affordable housing on Lot 7 or 
elsewhere. 
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Thank you for your consideration and your efforts on behalf of our community. 
 

MaryFlodin 
831.359.3539 
140 Heath Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: micjerden@comcast.net
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 6:17 PM
To: City Council
Subject: October 27 City Council Meeting mixed-use library project NO!

Dear Mayor Cummings and City Councilmembers: 
 
City staff have not provided even the most basic plan to fund the ill‐conceived Lot 4 mix‐use project. They 
claim otherwise, but at the bottom line, they can't show guaranteed funding for the mixed‐use Library, 
affordable housing, or parking garage.  
 
It is time to END pursuit of this pipe dream. Please vote against hiring an owner's representative for a project 
that should not be built in the first place.  
 
The Lot 4 mixed‐use project is slated to cost $80 million or more. It would use bond funds that the 2016 
Measure S campaign led voters to believe were for renovation of the Downtown Library. It would displace the 
Farmers' Market from Lot 4 to Lot 7, about half as large a space (51%, to be exact). It would cut down 10 
Heritage trees on Lot 4. It would include an unneeded 6‐story 400‐space parking garage. And it would create 
only a fraction of the affordable housing that could be built on the city‐owned Lot 7 on Front Street.  
 
It is long overdue to change course! Please END this ill‐conceived project NOW!. Move ahead with the shovel‐
ready plan for renovation of the Downtown Library and build affordable housing on Lot 7 or elsewhere.  
 
Thank you for your consideration and your efforts on behalf of our community. 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Erica Aitken <ericaaitken@me.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 6:29 PM
To: City Council
Subject: RE: Item 30, Mixed Use Library

Dear Mayor and Members of the City Council, 
 
Please do not spend 240K on the mix use project that should bot exist in the first place.  
 
It is a waste of money and an unnecessary strain on our community. We never expected you to use Measure S 
as justification for this extravagant expense.  
 
Listen to your community and table this project.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Erica Aitken 
Santa Cruz 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: lisa ekström <ekstromdesign@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 6:31 PM
To: City Council; Justin Cummings; Donna Meyers; Katherine Beiers; Sandy Brown; Renee 

Golder; Martine Watkins
Subject: No on Agenda Item 30 re Mixed-Use Project

Dear Mayor Cummings and City Councilmembers, 
 
I’m writing to urge you against awarding the contract for the Mixed Use Library Owner’s Representative for Phase 1 to 
Griffin Structures.  
 
I strongly oppose the proposal to construct an expensive, oversized mixed-use building on downtown Lot 4.  
 
I’ve been following proposals for the library and the proposed parking garage for years, attending many meetings, 
presentations, and reading the reports. Some of you who are now City Council members probably missed much of the 
earlier stages of this, and for you particularly, the controversy around this could seem puzzling.  
 
We’ve been witnessing the Decide, Announce, Defend management approach: a top-down, minimally participatory 
method of public management. For city staff, the last couple of years have been spent in the “Defend” phase, where time 
spent overcoming resistance and defending the decided plan has led to delays and unsupported plans.   
 
The “Library Project FAQs” posted in the Agenda packet says that “community engagement has been a key piece of each 
step of this project” but I’ve already written in detail about how that has been misrepresented. Also, Don’t Bury the Library
has done a thorough job of documenting how that was not true. Large numbers of concerned residents have experienced a 
sense of disenfranchisement in the process, a lack of equitable access to city council meetings, and a resulting lack of trust 
in our government.  
 
I feel the frustration of both sides engaged in what seems a distressing and futile waste of time.  
 
The parking garage idea has been a pet project of the city for years and having observed its history, it has never had the 
necessary public support. There’s a trail of documentation showing the evolution of the city’s attempts to sell this idea to 
the public. It seemed the library was added to it to facilitate the parking garage, to persuade, and to generate that public 
good will. Only when even that didn’t work was the “affordable housing” carrot tacked on. And of course, we all support 
more affordable housing.  
 
It’s a shame because affordable housing could have been the point in the first place, not something used to prop up an 
unpopular, unwanted project.  
 
