COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR. SANTA cruz. CA 95060
(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831)454-2131 TDD: (831)454-2123

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PERIOD
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY

APPLICANT: Reid Lerner Architects, for Joseph Naenele

APPLICATION NO.: 07-0140

APN:_103-011-55

The Environmental Coordinator has reviewed the Initial Study for your application and made the
following preliminary determination:

XX Negative Declaration
(Your project will not have a significant impact on the environment.)

Mitigations will be attached to the Negative Declaration.
XX No mitigations will be attached.
Environmental Impact Report

(Your project may have a significant effect on the environment. An EIR must
be prepared to address the potential impacts.)

As part of the environmental review process required by the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), this is your opportunity to respond to the preliminary determination before it is
finalized. Please contact Matt Johnston, Environmental Coordinator at (831) 454-3201, if you

wish to comment on the preliminary determination. Written comments will be received until 5:00
p.m. on the last day of the review period.
Review Period Ends: January 16,2008

Kathv Graves
Staff Planner

Phone: _454-3141

Date: December 13,2007




Environmental Review
Initial Study Application Number: 07-0140

Date: September 24,2007
Staff Planner: Cathy Graves

. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

APPLICANT: Reid Lerner Architects APN: 103-011-55
Attn: Kurt Ross
OWNER: Joseph Naegele, Sr SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: First

LOCATION: The property is located on the east side of North Rodeo Gulch Road about
820 feet south of the intersection with Sage Road at 5000 N. Rodeo Gulch Road,
Soquel.

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION: A proposalto establish a winery producing
over 1,000 gallons annually, to construct a 4,000 square foot metal structure for the
production and storage of wine, and grade approximately 1,810 cubic yards of material.

ALL OF THE FOLLOWING POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ARE
EVALUATED IN THIS INITIAL STUDY. CATEGORIES THAT ARE MARKED HAVE
BEENANALYZED IN GREATER DETAIL BASED ON PROJECT SPECIFIC
INFORMATION.

_«  Geology/Scils ____ Noise
v Hydrology/Water Supply/Water Quality _____ Air Quality
v  Biological Resources ____ Public Services & Utilities
_____ Energy& Natural Resources _____ Land Use, Population& Housing
____Visual Resources & Aesthetics _____ Cumulative Impacts
____ Cultural Resources Growth Inducement
____ Hazards& Hazardous Materials ______ Mandatory Findings of Significance
Transportation/Traffic

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4t Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060
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DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL.(S) BEING CONSIDERED

General Plan Amendment v Grading Permit
Land Division — Riparian Exception
— Rezoning — Other:

—v  Development Permit —_—
_ Coastal Development Permit -

NON-LOCAL APPROVALS
Other agencies that must issue permits or authorizations:

Regional Water Quality Control Board

ENVIRONMENTALREVIEW ACTION
On the basis of this Initial Study and supporting documents:

_L | find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATIONwill be prepared.

__Ifind that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the attached
mitigation measures have been added to the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

— | find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

777" Jhatt Johnston [ Date

For: Claudia Slater
Environmental Coordinator
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Il. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

Parcel Size: 33.6 acres

Existing Land Use: Residential
Vegetation: Grasses, shrubs and oak trees

Slope in area affected by project: ¥ 0-30% ___ 31 -100%
Nearby Watercourse: Love Creek (Soquel Creek tributary)
Distance To: Approx. 1,000 feet from proposed building site

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS

Groundwater Supply: n/a Liquefaction: n/a

Water Supply Watershed: nla FaultZone: n/a
Groundwater Recharge: Developmentoutside  Scenic Corridor: nla
Timber or Mineral: Developmentoutside Historic: nla

Agricultural Resource: nla Archaeology: nla
Biologically Sensitive Habitat: n/a Noise Constraint: nla
Fire Hazard: Development outside critical area Electric Power Lines: nla
Floodplain: nla Solar Access: nla
Erosion: nla Solar Orientation: nla
Landslide: n/fa Hazardous Materials: nla
SERVICES

Fire Protection: Central Fire Drainage District: None
School District: n/a Project Access: N. Rodeo Gulch Road
Sewage Disposal: Septic Water Supply: Private well

PLANNING POLICIES
Zone District: Special Use (SU) Special Designation: None
General Plan: Rural Residential (R-R)
and Mountain Residential (R-M)
Urban Services Line: ____Inside v Outside

Coastal Zone: ____Inside v __ Outside
PROJECT SETTING AND BACKGROUND:

The proposed project, construction of a 50' by 80" "Butler" type wine processing and
storage building, would be located on the south side of the existing paved driveway on a
gently sloping meadow containing several oak trees. Slope gradients in the vicinity of
the building envelope are approximately 12 percent. There is a steeply sloped drainage
ravine located about 100 feet south of the building site.

North Rodeo Gulch Road borders the parcel on the west. A paved driveway off North
Rodeo Gulch Drive runs east along the base of a steep slope to the north to serve the
site and will also provide access to the proposed agricultural building. Developmenton
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the parcel consists of an existing single-family dwelling, approved under building permit
86880, and a second unit, approved under discretionary permit 90-1260 and building
permit 101480.

The project site has two dominant habitat types, a mixed chaparral area north of the
existing driveway and the dwellings, and a mixed evergreen forest. Plant species found
in the chaparral area include manzanita, chamise, black sage, monkey flower, coyote
brush and poison oak. This portion of the site has also been identified as a critical fire
hazard area. The mixed evergreen forest contains evergreen trees such as coast
redwood, coast live oak, California bay, and madrone. The understory within this forest
consists of shrubs and ferns such as hazelnut, poison oak, blackberries, and wood fem.
This area was determined not to be a critical fire hazard area, per Biotic Assessment
90-1260 associated with the application for a second unit (Attachment 10). A perennial
stream (Love Creek, a tributary of Soquel Creek) is located on the southeastern portion
of the parcel, over 1,000 feet from the proposed project site.

The area surrounding the subject parcel is very low density, consisting primarily of large
parcels developed with residential uses. Zoning in the area is Special Use (SU),
Residential Agriculture (RA) and Timber Production (TP) (Attachment 2). A small
portion of the parcel (the southeastern corner near the perennial stream) is designated
as a Timber Resource, but this area is located over 500 feet from the proposed building
envelope.
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DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The applicant proposes to construct a new agricultural building for wine processing and
storage on a parcel with an existing single family dwelling and a second unit. The
building would be 4,000 square feet in area (80’ by 50’) and would be located to the
south of an existing paved driveway, on a meadow area with a slope of approximately
12%. The wine processing building would be partially excavated into the slope with
retaining walls on the upslope side. A paved parking area will be provided on the
downslope side of the proposed building, connected to the existing driveway.

To provide better access, the existing paved driveway is proposed to be widened with
cuts and fills. Total grading for the project is estimated at 2,050 cubic yards of cut and
240 cubic yards of fill, for a total grading volume of 1,810 cubic yards. The proposed
development, including road widening, the proposed building and new parking area,
would result in approximately 14,444 square feet of new impervious area. Due to the
large size of the parcel, however, this new impervious area, when added to the existing
impervious area, will only result in 3.57% of the total parcel covered with impervious
area.

The parcel has a number of mature trees, mostly consisting of oaks. The proposed
construction will have an impact on a total of seven oak trees and one has been
recommended for removal by the project arborist. Removal is recommended since the
tree will be impacted by construction of the parking lot and it is located under the
canopy of a very old oak. Removal of the tree will contribute to the overall health of the
older tree. The project arborist has made recommendations to avoid construction
impactsto the remaining six trees.

