March 14, 2000

Beth Shields

4443 Fairway Drive

Soquel, CA 95073

(83 1) 476-6698 email: beth@cruzio. corn

To: Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors
Concerning the Fairway Drive land division on parcel #040-012012, Application #99-0288

This application was voted on by the Planning Commission on January 26, 2000, after much
testimony concerning the protection of the Coastal Terrace Prairie that covers much of this parcel
(a sensitive habitat as per the California Dept. of Fish and Game). | believe a disservice is being
done to the native grasslands and would like to request that lot 1 be removed from this
development and placed into the conservation parcel, for the following reasons:

The County Planning Commission requested and received a report from County Environmental
Planning and the county biologist that states the following: *Mr. Davila ( the county biologist) has
stated that, from the perspective of conserving grassland, for the reasons given above (I have
attached a copy of the letter containing the reasoning), the elimination of Lot 1 is a superior
aternative compared to the easement proposal”. The Planning Dept. staff ignored the
environmental planning report in their recommendation, the commission overrode it, and they
went with option B (the easement proposal suggested by the developers).

When the existence of this sensitive habitat was discovered in the course of the development
reguirements, the scoring on the Biotic Resource Matrix should have been changed. This parcel
was given the highest score (10 points - see attached) for * Development Activities Outside
Designated Sensitive Habitats’. As stated in the Fairway Drive Project Habitat Mitigation and
Management Plan Executive Summary dated May 3, 1999, this project is definitely in a
documented sengitive habitat.

This parcel scored 80.6, only .6 points over the score that would have alowed them only 2
five-acre parcels (see attached documentation). Just one less point would change the
determination. Appropriately scoring the sensitive habitat resource in even the most conservative
way would alow only 2 lots. They are asking for 4. Why not compromise at 3, and delete Lot 1
for the sake of the preservation of this habitat, as per the suggestion of County Environmental
Planning?

| feel strongly that this matter was not fairly evaluated, and that the outcome is very important in
terms of the Santa Cruz County General Plan’s intention to preserve our natural habitats.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

=

Beth Shields




COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ
P L ANNIN G DEPARTMENT

DATE: " January 14, 2000
TO: Jackie Young, Project Planner
FROM: " Paia Levine, Environmental Planning

SUBJECT: ANALYSIS OF TWO REVISED SITE PLANS

INTRODUCTION:

This is a summary of the relative benefits to the native grasslands of the two different
scenarios that have been proposed. The Planning Commission has asked about the removal
of Lot 1, and the applicant has proposed an alternative that keeps Lot 1 but that adds a
conservation easement on Lots 1, 2, and 3. Staff has consulted with the County Biologist, Bill
Davilla, in formulating the following summary.

GRASSLAND AREA GAINED IN EACH PROPOSAL:

The amount of grassland area gained in each proposal, and the type of grassland gained, are
but two factors in weighing the two proposals, and they are not the most important. However,
to summarize the numbers:

1. The original plan resulted in a “permanent” loss of .90 acres of prairie. Deleting
Lot 1 decreases this loss to .41 acres, which is a 55% decrease in loss. The
alternative proposal with easements decreases the loss to .58 acres, which is a
36% decrease from the original proposal. From a strictly quantitative
perspective, the deletion of Lot 1 preserves ‘more of the habitat than adding the
conservation easements.

2. There is a difference in the type of habitat each proposal conserves. Deleting
Lot 1 saves more grassland overall, but proportionately more “moderate density’
(mixed native/non native ) grassland and less “high density” (mostly native)
grassland than that preserved with the easements, The easement scenario
preserves some of the high density area, though more moderate density area is
lost. Comparison as follows:
Deleting Lot 1- .33 acres high density lost, .08 moderate density lost
Easements- .24 acres high density lost, .34 moderate density lost.