It’s a shame because all this effort, time, and money have continued to be expended on a project that should have been 
shelved or re-envisioned years ago.  
 
Yes, let’s put our effort, time, and money into affordable housing downtown (on Lot 7 for example) that doesn’t come with 
so many expensive, unnecessary, and misguided complications. 
 
I don’t know of any other project in our city’s history that has proposed such a heavy financial burden as this Mixed-Use 
project. In any time, such a commitment of resources and finances should be thoroughly questioned. But especially now, 
as we face multiple, multi-year crises, this needs even more pointed questioning. So far, the due diligence and numbers 
have not been provided. 
 
However, the city already paid Jayson Architecture to create a modern renovation plan for the Downtown Library that 
provides almost the same services and square footage as the mixed-use project. But the Jayson proposal also keeps the 
library in its historic location as part of the Civic Center and provides nearly 9,000 square feet of valuable outdoor space 
that we won’t have with the mixed-use project. We could be making progress on this library renovation right now, much 
more quickly and efficiently than we can with the controversial mixed-use project. 
 
The Farmers’ Market could have a permanent home at its long-time location, which is nearly twice the size of the lot the 
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city has proposed for its permanent site. The infrastructure that the Farmers’ Market needs could be much more 
inexpensively accomplished, along with a beautiful Downtown Commons that would improve the environment, enrich 
downtown, and serve the community for decades to come. 

Thank you for your consideration. I appreciate your work on behalf of our community. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lisa Ekström 
Santa Cruz 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Cynthia Adams <cynthiapond@cruzio.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 6:31 PM
To: City Council
Subject: library/housing/garage project

Dear Mayor Cummings and other Council Members, 
  
Don’t you dare spend another dime on the library/housing/garage project when I have already cast my ballot for 
new council members! 
  
Is this particular lot necessary for housing equity in our city? 

No.  We can stop granting permits for large, 100%-market-rate housing projects.  Instead, we can 
mandate that 15% or 20% of units in every large project be affordable. 

  
Is this particular lot necessary for a green downtown commons?   

For me the answer is yes.  No other lot is large enough and central enough. 
  
Will the library/housing/garage draw city dwellers and tourists to downtown Santa Cruz?  No. 
  
Will an ample, lush, green commons draw city dwellers and tourists to downtown Santa Cruz? 
 I believe it will. 
  
Did paid consultants say we need the parking?  No. Quite the contrary.  
  
Is the library/housing/garage project legal?   

I’d doubt it.  Funding for a new library has not been put to a vote by the people of Santa Cruz. 
  
Will there be a lawsuit if the council proceeds with this?   
 Who knows?  My guess is yes.  
  
If so, will the plaintiffs prevail?   
 Who knows?  My guess is yes. 
  
Either way, will a lawsuit cost valuable money and human energy for both sides?  Yes. 
  
I remember voting for the bond for upgrading our libraries.  It makes my blood boil that the funding for this 
project has not been put to a vote by the people of Santa Cruz. 
  
Dear council members, I’m sure you have good intentions.  But please stop funding the library/housing/garage 
proposal.   
  
With this agenda item, please just sit there and do nothing. 
  
Thank you, 
Cynthia Adams 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Donna Murphy <donna2mm@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 7:22 PM
To: Justin Cummings; Donna Meyers; Katherine Beiers; Sandy Brown; Renee Golder; 

Cynthia Mathews; Martine Watkins
Cc: City Council
Subject: Support for Downtown Library/Housing Project

Dear Council Members: 
 
It is time to move the Downtown Library/Housing project forward!  The Council’s own subcommittee that 
spent a year of time, study and public input has determined that the multi-use project is the preferred investment 
of our community’s money and land.    
 
In June, you made the decision to proceed with the library/housing project.  Yet, we’ve had another month of 
delay for what should be a straight-forward decision on appointing an owner’s representative. At some point, 
those of you most informed have a responsibility to stop the delays and both assure and insist that the project 
get done.  
 