Uses in the proposed building are wine production and storage. The applicant does not
propose wine tastings or other events that would have a negative impact on roads or
traffic in the vicinity.
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Ilil. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST
A. Geology and Soils
Does the project have the potential to:
1. Expose people or structures to
potential adverse effects, including the
risk of material loss, injury, or death
involving:
A.  Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologistfor the area or as
identified by other substantial
evidence? v
B. Seismic ground shaking? v
C. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction? v
D. Landslides? v

All of Santa Cruz County is subject to some hazard from earthquakes. However, the
project site is not located within or adjacent to a county or State mapped fault zone. A
geotechnical investigation for the proposed project was performed by Dees and
Associates, Inc in February 2007 (Attachment 7). The report concluded that the
proposed development was suitable for the site, which is located 2.0 miles southwest
of the San Andreas Fault zone and 7.4 miles southwest of the Zayante Fault, if the
structure is designed utilizing current Uniform Building Code (UBC) seismic design
standards. The report also identified a low potential for liquefaction at the site, due to
the depth of groundwater and the high density of the subsoils below the groundwater
table. There are steep slopes covered with a layer of loose sandy soil south of the
building site, but the report identified a low potential for landsliding to affect the
proposed building site because the building is proposed to be set back approximately
100 feet from the top edge of the slope.
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2. Subject people or improvementsto

damage from soil instability as a result
of on- or off-site landslide, lateral

spreading, to subsidence, liquefaction,
or structural collapse? v

The geotechnical report cited above did not identify a significant potential for damage
caused by any of these hazards.

3. Develop land with a slope exceeding
30%7? v

There are slopes that exceed 30% on the property. However, no improvements are
proposed on slopes in excess of 30%. Slope gradients inthe vicinity of the building
envelope are approximately 12%.

4. Resultin soil erosion or the substantial
loss of topsoil? v

Some potential for erosion exists during the construction phase of the project,
however, this potential is minimal because the proposed structure would be located on
relatively gentle slopes and standard erosion controls are a required condition of the
project. Priorto approval of a grading or building permit, the project must have an
approved Erosion Control Plan, which will specify detailed erosion and sedimentation
control measures. The planwill include provisions for disturbed areas to be planted
with ground cover and to be maintainedto minimize surface erosion.

5. Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform

Building Code(1994), creating
substantial risks to property? v

The geotechnical report for the projectdid not identify any elevated risk associated with
expansive soils based on the subsurface soil conditions identified (Purisima
Sandstone).
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6. Place sewage disposal systems in

areas dependent upon soils incapable

of adequately supporting the use of

septic tanks, leachfields, or alternative

waste water disposal systems? v

The proposed project will use an existing onsite sewage disposal system, and County
Environmental Health Services has determined that the existing system and site
conditions are appropriate to support the proposed additional bathroom proposed.

7. Result in coastal cliff erosion? v

B. Hvdroloav. Water Supply and Water Quality
Does the project have the potential to:

1. Place developmentwithin a 100-year
flood hazard area? v

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood
Insurance Rate Map, dated March 2, 2006, no portion of the project site lies within a
100-yearflood hazard area.

2. Place development within the floodway
resulting in impedance or redirection of
flood flows? v

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood
Insurance Rate Map, dated March 2, 2006, no portion oF the project site lies within a
100-yearflood hazard area.

3. Be inundated by a seiche or tsunami? v
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4. Deplete groundwater supplies or

interfere substantially with

groundwater recharge such that there

would be a net deficit, or a significant

contribution to an existing net deficit in

available supply, or a significant

lowering of the local groundwater

table? v

The project will rely on an existing private well for water supply. Groundwater supply is
adequate in the area and the project is not located in a mapped groundwater recharge
area.

5. Degrade a public or private water
supply? (Including the contribution of
urban contaminants, nutrient

enrichments, or other agricultural
chemicals or seawater intrusion). v

No commercial activities are proposed that would generate a significant amount of
contaminantsto a public or private water supply. The parking and driveway associated
with the project will incrementally contribute pollutantsto the environment; however,
the contribution will be minimal given the size of the driveway and parking area.
Potential siltation from the proposed project will be mitigated through implementation of
erosion control measures.

6. Degrade septic system functioning? v

There is no indication that existing septic systems in the vicinity would be affected by
the project.

7. Alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, in a
mannerwhich could result inflooding,
erosion, or siltation on or off-site? v

The proposed project is not located near any watercourses, and will not alter the
existing overall drainage pattern of the site. Department of Public Works Drainage
Section staff has reviewed and approved the proposed drainage plan.
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8. Create or contribute runoff which

would exceed the capacity of existing

or planned storm water drainage

systems, or create additional source(s)

of polluted runoff? v

Drainage Calculations prepared by C2G/Civil Consultants Group, dated 6/18/2007 and
a culvert analysis and stormwater retention calculations prepared by C2G dated July
2007, have been reviewed for potentialdrainage impacts and accepted by the
Department of Public Works (DPW) Drainage Section staff. The calculations show
that post development runofffor a 10-year storm will increase by approximately 2.7%
over existing conditions and runofffor a 100-year storm will increase by approximately
18%. The runoff rate from the property will be controlled by the use of a "T" dissipater
downslope from the new building and the construction of a "rain garden" designed to
percolate runoff into the ground. Overflow from the rain garden will be collected in a
culvert and discharged into a dissipater located below the proposed improvements.
DPW staff have determined that the proposed storm water facilities are adequate to
handle the increase in drainage associated with the project. Referto response B-5 for
discussion of urban contaminants and/or other polluting runoff.

9. Contributeto flood levels or erosion in

natural water courses by discharges of .
newly collected runoff? v

See discussion B-8, above.

10.  Otherwise substantially degrade water
supply or quality? v

C. Biological Resources
Does the project have the potentialto:

1. Have an adverse effect on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species, in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Departmentof Fish

and Game, or US. Fish and Wildlife
Service? v

A Biotic Reportwas preparedfor a previous project (Minor Land Division/Second Unit)
by the Habitat Restoration Group, dated November 8, 1990 (Attachment10). While this
reportwas intendedto establish the areas on site subject to critical fire hazards, it also

includes a description of the habitattypes and species found on site. No special status
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species have been identified on the subject property in either the Biotic Reportor in
site visits by Planning Department staff.

2. Have an adverse effect on a sensitive
biotic community (riparian corridor),

wetland, native grassland, special
forests, intertidal zone, etc.)? v

There are N0 mapped or designated sensitive biotic communities on or adjacent to the
proposed development site, which is located over 1,000 feet from the perennial stream
located on the Southeastern portion of the property.

3. Interfere with the movement of any
native resident Or migratory fish or
wildlife species, or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native

or migratory wildlife nursery sites? v

The proposed project does not involve any activities that would interfere with the
movements or migrations of fish or wildlife, or impede use of a known wildlife nursery
site.

4, Produce nighttime lighting that will
illuminate animal habitats? v

The development area is not adjacent to a riparian corridor, and there are no sensitive
animal habitats within or adjacent to the project site which could be adversely affected
by a new or additional source of light that is not adequately deflected or minimized.

5. Make a significant contributionto the

reduction of the number of species of
plants or animals? v

Referto C-1 and C-2 above.
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6. Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources (such as the Significant
Tree Protection Ordinance, Sensitive
Habitat Ordinance, provisions of the
Design Review ordinance protecting
trees with trunk sizes of 6 inch
diameters or greater)? v

The project will not conflict with any local policies Or ordinances. Itis not subject to the
Design Review Ordinance as agricultural buildings are exempt from those provisions.

7. Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Biotic Conservation Easement, or

other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan? v

D. Energy and Natural Resources
Does the project have the potentialto:

1. Affect Or be affected by land

designated as “Timber Resources” by
the General Plan? v

The proposed developmentis near land designated as Timber Resource. However,
the project will not affect the resource or access to harvest the resource in the future.
The timber resource may only be harvested in accordance with California Department
of Forestrytimber harvest rules and regulations, and the developmentsite is located
approximately 500 feet from any portion of the site designated as Timber Resource.

2. Affect or be affected by lands currently
utilized for agriculture, or designated in
the General Planfor agricultural use? v

The project site is not currently being used for agriculture and no agricultural uses are
proposed for the site or surrounding vicinity.

3. Encourage activitiesthat result inthe
use of large amounts of fuel, water, Or

energy, or use of these in a wasteful
manner? v
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4. Have a substantial effect on the

potential use, extraction, or depletion

of a natural resource(i.e., minerals or
energy resources)? v

E. Visual Resources and Aesthetics
Doesthe project have the potential to:

1. Have an adverse effect on a scenic

resource, including visual obstruction
of that resource? v

The project will not directly impact any public scenic resources, as designated in the
County's General Plan {1994}, or obstruct any public views of these visual resources.
The structure itself will not be visible from any public roads or from adjacent properties.