COMPARISON OF THE MERITS OF THE TWO PROPOSALS:

Of greater importance than this distinction between high and moderate density grassland is the
amount of fragmentation in the habitat. In general, the survival of a plant community is
enhanced by size and a high. degree of contiguity. The scenario that deletes Lot 1 results in a
more contiguous preservation parcel than the easement proposal. There is a smaller ratio of
“edge” to interior space, which means less of the habitat is exposed to influences on the other

WomeE o 9 BT M




4-

side of the boundary , On the other hand, the easementproposal has a greater proportion of
“edge”, the building envelopes directly border the easement area (no buffer), and the native
areas are more fragmented. From the standpoint of ecological restoration the deletion of Lot
1 creates a more desirable situation.

Regarding particular plant species, the deletion of Lot 1 adds approximately half an acre of
Danthonia (California native oat grass) to the preserve parcel, and also eliminates the
disturbance associated with the septic field inside the preservation parcel. There is also the
possibility that the non native area adjacent to the Danthonia could improve over time,
especially with added effort such as ripping the ground.

The easement proposal adds both Danthonia and Nassella pulchra (purple needle grass). The
needle grass, however, is in close proximity to building sites. Because the needle grass is a
dry land species that is vulnerable to indirect impacts caused by irrigation, it may not be
successfully protected even though it is in an easement. Over time nearby irrigation can lead

to changes in the soil that can cause it to be inhospitable (too friable) to support needle grass
against invading species.

CONCLUSION:

Mr. Davilla has stated that, from the perspective of conserving grassland, for the reasons given
above the elimination of Lot 1 is a superior alternative compared to the easement proposal.
However the Planning Commission decides among the alternatives, it would be helpful to
native grassland management and improvement to condition the lot owners to landscape only
with compatible species. This would include plants that are not invasive, do not have excessive
seed rain, and do not involve irrigation in proximity to stands of Nassella. Any conservation
easements should be fenced and, via easement, managed as part of Parcel A.

/’
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REVISED DEVELOPMENT PLAN

<

OPTION A, DELETION OF LOT 1

Summary: The elimination of Lot #1 would add 1.27 acres to the Conservation Parcel. The
majority of this areais low quality non-native grassland (0.60 acre) that requires management to
control non-native plant species. An additional 0.55-acre of moderate density prairie and 0.07
acre of high-density prairie would also be added to the conservation parcel. The septic lines for
Lot 2 will be placed into a conservation easement. High-density prairie (totaling 0.13 acre) will
be preserved and managed within this easement.

In comparison to the Existing Development Plan, this option results in a Conservation
Parcel/Conservation Easements with 3.32 acres of coastal terrace prairie. It also increases the
amount of non-native grassland that must be managed to control non-native/invasive plant

Species.
Development Area Existing Coastal Terrace Prairie (acres)
High Density Moderate Density Prairie Subtotal Non-Native

(native grass stands) | (mixed grass stands) Grassland
Permanent Impacts to Coastal Terrace Prairie
Lot1 0 0 0 0
Lot2 0.16 0 0.16 0.61
Lot3 0.11 0.02 0.13 0.31
Lotd 0.06 0.06 0.12 0.97
TOTALS 0.33 0.08 0.41 2.39
Temporary Impacts / Preserved in Conservation Easements
Lot 1 Septic 0 0 0 0
Lot 2 Septic 0.13 0 0.13 0
TOTALS 0.13 0 0.13 0
Preservation of Coastal Terrace Prairie in Conservation Parcel
Parcel A [ 0.82 | 2.37 | 3.19 | 0.87
TOTAL PRAIRIE 0.95 2.37 3.32 0.87
AND GRASSLAND
PRESERVED
(Within Conservation
Parcel and
Conservation
Easement Areas)
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CHAPTER 13.14

Sections:

13.14.010 Purpose

13.14.020 Scope

13.14.025 Amenclment

13.14.030 Definitions

13.14.040 Application

13.14 050 Rural Residential Density Determinations
3.14.060 Matrix Calculation

13 14,070 Overriding Minimum Acreage Policies

13.14.080 Resource and Constraint Data

13.14.090 Fees

13.14. 010 PURPOSE. " The purpose of this chapter.is to allow for a

conS|stent determination of the development potential of rural land
parcels based upon the availability of services, environmental and
site specific constraints, and resource protection factors mandated
by Measure J, the growth management system, its implementing ordi-

nances and policies,the County"s General Plan, and the Local Coastal
Program Land Use Plan,