The benefits are many and important:  affordable housing for our workforce, the best and biggest library, much 
needed parking that will serve multiple constituencies in the heart of downtown….And, we will get a permanent 
new Farmer’s Market location and improved facilities.  Each part of the project has its own funding sources and 
it maximizes use of valuable land.   
 
Hundreds of individual citizens who have taken time to write or speak on the project and 17 diverse 
organizations support the project.  This is a popular, much-waited-for project.  In addition, it has important 
environmental and social benefits that seem to get over-looked.  Creating affordable, workforce housing near 
jobs saves on greenhouse gas emissions & reduces commutes; uses less water and other resources; and it is 
more equitable.  The dedicated space for children and youth serves an under-resourced constituency, and is 
walkable or an easy bike ride for youth throughout the downtown, central and beach flat areas of the city.   
 
Please move the Downtown Library/Housing forward; approve the owner’s representative and speed up the 
planning. 
 
Donna Murphy 
831-239-3349 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Erica Stanojevic <ericast@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 7:48 PM
To: City Council
Subject: Library-Garage Project

Dear City Council Members, 
At this time of economic hardship for our community, we are looking to the City Council for leadership.  
The decision on funding the development of the garage/library/housing is a matter of trust in government. Will 
you make such a decision without considering the Nelson\Nygaard "Downtown Parking Strategic Plan? Will 
you make the decision knowing that the City's consultant, Economic and Planning Systems found that the City's 
garage financing plan did not account for economic recessions during the 30 year bond debt period? 
Will you make the decision without knowing the impact on Downtown businesses of a financing plan that is 
deficient? 
Spending on this project comes at the expense of other City priorities. 

Thanks for considering, 
Erica Stanojevic 
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Rosemary Balsley

From: Shana Phelan <shanaphelan@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 8:14 PM
To: City Council
Subject: October 27 City Council Meeting mixed-use library project

Dear Mayor Cummings and City Councilmembers: 
 
  City staff have not provided even the most basic plan to fund the ill‐conceived Lot 4 mix‐use project. They 
claim otherwise, but at the bottom line, they can't show guaranteed funding for the mixed‐use Library, 
affordable housing, or parking garage. 
 
  It is time to END pursuit of this pipe dream. Please vote against hiring an owner's representative for a project 
that should not be built in the first place. 
 
  The Lot 4 mixed‐use project is slated to cost $80 million or more. It would use bond funds that the 2016 
Measure S campaign led voters to believe were for renovation of the Downtown Library. It would displace the 
Farmers' Market from Lot 4 to Lot 7, about half as large a space (51%, to be exact). It would cut down 10 
Heritage trees on Lot 4. It would include an unneeded 6‐story 400‐space parking garage. And it would create 
only a fraction of the affordable housing that could be built on the city‐owned Lot 7 on Front Street. 
 
  It is long overdue to change course! Please END this ill‐conceived project NOW!. Move ahead with the shovel‐
ready plan for renovation of the Downtown Library and build affordable housing on Lot 7 or elsewhere. 
 
  Thank you for your consideration and your efforts on behalf of our community. Please do not move forward 
with Lot 4 project by voting against this. There are much better alternatives! 
 
Shana Phelan 
Resident for 34 years 

Page 379 of...



            To: City Council  
            Re. Urge Denial of Proposed $240,000 Contract (Agenda Item #30) 
 
            There are unfortunate and telling similarities between the proposed  
            mixed-use “Taj Garage” project and the defunct Desalination one.  Here   
            are just some of the most significant:                               
 

                Both proposals harm or eliminate pursuit of other socially-beneficial goals     
             – adoption of more efficient water-use technologies such as low-flow      
             fixtures and drip irrigation in the case of desalination; renovation of our  
             stand-alone downtown library at its site across from the City Hall where     
             it’s been for over 116 years as an important part of an historic and vital   
             Civic Center while enhancing the Farmer’s Market to become Santa Cruz’s  
             Downtown Commons. 
 
             Both environmentally inferior to other available options 

 Both offered proposed “solutions” contrary to trends going the other way  

 – A mixed-use project dedicated to a car-centric world that’s increasingly     

 opting for other transportation options just like desalination was   

 environmentally harmful and economically wasteful when compared to  

 better water system management, water conservation and regional water  

 sharing. 