2. Substantially damage scenic
resources, within a designated scenic
corridor Or public view shed area

including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings? v

The project site is not located along a County designated scenic road or within a
designated scenic resource area. The structure itself will not be visible from any public
roads or from adjacent properties.

3. Degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its
surroundings, including substantial
change in topography or ground
surface relief features, and/or

developmenton a ridge line? v

The existing visual setting is very low density residentialdevelopment on large lots.
The proposed project is designed and landscaped so as to fit into this setting. The
structure itself will not be visible from any public roads or from adjacent properties.

4. Create a new source of light or glare
which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area? v

The project will create an incremental increase in night lighting. However, this increase
will be small, and will be similar in characterto the lighting associated with the
surrounding existing residential uses.
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5. Destroy, cover, or modify any unique
geologic or physical feature? v

There are no unique geological or physical features on or adjacent to the site that
would be destroyed, covered, or modified by the project.

F._Cultural Resources
Does the project have the potentialto:

1. Cause an adverse change inthe
significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines 15064.57 v

The existing structures on the property are not designated as a historic resource on
any federal, State or local inventory.

2. Cause an adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological

resource pursuantto CEQA
Guidelines 15064.57 v

No archeological resources have been identified in the project area. Pursuant to
County Code Section 16.40.040, if at any time inthe preparationfor or process of
excavating or otherwise disturbing the ground, any human remains of any age, or any
artifact or other evidence of a Native American cultural site which reasonably appears
to exceed 100 years of age are discovered, the responsible persons shall immediately
cease and desist from all further site excavation and comply with the notification
procedures given in County Code Chapter 16.40.040.

3. Disturb any human remains, including

those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? v

Pursuantto Section 16.40.040 of the Santa Cruz County Code, if at any time during
site preparation, excavation, or other ground disturbance associated with this project,
human remains are discovered, the responsible persons shall immediately cease and
desist from all further site excavation and notify the sheriff-coroner and the Planning
Director. Ifthe coroner determines that the remains are not of recent origin, a full
archeological report shall be prepared and representatives of the local Native
California Indian group shall be contacted. Disturbance shall not resume until the
significance of the archeological resource is determined and appropriate mitigationsto
preservethe resource on the site are established.
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4. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site? v

There are no unique paleontological resources on or adjacent to the site that would be
destroyed, covered, or modified by the project.

G. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Does the project have the potentialto:

1. Create a significant hazardto the
public or the environment as a result of
the routine transport, storage, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials, not

including gasoline or other motor
fuels? v

No use or transport of hazardous materials is proposed as part of the project.

2. Be located on a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuantto Government
Code Section 65962 .5and, as a
result, would it create a significant

hazard to the public or the
environment? v

The project site is not included on the list of hazardous sites in Santa Cruz County
compiled pursuantto the specified code.

3. Create a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area
as a result of dangers from aircraft
using a public or private airport located
within two miles of the project site? v

4. Expose people to electro-magnetic
fields associated with electrical

transmission lines? v
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5. Create a potentialfire hazard? v

The project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code requirementsand will
include fire protectiondevices as required by the localfire agency. A Biotic Reportwas
prepared for a previous project (Minor Land Division/Second Unit) by the Habitat
Restoration Group, dated November 8, 1890 (Attachment 10), which established that
the project site is notwithin a critical fire hazard area.

6. Release bio-engineered organisms or

chemicals into the air outside of
project buildings? v

H. Transportation/Traffic
Does the project have the potentialto:

1. Cause an increase intraffic that is
substantial in relationto the existing
traffic load and capacity of the street
system (i.e., substantial increasein
either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or
congestion at intersections)? v

The projectwill create a small incremental increase in traffic on nearby roads and
intersections. However, given the small number of new trips created by the projectthis
increase is less than significant. Further, the increase will not cause the Level of
Service at any road segment or nearby intersection to drop below Level of Service D.

2. Cause an increase in parking demand

which cannot be accommodated by
existing parking facilities? v

The project meets the code requirementsfor the required number of parking spaces
and therefore new parking demand will be accommodated on site.

3. Increase hazardsto motorists,
bicyclists, or pedestrians? v

The proposed project will comply with current road requirements to prevent potential
hazards to motorists, bicyclists, and/or pedestrians.
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4. Exceed, either individually (the project

alone) or cumulatively (the project

combined with other development), a

level of service standard established

by the county congestion management

agency for designated intersections,

roads or highways? v

See response H-1 above.

. Noise
Does the project have the potential to:

1. Generate a permanentincrease in
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without
the project? v

The projectwill create an incremental increase in the existing noise environment.
However, this increase will be small, and will be similar in character to noise generated
by the surrounding existing uses.

2. Expose people to noise levels in
excess of standards established in the
General Plan, or applicable standards
of other agencies? v

Per County policy, average hourly noise levels shall not exceed the General Plan
threshold of 50 Leq during the day and 45 Leq during the nighttime. Impulsive noise
levels shall not exceed 65 db during the day or 60 db at night. Because all processing
and storage will occur within the new building, and the project site is located a
significant distance from parcel boundaries, the activities at the wine storage and
processing building will not exceed County noise levels.

3. Generate a temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels inthe

project vicinity above levels existing
without the project? v

Noise generated during constructionwill increase the ambient noise levels for adjoining
areas. Constructionwill be temporary, however, and given the limited duration of this
impact it is considered to be less than significant.
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J. Air Quality
Does the project have the potential to:
(Where available, the significance criteria
established by the MBUAPCD may be relied
upon to make the following determinations).
1. Violate any air quality standard or

contribute substantiallyto an existing

or projected air quality violation? v

The North Central Coast Air Basin does not meet State standards for ozone and
particulate matter (PM10). Therefore, the regional pollutants of concern that would be
emitted by the project are ozone precursors (Volatile Organic Compounds [VOCs] and
nitrogen oxides [NOx]}, and dust. Giventhe modest amount of new traffic that will be
generated by the projectthere is no indication that new emissions of VOCs or NOX will
exceed Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) thresholds for
these pollutants and therefore there will not be a significant contributionto an existing
air quality violation.

Project construction may result in a short-term, localized decrease in air quality due to
generation of dust. However, standard dust control best management practices, such
as periodic watering, will be implemented during construction to reduce impactsto a
less than significant level.

2. Conflict with or obstruct

implementation of an adopted air
quality plan? v

The projectwill not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the regional air quality
plan. See J-1 above.

3. Expose sensitive receptorsto
substantial pollutant concentrations? v

There are no sensitive receptors inthe vicinity, and the project will not produce
substantial pollutants. See J-1 above.

4. Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people? v
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K. Public Services and Utilities
Does the project have the potentialto:

1 Resultin the needfor new or
physically altered public facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:

a. Fire protection?

Less than

Significant Less than
with Significant
Mitigation Or
Incorporaticn No Impact
v

Not
Applicable

The project design incorporatesall applicable fire safety code requirementsand will
includefire protection devices as required by the localfire agency. A Biotic Reportwas
prepared for a previous project (Minor Land Division/Second Unit) by the Habitat
Restoration Group, dated November 8, 1990 (Attachment|0), which established that

the projectsite B not within a critical fire hazard area.

b. Police protection?

c. Schools?

d. Parks or other recreational
activities?

e. Other publicfacilities; including
the maintenance of roads?

v

While the project represents an incremental contribution to the needfor services, the

increase will be minimal. Moreover, the project meets all of the standards and

requirements identified by the localfire agency and transportationfees to be paid by
the applicant will be used to offset the incremental increase in demand for public roads.
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2. Result in the needfor construction of

new storm water drainage facilities or

expansion of existing facilities, the

construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects? v

Drainage Calculations prepared by C2G/Civil Consultants Group, dated 6/18/2007(See
project plans) and a culvert analysis and stormwater retention calculations prepared
by C2G dated July 2007 Attachment 8), have been reviewed for potential drainage
impacts and accepted by the Department of Public Works (DPW) Drainage Section
staff. The calculations show that post development runoff for a 10-year storm will
increase by approximately 2.7% over existing conditions and runofffor a 100-year
storm will increase by approximately 1.8%. The runoff rate from the property will be
controlled by the use of a “T" dissipater downslope from the new building and the
construction of a "rain garden” designed to percolate runoff into the ground. Overflow
from the rain garden will be collected in a culvert and discharged into a dissipater
located below the proposed improvements. DPW staff have determined that the
proposed storm water facilities are adequate to handle the increase in drainage
associated with the project.