13.14.020 SCOPE. This chapter outlines ten criteria or factors,

called matrices, which assess the development potential of rural

properties based on resources unique to a particular site, and estab-
lishes the basis upon which detailed site information supplied by an
applicant can be accepted in lieu of general data otherwise available

~to county planning staff for matrix determinations. (Ord. 3026,

12/23/80; 3072, 5/12/81; 3330, 11/23/82; 3434, 8/23/83)

13.14.025 AMENDMENT. Any revision to this chapter which applies to

the Coastal Zone shall be reviewed by the Executive Director of the
California Coastal Commission to determine whether it constitutes an
amendment to the Local Coastal Program. When an ordinance revision
constitutes an amendment to the Local Coastal Program such revision
shall be processed pursuant to the hearing and notification provi-,

*sions of Chapter 13.03 of the County Code and shall be subject to

approval by the California Coastal Commission.

Fwmg~—- -
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Essential Habitat. See Sensitive Habitat.

within a reasonable periOd of time, taking. into account econom-
ic, environmental, social and technological factors, as deter-
mined by the County.

Impervious Surface. Any non-permeable surface, including roofs

and non-porous paving materials such as asphalt or concrete, but
not including directly permeable surfaces such as decks that
allow the passage of water or gravel driveways less than five

inches thick.

Person. Any individual, firm, association, corporation, partner-

Ship,'bu51né§$,-trust company, a public-égency as specified in
Section,53090 of the California Government Code,

or the state or a state agency.

Rare and Endangered Species. A plant or animal species designat-

ed as rare, endangered or threatened by the State Fish and Game
Commission, .the United States Department of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service, or the California Native Plant Society.

Resource Dependent Use. Any development or usewhich requires

utilization of a natural resource and. must be sited within a
sensitive habitat in order to. be able to function at all, such
as a fish hatchery.

Restoration. Restoring native vegetation, natural drainage, and

. water quality, including but not limited to replanting native
vegetation, removing garbage, and protecting the habitat from

Sensitive Habitat.

the inflow of polluted water or excessive sedimentation.

meets one or"more of the following criteria.

An area is defined as a sensitive habitat if it

(a) Areas of special b101ogica1.significancé-ig identified by the State

(b) -Areas which provide habitat for locally®" unique biotic species/
communities including but not limited to: oak woodlands, coastal
scrub, maritime chaparral, native rhododendrons and associated

Water Resources Control Board.

Elkgrass, indigenous Ponderosa Pine, indigenous Monterey Pine,

mapped grassland in the Coastal Zone and sand parkland; and Special

Forests including San Andreas Oak Woodlands, indigenous Ponderosa

: Pine, indigenous Maonterey Pine and ancient forests.--
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Protection Ordinance.
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(i1) Rural Residential Table. . (To be used for any portion of
the property designated as Rural Residential or Non-Commer-"
cial Agricultural in the following case: outside the Coast-
al Zone, where the Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission
has made a written finding that the land is not viable for
Commercial Agriculture and where the land is not surrounded
to the extent of 50 percent by lands designated Commercial
Agricultural, Mountain Residential or Resource Conserva-

tion).
. ' Minimum Average
Total Number of Points Parcel Size Allowed
Obtained for Development
0 - 20 20.0 acres
3 40 15.0acres
41 - 60 10.0 acres
61 - 80 5.0 acres
81 - 100 2.5 acres

(Ord. 4346, 12/13/94)

(i11) Mountain Residential/Non-Commercial Agricultural/Resource
Conservation Table. (To be used for any portion of the
property designated as Mountain Residential, Non-Commercial
Agricultural, or Resource Conservation.)