 

Both projects supported by the business community but strongly and 

widely opposed by the majority of the Santa Cruz community as a whole.  

 

          These similarities are telling: Desalination, unneeded and unwanted, was      
            ultimately stopped and a better solution found.  The future of the Taj    
            Garage should be the same. It too is unneeded and unwanted. Accordingly,   
            I urge you to turn down this $240,000 contract with Griffin Structures and   
            authorize further planning for renovation of our library where it is. 
 
            
           John C. Aird, 303 Highland Ave., Santa Cruz  

Page 388 of...



LIBRARY MIXED USE PROJECT 

October 27th, 2020 Council Presentation Page 405 of...



TODAY’S FOCUS

June 23rd direction: Authorize staff to proceed with selection of 

an owner’s representative to manage the overall project 

implementation

Action today: Award contract for the Mixed Use Library Owner’s 

Representative for Phase 1 to Griffin Structures, Inc
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CURRENT PROJECT CONCEPT

● a modern library with 

resources for all; 

● housing on the upper 

floors, with a minimum of 

50 affordable units; and 

● parking consolidated into 

a structure with no more 

than 400 parking spaces.

On June 23rd, the City Council approved a Downtown Mixed Use Project to include:
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HOW WE GOT HERE

● 2017 - Downtown Library Advisory Committee (DLAC) explores project options

○ DLAC unanimously recommended moving forward with a mixed-use project.

● 2018 - Council Voted to move forward with Mixed Use Project

● 2019 - Council voted to create the Downtown Library Council Subcommittee 

○ The subcommittee recommended moving forward with a mixed-use project. 

● 2020 - On June 23rd Council voted to move forward with Mixed Use Project
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HOW WE GOT HERE - Community Engagement

● DLAC Process - included 12 public meetings, 2,273 survey responses, and 
76 public comments at meetings

● 2018 Community Engagement Process - included 580 views of the project 
webpage, 15 meetings with community groups, 170 attendees of project open 
house, and 60 small group meetings. 

● Downtown Library SubCommittee Process - included over 2,000 views of 
the project webpage, office hours with 27 stakeholder groups, 7 community 
meetings and presentations, and 404 survey responses.

Page 409 of...



PROJECT ATTRIBUTES

● Meets the programmatic goals of the library
○ More services for children, teens and adults
○ More space for books and print materials
○ Additional community program and study rooms

● Sustainable 
○ Increased durability to lengthen the building’s lifespan
○ Improved building efficiency (electrical, HVAC and lighting)
○ Structure can support solar

● Responsible & efficient use of resources
○ Increased potential for grant funding available 
○ Avoids temporary relocation expenses & service disruption
○ Investment in the future of Downtown
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PROJECT FUNDING

● Library - Measure S funds and additional 

fundraising from private and governmental 

sources 

● Parking - Parking District Funds

● Housing - Will include City’s Affordable 

Housing Trust Funds, funding from the 

State or Federal level, tax credits, and/or 

loans, etc. 
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LIBRARY FINANCING
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LIBRARY FINANCING

Budget:
    $27M Measure S funds
    Note: Council reallocated $1.5M to other branches

Project Costs:
     29,660 Sq foot library
     +5,080 square feet for additional $3M

Closing the Funding Gap 
● Fundraising by Friends of the Library 
● Air Rights Fees
● Fundraising from private and governmental 

sources
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HOUSING FINANCING
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUNDING
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PRELIMINARY LIBRARY AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUNDING
50 units, total cost = $30 M, Unit Cost = $600k
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PRELIMINARY LIBRARY AFFORDABLE HOUSING COST MODEL 
Comparison to Recently Completed Projects
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Prelim. 
Library 
Affordable 
Housing

     Tannery       Riverwalk        Water Street

Total City/RDA GAP 
Funding 

$6,000,000 $6,230,374 $2,490,000 $4,913,711

City Contribution per unit $120,000 $62,304 $118,571 $119,847

City Contribution as % of 
overall project costs

20.00% 16.40% 26.63% 24.76%

Total Project Cost            30M            38M               9.3M                 19.8M