3. Resultin the need for construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
effects? v

The project will rely on an individual well for water supply. Publicwz zr delivery
facilities will not have to be expanded.

The project will be served by an on-site sewage disposal system, which will be
adequate to accommodate the relatively light demands df the project.

4. Cause a violation of wastewater

treatment standards of the Regional
Water Quality Control Board? v

The project's wastewater flows will not violate any wastewater treatment standards.
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5. Create a situation in which water
supplies are inadequate to serve the
project or provide fire protection? v

The localfire agency has reviewed and approved the project plans, assuring
conformity with fire protection standards that include minimum requirementsfor water
supply for fire protection.

6. Result in inadequate access for fire
protection? v

The project's road access meets County standards and has been approved by the
local fire agency (Attachment 13).

1. Make a significant contributionto a
cumulative reduction of landfill
capacity or ability to properly dispose
of refuse? v

The project may make an incremental contribution to the reduced capacity of regional
landfills, as grape residue that cannot be composted on site will be transported to the
County landfill. However, this contributionwill be relatively small and will be of similar
magnitudeto that created by existing land uses around the project.

8. Resultin a breach of federal, state,
and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste management? v

L anc Use, Population, and Hous

Does the project have the potential to:

1. Conflict with any policy of the County
2 for ¢ purpose favoiding or
bt an r aleff ? v

The proposed project does not conflict with any policies adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
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2. Conflict with any County Code
regulation adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect” v

The proposed project does not conflict with any regulations adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

3. Physically divide an established
community? v

The project will not include any element that will physically divide an established
community.

4. Have a potentially significant growth
inducing effect, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (for

example, through extension of roads
or other infrastructure)? v

The proposed projectwill not extend the road or increase its capacity.

5. Displace substantial numbers of
people, or amount of existing housing,

necessitatingthe construction of
replacement housing elsewhere? v

The proposed projectwill not affect existing housing.
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M. Non-Local Approvals

Does the project require approval of federal, state,
or regional agencies?

N. Mandatory Findings of Sinnificance

1.

Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
populationto drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number
or restrictthe range of a rare or endangered
plant, animal, or natural community, or
eliminate important examples of the major
periods d California history or prehistory?

Does the project have the potentialto
achieve short term, to the disadvantage of
long term environmentalgoals? (A short term
impact on the environment is one which
occurs in a relatively brief, definitive period of
time while long term impacts endure well into
the future)

Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable (“cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in
connectionwith the effects of past projects,
and the effects of reasonably foreseeable
future projects which have entered the
Environmental Review stage)?

Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Yes ¥

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No
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TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

REQUIRED COMPLETED* DNIA

Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission

(APAC) Review v
Archaeological Review v
Biotic Report/Assessment No 11/8/1990
Geologic Hazards Assessment (GHA) v
Geologic Report v
Geotechnical (Soils) Report Yes 212007

Riparian Pre-Site v

Septic Lot Check

Other:
Arborist Report Yes 5/25/2007

Attachments:

OUThwWN R

~

Vicinity Map

Map of Zoning Districts

Map of General Plan Designations

Project Plans (on file)

Assessors Parcel Map

Geotechnical Review Letter prepared by Rebecca L. Dees, Dees and Associates, dated May 22,
2007

Geotechnical Investigation (Conclusions and Recommendations) prepared by Dees and Associates,
dated 2/2007

Culvert analysis and storm water retention calculations prepared by Todd Creamer, P.E., dated July
2007

Biotic Report Review Letter prepared by William Davilla, dated February 15, 1991

. Biotic Report prepared by Mara Noelle, Biologist, for The Habitat Restoration Group, dated November

a, 1990

. Discretionary Application Comments, dated September 17, 2007

. Arborists Report prepared by Christine-Sara Bosinger dated May 25, 2007

. Letter from Jeanette Devery, Central Fire Protection District, dated July 25, 2007
. Program statement from project applicant
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Dees & Associates, Inc.
Geotechnical Engineers
501 Mission Street,Suite 8A Santa Cruz, CA 95060 Phone (831) 427.1770 Fax {831) 427-4794

May 22,2007 Project NO SCR-0216

JOSEPH NAEGELE AND KATY LOVELL
5000 North Rodeo Gulch Road
Soquel, California 95073

Subject Geotechnical Plan Review Letter

Reference Proposed Wine Processing Building
5000 North Rodeo Gulch Road
APN 103-01-55
Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Mr Naegele and MS Lovell

At your request,we have reviewed the geotechnicalaspects of the project plans (Sheets A-
I, A2, A-4 to A-7 and C1 toC4) for the wine processing building proposed at the
referenced site. Sheets A-1, A-2 and A-4 to A-7 were prepared by Reid Lerner. Architect.
Sheets A-I and A-2 are dated March 20, 2007. Sheets A 4 to A-7 are dated March 21,
2007. Sheets C1 to C4 were prepared by C2G Civil Consultants Group. Sheets C1 to C3
are dated May 1,2007. Sheet C4 is dated May 15, 2007. Geotechnical recommendations
were presented in our report, dated February 20, 2007.

The existing paved driveway will be widened with cuts and fills. Cuts will be retained with
retainingwalls. Fills will be keyed and benched into firm soil. The actual depths of keys and
benchesshould be determined inthe field at the time of grading. A paved parking area will
be provided on the downslope side of the proposed building. A short driveway will connect
the existing driveway to the new parking area.

The plans indicate the wine processing building will be partially excavated into the slope
with retainingwalls along the upslope side. Structural plans for the buildingfoundation and
retaining walls have not been developed at this time. Foundations should be embedded

into compacted engineered fill.

Surface runoff from the driveway will be collected on the upslope side and carried to the
other side of the driveway in existing culverts. Two culverts will collect runoff. The
uppermost culvert will be extended and discharged into a "T" dissipater located in the
meadow area north of the new structure. The lower culvert will be-discharged into a swale
then picked up in a new culvert that passes belowthe paved parking area. The new culvert
will discharge into a "Rain Garden" designed to percolate runoff into the ground. Overflow
from the rain garden will be collected in a culvert and discharged into a dissipater located
just below the proposed improvements.
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Our review indicates the plans are in general accordancewith our recommendations. If you
have any questions, please call our office.

Very truly yours,
DEES a ASSOCIATES INC.
Rebecca L. Dees

Geotechnical Engineer
G.E. 2623

Copies: 1to Addressee N
3 to Reid Lerner, Architegts==="
1to G2G, Civil Consultants Group
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GEOTECHNCIAL INVESTIGATION
For
PROPOSED WINE PROCESSING BUILDING

5000 North Rodeo Gulch Road, Soquel
APN 103-011-55
Santa Cruz County, California

Prepared
For
JOSEPH NAEGELE AND KATY LOVELL
Soquel, California

Prepared By
DEES & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Geotechnical Engineers
Project No. SCR-0216
February 2007
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION

Introduction

This report presents the results of our Geotechnical Investigation for the new wine
processing building proposed at the referencedsite in Santa Cruz County, California. The
wine processing building will be a 50 foot wide by 70 foot long “Butler” type building
constructed on the south side of the existing paved driveway on a gently sloping meadow.

Purpose and Scope

The purpose of our investigationwas to evaluate surface and subsurface soil conditions at
the site in order to provide geotechnical recommendationsfor design and construction of
the proposed improvements.

The specific scope of our services included:

1) A site reconnaissance and review of available data inour files regarding the
site and region and discussions with Joseph Hanna and Katy Lovell
regarding the proposed improvements.

2) Exploration of subsurface soil conditions with three (3) exploratory borings
drilled with 6-inch diameter auger equipment mounted on a truck. The soil
samples obtained from the test borings were sealed and returned to the
laboratory for testing.