Minimum Average

Total Number. of Parcel Size Allowed
Points Obtained Allowed for Development
0 - 20 40 acres
.21 - 30 35 acres
31 = 40 30 acres
41 - 55 25 acres
56 - 70 20 acres
- 80 15 ‘acres
3: - 100 10 acres

i — A - > L - . S o — > Y e - —— - W =

(Ord. 3026; 12/23/80;. 3072, 5/12/81; 3330, 11/23/82; 3434,
8/23/83; 3594, 11/6/84; 4346, 12/13/94)

13.14.070 OVERRIDING MfNIMUM ACREAGE MAXIMUM DENSITY POLICIES

In order to calculate allowable average parcel size and density under over-
riding policies, the total acreage must be compared "against the following
applicable sections of the General Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use



FAIRWAY DRIVE PROJECT
HABITAT MITIGATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The Fairway Drive property in Soquel, Californiais comprised of 13 acres. The property is
proposed for aminor land division. The land division would create five parcels; four parcels
would be developed for a single-family residence; one parcel would be voluntarily gifted to the
Land Trust of Santa Cruz County, a non-profit land conservancy.

The property is vegetated with coastal terrace prairie, coast live oak tree groves, coyote brush
scrub and mixed evergreen forest. A portion of the residential development is proposed within the
coastal terrace.prairie. Since this plant community is considered sensitive by the County of Santa
Cruz and the California Department of Fish and Game and has the potential to support special
status plant species, focused surveys of this habitat were conducted for the site (Fairway Drive
Botanical Report, Biotic Resources Group, 1998). The surveys concluded that three types of
prairie occur on the site based on the composition and density of the native grass species. The
three types of prairie are non-native grass stands, mixed grass stands (i.e., mixture of native and
non-native grasses) and native grass stands. The prairie also contains several species of native and
non-native forbs (i.e., non-grass herbaceous species) that grow amid the grasses. In generd, the
native and mixed grass stands contained the highest species richness (i.e., highest number of
different plant species). Based on species richness and 'density, the native and mixed grass stands
were considered to be high and moderate quality coastal terrace prairie. No special status plant
species, (e.g., Santa Cruz tar-plant; San Francisco popcorn flower, Santa Cruz clover, Gairdner’s
yampah and robust spineflower) were observed on the property during surveys conducted in the
spring and summer of 1997 and 1998.

The proposed minor land division will impact approximately 0.90 acre-of high or moderate quality
coastal terrace prairie and 2.99 acres of low quality prairie (i.e., stands of non-native grasses). The
project applicant will preserve and manage the remaining prairie (approximately 2.9 acres). These
prairie areas will be set aside in a conservation parcel. Additiondly, the septic leach limes and
fields for two lots will be placed into conservation easements (totaling 0.26 acre). Approximately
76 % of the high *and’ moderate quality coastal terrace prairie on the site will be preserved and
managed. The prairie habitat within both the conservation parcel and conservation easement areas
will be preserved and managed in perpetuity by the Land Trust of Santa Cruz County.

The Habitat Mitigation and Management Plan identifies the management actions that the project
applicant and future land managers will undertake within the conservation parcel and conservation EXRIBIT
easement aress to preserve and manage the prairie habitat. 0

ATTACHMENT .

Fairway Drive Habitat Mitigation and Management Plan May 3, 1999
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John Craycroft and Assocnates

Deslgn and Plannlng

e -3/14100 e
o To Santa Cruz c;ounty Board of Supervisors

’ From John Craycrott R
Re AppllCathﬂ #99-0288 (APN 040-012-12) MLD-- Fawway Dr. Soquel :

l am wntmg tn supPOrt of thns appllcatton -As owner and davelopet of the adjacent .
: ‘property where.we created 4 residential lots with a large open spaie parcel, [ am

L ‘familiar with the.area and the issues involved. | am also a long tima proponent of

o envxronmentally sound development and neighborhood preservatw)n { believe that
. .the application for thig parcel has been carefully considered by the: applicant and the
7 planning department itis conststent with the existing density alonij the-south side of
. Fairway Drive, while presarving open space, and native grassland . It shouid be
L 'approved without modittcatlon '
thank you

John Craycroft

1244 Happy Vauey Rd Santa Cruz CA 95065 831-427-3048 Fax: 831-42&7ae> - Cal,Cont. Lic. 488-808
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