PROPOSED LIBRARY AFFORDABLE HOUSING CITY GAP FUNDING 
Comparison to Completed Affordable Projects
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Proposed City Funding Source Funding Amount Status/Action Needed

City Affordable Housing Trust Fund (g/l) 1                   $1,500,000 Available, Council Action

PLHA (FUTURE AHTF) 2                     $1,000,000 Commitment of 3 years of 5 year 
allocation, Council Action

City HUD HOME Program/CDBG $500,000 Available, Future Council Action

City Land and/or Fees $3,000,000 Council Action

Total $6,000,000

1) AHTF currently has a $3M balance, City is eligible and has applied for the maximum state 
matching grant of $5M. Funding will be awarded based on availability

 2)     PLHA funds will be awarded over 5 years, non-competitive funding

AVAILABLE CITY FUNDING FOR 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN PROJECT
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1) AHTF currently has a $3M 
balance, City is eligible and has 
applied for the maximum state 
matching grant of $5M 

    2)   Award announcement 
             anticipated this week
   
    3) PLHA (SB 2 funds), by formula 

    4) AHSC may be  
awarded/applicable to both 
project phases 

    5) IIG may be available for
infrastructure improvements for
both projects

CURRENT CITY AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROJECTS
Proposed City Gap Financing 
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CURRENT CITY AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROJECTS
METRO (Pacific Station) South
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1. Allied Housing
2. Anton DevCo
3. EAH
4. Eden Housing
5. First Community Housing
6. For the Future Housing
7. MidPen Housing

INTERESTED AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPERS 
(from RFQ)
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PARKING FINANCING
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PARKING FINANCING - Recap
● 2016 December: City Council direction to develop Parking Financing for new parking structure (in mixed use project)

● 2017: Formation of the Downtown Commission Ad hoc Subcommittee

● 2017-2018: Development/Outreach of a Parking Rates Strategy to fund a 600-space parking garage inclusive of: 

○ DTC Ad-hoc Subcommittee

○ Stakeholders - Downtown Businesses (Owners & Employees)

○ Independent Third party review (EPS Memo)

● 2018 May/June: Downtown Association Board provides letter of support

● 2018 June: Downtown Commission (voted to approve Parking Rate Strategy/new supply project)

● 2018 June: City Council (comprehensive Parking presentation)

● 2018 July/August: Library open-house

● 2018 September: City Council (voted to approve Parking Rates Strategy & Implementation Timeline)

● 2019 January: Began Implementation of 5 Year Parking Rates Strategy 

● 2020 June: Council Subcommittee limits parking garage to 400-spaces

● 2020 September/October: Staff works with Parking Consultant to develop new ROM costs (without a design) & Fund 

Balance Projection based on new information & Covid-19 impact. Page 424 of...



PARKING FINANCING- Construction Costs Estimates

Revised Construction Cost Estimates 

● 400 Parking Spaces 

● Cost per parking space $50k - $65k 

● Cost per square foot $145/sf - $188/sf

● Total Cost Range $20 million - 26 million 
○ Includes 3 year escalation of costs 
○ Construction Contingency 
○ Soft Costs 

● Final Cost Estimate will be available post design work 

● Debt Service Estimate: 1.375 million - 2.1 million, per year 
over 30 years
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PARKING FINANCING- Worst Case Projection

Parking District Supported with Parking Fund Revenues 
5yr Budget Projection Assumptions - (Worst Case Scenario)
 

● Covid-19 impact FY21 

● Debt Service of $2.1 million  payment begins FY23

● Return to FY19 Level of Revenue in FY22 

● Does not include New Revenues i.e. Parking In- lieu fees

● Does include FY23 Rate Change as parking deficiency fees 
sunset (*contingent on revised rate strategy post Covid -19)

● Does not capture all Budget Expense Cuts

● Includes Expense Escalation FY22-FY25
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PARKING FINANCING- Worst Case Projection 