4) Laboratory classification of selected samples obtained. Moisture content and
dry density tests were performed to evaluate the consistence of the in situ
soils. Grain size analyses were performedto aid insoil classification. Shear
strength properties of the subsoils were determined from saturated direct
shear performed in the laboratory and with Standard Penetration Testing
during sampling.

5) Engineering analysis and evaluation of the resulting data. Based on our
findings we have developed geotechnical design criteria and
recommendations for site grading, foundations, retaining walls, concrete
slabs-on-grade, pavements and site drainage.

6) Submittal of this report presenting the results of our investigation.

Project Location and Description

The project site is located at 5000 North Rodeo Gulch in Santa Cruz County, California,
Figure 1. The 33.6-acre site is situated in the Santa Cruz Mountains and consists of a
gently sloping meadow with a very steep slope rising to the north and a steeply incised
drainage valley to the south, Figures2 and 4. North Rodeo Gulch Road borders the west
side of the site. A paved driveway comes off North Rodeo Gulch Road and travels east
along the base of the steep northern slope to two existing structures. The proposed wine
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processing building will be located in the gently sloping meadow south of the driveway,
Figure 3. Slope gradients in the vicinity of the building envelope are on the order of 12
percent. The steeply sloped drainage ravine lies about 100 feet south of the building site.

Although final plans have not been developed for the project, we understand the wine
processing building will consist of a 50 foot wide by 70 foot long "Butler” type building with
slab-on-grade floors. Gravel or paved driveways and parking will be provided around the
structure. The site is gently sloping and we anticipate minor grading will be performed to
achieve final pad grades.

Field Investigation

Subsurface conditions at the site were explored on January 19, 2007 with three (3)
exploratory borings drilled to depths of 16 to 26 feet below existing grades. The borings
were drilled with 6-inch continuous flight auger equipment mounted on a truck. The
approximate location of our test borings are indicated on our Boring Site Plan, Figure 3.
Our boring site plan is based on the reduced copy of the topographic map providedto us.

Representative soil samples were obtained from the exploratory borings at selected
depths, or at major strata changes. These samples were recovered usingthe 3.0 inchO.D.
Modified California Sampler (L) or the Standard Terzaghi Sampler (T}. The penetration
resistance blow counts for the (L) and (T) noted on the boring logs were obtained as the
sampler was dynamically driven into the in-situsoil. The test was performed by dropping a
140-poundhammer a 30-inch free fall distance enough times to drive the sampler 6 to 18
inches. The number of blows requiredto drive the sampler through each 6-inch penetration
interval was recorded. The "blow count™ recorded on the boring logs present the
accumulated number of blows that were required to drive the sampler through the last 12
inches of that sample interval.

The soils encountered in the exploratory borings were continuously logged in the field and
described in accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System (ASTM D2487), Figure
5. The test boring logs are included on Figures 6 through 8 of this report. The logs denote
subsurface conditions at the locations and time observed, and itis notwarranted that they
are representative of subsurface conditions at other locations or times.

Laboratory Testing

The field and laboratory testing program was directed toward a determination of the
physical and engineering properties of the soils underlying the site. Percent moisture
content (by weight) tests were performed on select samples to determine the moisture
variation of the subsoils. Grain size analyseswere determined on the subsoils to aid in soil
classification. Soil strength parameterswere determined using saturated direct shear tests
performed inthe laboratory and Standard PenetrationTesting during sampling. The results
of field and laboratory testing appear on our Test Boring Logs.
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Subsurface Conditions

The USGS Santa Cruz County Geologic Map, Figure 9, indicates the site is underlain by
Purisima Bedrock (Tp),whichis described as, “Very thick beddedyellowish-gray tuffaceous
and diatomaceous siltstone containing thick interbeds of bluish-gray, semifriable, fine-
grained andesitic sandstone. As shown, includes Santa Cruz Mudstone east of Scotts
Valley and north of Santa Cruz. Thickness approximately 3,000 fl in the Corralitos Canyon
area".

Our borings indicate the proposed building site is underlain by Purisima Sandstone with a
thin sandy cover. The sandstone is loose at the ground surface then becomesincreasingly
dense with depth. The top 3 to 9 feet of sand is loose to very and becomes dense to very
dense at a depth of 5 to 15feet below existing grades. The top few feet of sand had about
16 percent silt. The underlying sand had little to no silt with 3 to 6 percent fines. Refer to
our logs of test borings for a detailed description of the subsaoils.

Groundwater
Groundwater was encountered 24 to 24.5 feet below existing grades. The sands were
damp to moist above the groundwater table

It should be noted that groundwater levels may vary due to seasonal variations and other
factors not evident during our investigation.

Seismicity
The project site is located about 2.0 miles southwest of the San Andreas Fault zone and
7.4 miles southwest of the Zayante Fault, Figure 10.

The San Andreas Fault is consideredto be a Seismic Fault Source Type A, according to
the 1997 UBC and the Zayante Fault is considered to be Seismic Fault Source Type B,
accordingto the 1997 UBC. Type A faults have Moment magnitudes greaterthan 7 and a
creep rate greater than 5mm per year. Type B faults have Moment magnitudes between
6.5 and 7 and a creep rate between 2 and 5mm per year.

The San Andreas Fault is the largest and most active of the faults, however, each fault is
considered capable of generating moderate to severe ground shaking. It is reasonable to
assume that the proposed developmentwill be subject to at least one moderate to severe
earthquake from one of the faults during the next fifty years.

Liguefaction
Soil liguefaction is a phenomenon in which loose, saturated, fine grained sands located

within 50 feet of the ground surface lose strength during an earthquake. During loss of
strength, the soil may undergo both horizontal and vertical movements. The extent and
influence of liquefaction on a site depend on the subsurface soil conditions, earthquake
magnitude, duration of shaking, and depth of groundwater. Due to the depth of
groundwater and the high density of the subsoils below the groundwater table there is a
low probability of liquefaction to occur below the proposed building site.
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Slope Stability and Landsliding

The slopes along the drainage ravine are steep and covered with a layer of loose sandy
soil. Several shallow slump slides were evident along the margins of the ravine south of the
proposed building site. There is a low potential for landsliding to affect the proposed
building site because the building site is set back about 100 feet from the top edge of the

slope.

_ Environmental Review inita) udy‘
ATTACHMENT.%_A%Z/
APPLICATION 27—/ 4D

SCR-0216 | 2/20/07




DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Based on the results of our investigation.the new wine processing building is feasible for
the site from a geotechnical standpoint provided the recommendations presented in this
report are incorporated into the design and construction of the proposed improvements.
Primary geotechnical concerns for the project include setting all improvements back from
the edge of the ravine south of the building site, controlling site drainage, providing a firm
base for foundation support and designing for strong seismic shaking.

Landsliding along the ravine can be initiated with concentrated storm runoff. To reduce
erosion and landsliding along the slope edges, we recommend dispersing concentrated
runoff from improvements and not allowing concentrated runoff to flow over the top of the
slope. Allimprovements should be set back at least 50 feet from the top edge of the ravine
slope.

The top 3to 9feet of soil is loose to very loose below the proposed building site. Inorder to
mitigate excessive differential settlements, we recommend compacting the native soils
below foundations and slabs-on-grade to provide a firm base for foundation support. The
soil within 18 inches of the structure should be excavated to a depth of 18inchesbelow the
base of the proposed footings and slabs and replaced as compacted engineered fill. The
top 12 inches of soil below exterior pavements and load bearing slabs should also be
compacted.

The proposed structures will most likely experience strong seismic shaking during the
design lifetime. The foundations and structures should be designed utilizing current
Uniform Building Code (UBC) seismic design standards. Structures designed in
accordance with the most current seismic design codes should react well to seismic
shaking. The underlying soils are classified as a “Soil Type Sp” for analysis usingthe 1997
UBC seismic design provisions.

Environmental Review Inital
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations should be used as guidelines for preparing project plans
and specifications:

Site Grading
1. The soil engineer should be notified at least four (4) working days prior to any site

clearing or grading to make arrangements for construction observation and testing
services. The recommendations of this report are based on the assumption that the soil
engineer will perform the requiredtesting and observationduring grading and construction.
It is the owner's responsibility to make the necessary arrangements for these required
services.