Revenue 
Expenditures

FY23 -FY25 
Includes Debt 
Service 2.1M
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PARKING FINANCING- Worst Case Projection 

Fiscal Year End 
Parking Fund 
Balance 
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PARKING FINANCING- Mid Range Projection

Parking District Supported with Parking Fund
5yr Budget Projection Assumptions - (Mid-Range Scenario) 

● Covid-19 impact FY21

● Debt Service of 1.865 million payment begins FY23

● Return to FY19 Level of Revenue in FY22

● Includes New Revenues i.e. Parking In- lieu fees and New 
Garage Revenue FY24

● Includes FY23 Rate Change as parking deficiency fees 
sunset (*contingent on revised rate strategy post Covid -19)

● Includes Some Expenditure Budget Cuts FY21 

● Includes Expense Escalation FY22-FY25 Page 429 of...



PARKING FINANCING-Mid Range Projection  

Revenue 
Expenditures

FY23- FY25  
Includes Debt 
Service 1.865M
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PARKING FINANCING-Mid Range Projection 

Fiscal Year End 
Parking Fund 
Balance 
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PARKING FINANCING- Summary

● Parking District/ Fund Supported Project: Does not use General 
Fund Revenues in Best, Mid, and Worst Case Projections  

● Reduced Capital Costs with 400 Space Garage

● Exploring varying types of Financing for Competitive Interest Rates
○ Direct Lending 
○ Bonds 

● Positive Impacts of Covid-19 on Project
○ Lower Interest Rates 
○ Lower Construction Costs 
○ Potential Capacity at other Facilities during construction period

● Parking District Funds have provided Direct Relief to Businesses 
during Covid- 19 response, impacting FY21 Revenues 

○ Waived Parking Deficiency Fees for 3 Quarters 
○ Waived Parking Permit Fees for 3 Months
○ Waived Daily Parking Fees for 3 Months 
○ Reduced Daily Max to 3 Hour limit = $3.75 Daily Rate  
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MORE INFO & FAQS

www.CityofSantaCruz.com/mixeduselibrary
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FAQS

What does the project look like?

What will happen to the Farmer’s Market?

Can Measure S funds be used for new construction?
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FAQS

Does the library get as much in the renovation option?

Is the renovation plan “shovel ready”?

Where can the public view the Nelson/Nygaard Study?
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OWNER’S REPRESENTATIVE 
CONTRACT
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Owner’s  Rep = Project Manager
What they do:
● Manage budget & timeline
● Oversee Design & Construction Processes
● Bring Technical Expertise & Experience

Other City Project with Owner’s Rep:
● Tannery
● Marine Sanctuary Exploration Center
● Branciforte & Garfield Park Branch Libraries
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RFP & SELECTION PROCESS

● RFP Posted July 2020

● Received 7 Proposals

● Interviewed 4 Teams
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ABOUT GRIFFIN STRUCTURES, INC

● 40 years of experience 

● Strong Project Team

● Experience working on complex projects

● Significant related past project experience: libraries, affordable housing, and 

parking

● Strong approach to community engagement & outreach
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SCOPE

● Develop Budget & Timeline

● Program & Process Assessment

● Affordable Housing Financing Evaluation

● Schematic Design Process

● Design Development Process

● Development of Construction Documents

● Entitlements & Permitting Process

● Community Engagement & Public Outreach
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CONTRACT PHASE 1 & 2

PHASE 1 

Pre-Design

Design & Permitting

Nov. 2020                                     Mid 2022

Mid 2022                                               2024

PHASE 2 

Construction
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RECOMMENDATION

Motion to award the contract for the Mixed Use Library 

Owner’s Representative for Phase 1 to Griffin Structures, 

Inc. in the amount of $240,000 and authorize the City 

Manager to execute an agreement in a form to be 

approved by the City Attorney.
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NEXT STEPS

● Hire an Owner’s Representative
○ Return to Council with timeline and budget

● Hire a Design Team
○ Return to Council with general schematics 

● Work with Farmer’s Market to finalize design 

at new location

● Explore options for existing library site
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Questions?
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