2. Areas to be graded should be cleared of obstructions and other unsuitable material.
Voids created during site clearing should be backfilled with engineered fill.

3. Where fill is planned to raise grade, the area to receive engineered fill should be
scarified 6 inches, moisture conditioned to 2 to 4 percent over optimum moisture content
and compacted to 90 percent relative compaction. Where referencedinthis report, Percent
Relative Compaction and Optimum Moisture Content shall be based on ASTM Test
Designation D1557-00.

4. Native soils used as engineered fill should be moisture conditioned 2 to 4 percent over
optimum moisture content prior to compaction, Soils used for engineeredfill should be free
of organic material, and contain no rocks or clods greater than 6 inches in diameter, with
no more than 15 percent larger than 4 inches. We estimate shrinkage factors of about 15
to 20 percent for the on-site materials when used in engineered fills.

5. Engineeredfill should be placed in thin lifts not exceeding 6 inches in loose thickness,
moisture conditioned 2 to 4 percent over optimum moisture content and compacted to 90
percent relative compaction.

6. The upper 12 inches of subgrade below driveway pavements and load bearing slabs
should be moisture conditioned 2 to 4 percent over optimum moisture content and
compacted to 95 percent relative compaction. The aggregate base below driveways and
pavements should also be compacted to 95 percent relative compaction.

7. Engineered fill slopes and permanent cutslopes should be inclined less than 2:1
(horizontal to vertical) and keyed and benched into firm native soil. Firm native solil is
located 'at least 3 feet below existing grade. The back of keys and benches exposing
potential seepage zones should be drained. The face of cut and fill slopes should be
groomed and protected from erosion.

Envirenmenta

ATTACHMENT
APPLICATION

I Review Inital $tudy

SCR-0216 | 2/20/07




8. After the earthwork operations have been completed and the soil engineer has finished
their observation of the work, no further earthwork operations shall be performed except
with the approval of and under the observation of the soil engineer.

Spread Footings

9. Spread footings, embedded into compacted engineered fill may be used to support
structures. The soil within 18 inches of the-structure should be excavated to a depth of 18
inches below the base of the proposed footings and slabs and replaced as compacted
engineered fill. Engineered fill should be compacted to at least 90 percent relative
compaction.

10. Foundations should be embedded at least 12 inches belowthe lowest adjacent grade
for one-story structures and at least 18 inches below the lowest adjacent grade for two-

story structures.

11. Foundations designed in accordance with the above may be designedfor an allowable
soil bearing pressure of 2,500 psf. The allowable bearing capacity may be increased by 1/3
for short term seismic and wind loads.

12. Total and differential settlements underthe proposed building loads are anticipatedto
be less than 1 inch and %2 inch respectively for footings designed and constructed in
accordance with the above.

13. Lateral load resistance for structures supported on footings may be developed in
friction between the foundation bottom and the supporting subgrade. A friction coefficient
of 0.35 is considered applicable. Where footings are poured neat against firm native soil a
passive lateral pressure of 300 pcf. equivalent fluid weight, may be assumed

14. Footings and utility trenches located adjacentto other footings should not extend within
an imaginary 1.5:1 plane projected downward from the bottom edge of the adjacent
footing.

15. The foundation trenches should be kept moistand be thoroughly cleaned of slough or
loose materials prior to pouring concrete.

16. Prior to placing concrete, foundation excavations should be thoroughly cleaned and
observed by the soils engineer.

Retaining Wall Lateral Pressures

17. Retaining walls should be designed to resist both lateral earth pressures and any
additional surcharge loads. Walls up to 8 feet high should be designed to resist an active
equivalentfluid pressure of 35 pcffor level backfills, and 48 pcffor sloping backfills inclined
up to 3: 1(horizontal to vertical). Restrained walls should be designed to resist uniformly
applied wall pressure of 21 H psf, where H isthe height of the wall for level backfills and 29
H psf for sloping backfills up to 2:1 (horizontal to vertical. The walls should also be

10 éiﬂaAcilrn'&rc;érpn?rntal Review Inital St
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designed to resist any surcharge loads imposed on the backfill behind the walls

18. The above lateral pressures assume that the walls are fully drained to prevent
hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Drainage materials behindthe wall should consist of
Class 1, Type A permeable material (Caltrans Specification 68-1.025) or an approved
equivalent. The drainage material should be at least 12 inches thick. The drains should
extend from the base of the wall to within 12 inches of the top of the backfill. A perforated
pipe should be placed (holes down) about 4 inches above the bottom of the wall and be
tied to a suitable drain outlet. Wall backdrains should be pluggedat the surface with clayey
materialto prevent infiltration of surface runoff into the backdrains.

19. Lateral loads on spread footings may be designed for passive resistance acting along
the face of the footings. Where footings are poured neat against firm native soils, an
equivalent fluid pressure of 300 pcf acting along the face of the footings is considered
applicable. Topsoil or other loose materials should be neglectedwhen computing passive
resistance.

Slabs-on-Grade

20. Nonload bearing concrete slabs-on-grade should be founded on firm, well compacted
ground. Load bearing concrete slabs-on-grade should be founded on a compacted
subgrade surface. The top 12 inches of subgrade below load bearing slabs should be
compacted to 95 percent relative compaction.

21. Dees & Associates, Inc. are not experts in the field of moisture proofing and vapor
barriers. In areas where wetness would be undesirable, an expert, experienced with
moisture transmission and vapor barriers should be consulted. At a minimum, a blanket of
4 inches of free-draining gravel should be placed beneath floor slabs to act as a capillary
break. In order to minimize vapor transmission, an impermeable membrane should be
placed over the gravel. The membrane should be coveredwith 2 inches of sand or rounded
gravel to protect it during construction. The sand or gravel should be lightly moistenedjust
prior to placingthe concrete to aid in curing the concrete.

22. Reinforcing should be provided in accordance with the anticipated use and loading of
the slab. The reinforcement of exterior slabs should not be tied to the building foundations.

Pavements

23. It is important that the grading recommendations provided in this report are closely
followed to allow a reasonable life span for pavements. Subgrade preparation is very
important to the life of pavement and due to the very loose condition of the surface soils,
we recommend the top twelve inches (12") of subgrade below pavements be scarified,
moisture conditioned to 2 to 4 percentabove laboratory optimum value and compactedto a
minimum relative compaction of 95 percent prior to placing aggregate base material. The
base material should also be compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction.
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25. Only quality materials of the type and thickness (minimum) specified should be used.
Baserock (R=78 minimum} should meet CALTRANS Standard Specifications for Class 2
Untreated Aggregate Base. Subbase {R=50 minimum) should meet CALTRANS Standard
Specifications for Class 2 Untreated Aggregate Subbase.

26. Place the asphaltic concrete only during periods of fair weather when the free air
temperature is within prescribed limits.

27. Develop a maintenance program and perform routine maintenance,

Site Drainage
28. Controlling surface and subsurface runoff is important to the performance of the
project and to reduce the potential for landslides along the ravine slope.

29 Surface drainage should include provisionsfor positive gradients so that surface runoff
is not permitted to pond adjacent to foundations or other improvements. Minimum slope
gradients of 2 to 5 percent should divert runoff away from improvements. The ground
surface within 5 feet of buildings should be sloped away from foundations with a 2 percent
minimum slope gradient.

30. Roof gutters should be placed around the eves of the structure. Roof runoff should be
discharged at least 5 feet from foundations or discharged onto an impermeable surface
that carries the water at least 5 feet away from the structure.

31. Collected runoff from improvements should be discharged away from foundations and
pavements in a controlled manner and should not be discharged within 50 feet of the
ravine slope. The discharge area should be adequately sloped to prevent ponding water.
Energy dissipaters should be used on earthen slopes steeperthan 10 percent. The exact
discharge locations should be observed and approved in the field prior to installation.

31. The migration of water or spread of extensive root systems below foundations, slabs,
or pavements may cause undesirable differential movements and subsequentdamage to
these structures. Landscaping should be planned accordingly.

Plan Review, Construction Observation, and Testing

32. Deesé& Associates, Inc. should be providedthe opportunity for a general review of the
final project plans prior to construction to evaluate if our geotechnical recommendations
have been properly interpreted and implemented. If our firm is not accordedthe opportunity
of making the recommended review, we can assume no responsibilityfor misinterpretation
of our recommendations. We recommend that our office review the project plans prior to
submittal to public agencies, to expedite project review. Dees & Associates also request
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the opportunity to observe and test grading operations and foundation excavations at the
site. Observation of grading and foundation excavations allows anticipated soil conditions
to be correlated to those actually encountered in the field during construction.

Environmental Review Inital
3 ATTACHMENT Y
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LIMITATIONS AND UNIFORMITY OF CONDITIONS

1. The recommendations of this report are based upon the assumption that the soil
conditions do not deviate from those disclosed in the borings. If any variations or
undesirable conditions are encountered during construction, or if the proposed
constructionwill differ from that planned at the time, our firm should be notified so that
supplemental recommendations can be given.

2. This report is issued with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the owner, or
his representative, to ensure that the information and recommendations contained
herein are called to the attention of the Architects and Engineers for the project and
incorporated into the plans, and that the necessary steps are taken to ensure that the
Contractors and Subcontractors carry out such recommendations in the field. The
conclusions and recommendationscontained herein are professionalopinions derived in
accordance with current standards of professional practice. No other warranty
expressed or implied is made.

3. The findings of this report are valid as of the present date. However, changes in the
conditions of a property can occur with the passage of time, whether they are due to
natural processes or to the works of man, on this or adjacent properties. In addition,
changes in applicable or appropriate standards occur whether they result from
legislation or the broadening of knowledge. Accordingly, the findings of this report may
be invalidated, wholly or partially, by changes outside our control. Therefore, this report
should not be relied upon after a period of three years without being reviewed by a soil
engineer.

14
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APPENDIX A

Site Vicinity Map

Topoagraphic Map

Boring Site Plan

Cross-Section A-A’

Unified Soil Classification System

Logs of Test Borings

Geologic Map

Fault Map

Laboratory Test Results
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Borino Terminated At 26 Feet
DEES & ASSOCIATES, INC. Project No. SCR-0216
501 MISSION STREET, SUITE SA
SANTA CRUZ. CA 95060 Figure No. _6
h: (831) 427-1770 Fax: (831)427-1794




TEST BORING LOGS

'LOGGED BY: BD

DATE DRILLED: _1-19-2007 BORING TYPE: 6" Solid Stem

BORING NO: 2

DSQTH (FT)

L

" SOIL DESCRIPTION

-

(LW .Y

SAMPLE NO,

USC SOIL TYPE

SLOW COUNT

{MNen)

DRY DENSITY

{PCF)

MO TURE
IN-§. TU

SATURATED
COHESION

MOISTURE
{PSF)

% PASSING 200
SIEVE
PLASTICITY

PHI ANGLE
INDEX

MISC. LAB
RESULTS

I

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

s

26

Olive brown SAND with Silt, medium grained, damp,
loose

"IO
-
[
-

Dark brown SAND with Sill and trace Mica, damp,
loose

2-2

2-3 S Olive brown SAND with Silt, moist, medium dense

2.4 Olive brown SAND, moist. very dense

2.5 Olive gray fine SAND, moist, very dense

¥ Groundwater at 24 Feet

2.6 - ‘Yellowish dark gray medium grained SAND,
'saturated, very dense

1

12

11

63

50/

go/
[

T T

161.4

\PPLI

123

107

101

180

233

Envi

DAT.

19.8

mental Reylew Inital
M TACHMENT N iy

33

Z

-~

N

L7

0

5

Boring Terminated At 26 Feet

DEES & ASSOCIATES, INC.

501 MISSION STREET, SUITE 8A
SANTA CRUZ. CA 95060

h: (831)427-1770 Fax: (831)427-177)

Project No. SCR-0216

Figure No. 7




TEST BORING LOGS

LOGGEDBY: BD DATEDRILLED: _1-19-2007 BORING TYPE: 6” Solid Stem BORING NO: 3

SOIL DESCRIPTION

% PASSING 200

BLOW COUNT
SIEVE -

{Nso)

=AMOLZ NO.
USC SYMBOL
DRY DENSITY
{PCF)
MOISTURE
IN-SITU
MOISTURE
SATURATED
COHESION
(PSF)

PHI ANGLE
PLASTICITY
INDEX

MISC. LAB

——

Olive brown SAND with trace Silt, fine grained, moist,
‘very loose

~ | DEST=(FT)

ng
-
[

N

L 4 938 | 9.1

5 3-2
[ IBrown fine SAND, moisl. very dense
80 11.3 6.1

10 | 3-3 Dark yellow gray fine SAND, moist, very dense
11 50/
T 5" 12.4
12
13
14
15 | 3-4 ,— ‘Yellow gray SAND. moist, very dense

50/

16 (T

Boring Terminated At 16 Feet
17

18
19
20
21
22
23
” TTAC?—T&:ES?[MN {Re vlez lnitasbs_ tuda:/
25 PP 4 %

LICATION 42 ~0/

26
DEES & ASSOCIATES, INC. Project No. SCR-021:
501 MISSION STREET, SUITE 8A
SANTA CRUZ. CA 95060 Figure No. 8

'h: (831) 427-1770 Fax: (831) 427-1771
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Environmental Review Inital
ATTACHMENT Y
APPLICATION -

GEOLOGIC MAP
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Direct Shear

'roject: | North Rodeo Gulch |[Feburary 7,2007
| 'roject # | G8568 SCR 0216 Tested By: | JRMA |
ample #  11-4-1
Equation of Trendine
| estNumber 1 2 3 Intercept Slope
i ormal Pressure (KSF) 1000 2000 4000 479 0.7339
| lax Shear Stress 35.7 63.2 104 9 '
1_hear Stress (PSF) 11516 | 2038.7 | 33839 C (PSF) =y
480 36.3
Y=0.73% + 47F
Direct Shear Result -
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CULVERT ANALYSIS AND STORM WATER RETENTION
(PERCOLATION METHOD)
CALCULATIONS

Poetic Cellars - New Wine

Production Building (APN 103-011-55)
City of Soquel, California

OWNER
Joseph Naegele & Katy Lovell

Soquel, California

July, 2007

PREPARED BY:
Todd Creamer, P.E.

C2G/Civil Consultants Group, Inc.
Engineers/Planners
4444 Scotis Valley Drive/Suite 6
Scotts Valley, CA 95066
831/438-4420 [Tel) ® 831/438-5829 [Fax]
c2gengrs.com [E-mail]




Culvert DesignerlAnalyzer Report
Culvert 14475

Analysts Component

Slorm Event Design Discharge 066 cfs

Peak Discharge Method. Ralionai

Design Return Period 25 year Check Return Period 25 year
Design Peak Discharge 0.66 cts Check Peak Discharge 0.66 cfs
Total Area 0.78 acres Time of Concentration 12.00 min
Weighted C 0.33 Intensity 2.39 in/hr
Area
Subwatershed ({acres} C
1 078 0.35

TFailwater properties irregular Channel
Slope 0 150000 ftHt Mannings Coeficient 0 000

Taitwater conditions lor Design Storm

Discharge 066 cfs Depth 000 tt
Velocity 000 fus
Name Description Discharge HW Eiev Velocity
Culvert-| 1-18 inch Circular 066 cis 245 381t 522ftis
Weir Not Considered N/A NIA N/A

ATTACHMENT 2 2 o
APELIGATION

Project Title: Poetic Vineyards Project Engineer: Todd R. creamer
c:\program files\culverticvmipoetic v.cvm Civil Consultants Group/C2G CulvertMaster v1.0

07113107 ©98:51:53 AM © Haestad Methods. Inc 37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 06708 USA (203) 755-1666 Page 1 of 2




Component:Culvert-1

Culvert DesignerlAnalyzer Report

Culvert 14+75

Cuivert Summary

Computed Headwater Elevation 245.38 fi Discharge 0.66 cfs

Inlet Control HW Elev 245.20 ft Tailwater Elevation 0.00 ft

Outlet Control HW Elev 24538 fl Control Type Entrance Control

Headwater Depth/ Height 0.33

Grades

Upstream Invert 244 88 ft Downstream Invert 24238 #t

lenath 20.0¢ Constructed Slope 0.125000 f/ft

Hydraulic Profile

Profile 52 Depth Downstream 0.19 N

Slope Type Steep Narmal Deplh 019 a

Flow Regime Supercritical Critical Depth 030 f

Velocity Downslream 522 fis Critical Slope 0017208 fi/t

Section

Section Shape Circular Mannings Coefficient 0.024

Section Material CMP Span 1.50 A

Section Size 13inch Rise 1.50 fi

Number Sections 1

Outlet Control Propetties

Outlet Conlrol HW Elev 24538 N Upstream Velocity Head 011 f

Ke 090 Entrance Loss 009 f

Inlet Control Properties

Inlet Control HW Elev 24520 ft Flow Control Unsubmerged

Inlet Type Projecting Area Full 18 fi*

K 0 03400 HDS 5 Chart 2

M 150000 HDS 5 Scale 3

C 0 05530 Equation Form 1
0.54000

Project Title: Poetic Vineyatds

c:\progiam filesiculverticvmipoetic v.cvm

07113107 09:51:53 AM

© Haestad Methods, Inc. 37 Brookside Road Waterbury. CT 06708 USA (203} 755-1666

Envmgrmaiﬂml Study
ATTACHMEN Y

APPLICATION

Project Engineer: Todd R. Creamer
CulvertMaster v1.0
Page 2 of 2

Civil Consultants Group/C2G




Culvert DesignerlAnalyzer Report
culvert 12+60

Analysis Component

Storm Event Design Discharge 0.14 cfs

Peak Discharge Method: Rational

Design Return Period 25 year Chech Return Period 25 year
Design Peak Discharge 0.14 cfs Check Peak Discharge 0.14 cfs
Total Area .16 acres Time of Concentration 10.00 min
Weighted C 0.35 Intensity 2 46 inthr
Area
Subwatershed (acres) C
1 0.16 0.35

Tailwater properties Irregular Channel

Slope 0150000 f/fi Mannings Coefficient 0 000

Tailwater conditions for Design Starm

Discharge 014 cfs Depth 000 ft
Velocity 000 fi/s
Name Description Discharge HW Elev Velacity
Culvert 1 1 15 inch Circular 0 1l4cfs 276491t 3.711ts <
Weir Not Considered NIA N/A NIA

Environmental Review Initgl
ATTACHMENT
APPLICATION OYF-_~IUD

Project Title: Poetic Vineyards Project Engineer: Todd R, Creamer
c:\program files‘\culverticvmipoetic v.cvm Civil Consultants Group/G2G CulvertMaster v1.0
07/13/01 09:52:34 AM © Haestad Methods. Inc. 37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 06708 USA (203) 755-1666 Page 1 af 2




Component: Culvert-1

Culvert DesignerlAnalyzer Report

culvert 12+60

Culvert Summary

Computed Headwaler Elevation 27649 fi Discharge 0.14 cis
Inlet Control HW Elev 276 34 fi Tailwater Elevation 000 ft
Outlet Control HW Elev 27649 ft Control Type Entrance Control
Headwater Depth/ Height 019

Grades

Upstream Invert 27625 fi Downstream Invert 27315 #
Length 1850 ft Constructed Slope 0 167568 fuft
Hydraulic Profile

Profile 52 Deplh, Dawnstream 0.09 ft
Slope Type Steep Normal Depth 0.09
Flow Regime Supercritical Critical Depth 014 fi
Velocity Downstream 371 fis Critical Slape 0020323 ft/ft
Section

Section Shape Circular Mannings Coefficient 0 024
Section Material CMP Span 125 f
Section Size 15inch Rise 1.25 f
Number Sections 1
Outlet Control Properies

Outlet Control HW Elev 276.49 fi Upstream Velocity Head 0.051
Ke 090 Entrance Loss Q.04 fi
Inlet Control Properties

Inlet Control HW Elev 27634 fi Flow Conlrol Unsubmerged
Inlet Type Projecting Area Full 12 f*
K 0 03400 HDS 5 Chart 2

M 150000 HDS 5 Scale 3

C 005530 Equation Form 1
Y 0 54000

Project Title: Poetic Vineyards
c\program files\culvert\cvymipoetic v.cvm

07113107 0%:52:34 AM

© Haestad Methods, In¢.

Civil Consultants GrouplC2G
37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 06708 USA (203) 755-1666

Environmental Review ip
ATTACHMENT %, &
APPLICATION %

Project Engineer: Todd R. Creamer

CulvertMaster v1.0
Page 2 of 2




Culvert DesignerlAnalyzer Report
New culvert parking lot

Analysis Component

Storm Event Design Discharge 067 cIs

Peak Discharge Method Rational

Design Return Period 25 year Check Return Period 25 year
Design Peak Discharge 067 cfs Check Peak Discharge 067 cfs
Total Area 079 acres Time of Concentration 1200 mm
Weighted C 035 Intensity 2 39 in‘thr
Area
Subwatershed (acres) C
1 079 035

Tailwater properties Irregular Channel

Slope 0150000 fuft Mannings Coefficient 0 000

Tailwater conditions for Design Slorm

Discharge 067 cis Depth 000 N
Velocity 000 fifs
Name Description Discharge HW Eiev Velocity
Culvert 1 1-18 inch Circular 067 cfs 237 46 # 7 83 fi/s
Weir Notl Considered N/A N/A NIA

Environmenta) Review Intgl
ATTACHMENT
APPLICATION _03-0/%

Project Title: Poetic Vineyards Project Engineer: Todd R. Creamer
¢:\program files\culverficvmipoetic v.ocvm Civil Consultants Groupn/C2G CulvertMaster v1.0

07/13/07 09 56 57 AM ® Haestad Methods,Inc 37 Brookside Road Waterbury CT 06708 USA (203) 755-1666 Page 1of 2




Component:Culvert-1

Culvert Designer/Analyzer Report

New culvert parking lot

Culvert Summary

Computed Headwater Elevation 23746 N Discharge 0.67 cfs
Iniet Control HW Elev 237.36 N Tailwater Elevation 0.00 N
Outlet Control HW Elev 237.46 fi Control Type Entrance Control
Headwaler Depth/ Height 0.31

Grades

Upstream Invert 237 00 ft Downstream Invert 23290 fl
Length €0.00 R Constructed Slope 0.068333 furt
Hydraulic Profile

Profile 52 Depth. Downslream .14 i
Slope Type steep Normal Depth .14 f
Flow Regime Supercritical Critical Depth .30 N
Veiocity Downstream 7.83 fus Critical Slope 0.002983 fvht
Section

Section Shape Circular Mannings Coefficient 0010
Section Material PVC Span 156 N
Section Size 18 inch Rise 1.50 N
Number Sections 1

Outlet Control Properties

Outlet Control HW Elev 237.46 f Upstream Velocity Head 011 N
Ke 0.50 Entrance Loss 0.05 n
Inlet Control Properties

Inlet Control HW Elev 23736 N Flow Control Unsubmerged
Inlet Type Square edge wrheadwall Area Full 18 #*
K 000980 HDS 5 Chart 1

M 2 00000 HDS 5 Scale 1

C 0 03980 Equation Form 1

Y 067000

Project Title: Poetic Vineyards

c:\program files‘\culverticvmipoetic v.cvm

07/13/0709:56:57 AM

© Haestad Methods. Inc.

37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 06708 USA  (203)755-1666

ATTACHMENT
APPLICATION

Civil ConsuMtants Group/C2G

Environmental Review Inita

Project Engineer: Todd R. Creamer
CulveriMaster v1.0
Page 2 af 2
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February 15, 1991

Mr. Peter Parkinson
Planning Department
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: Hall Biotic Review No. 90-1260-EBS
Dear Pete:

This letter summarizes my review of the Kenneth Hall application for removal of portions
of the property at 5000 North Rodeo Gulch (APN 103-011-43)in central Santa Cruz County
from "Critical Fire" designation. The applicant was seeking approval for a minor land
division and the construction of a second dwelling elsewhere on the 40 acre parcel. A
determination of fire hazard potential on both the proposed 5.7 acre lot split and at the
dwelling site was conducted by the Habitat Restoration Group. Their report concluded that
the 5.7 acre lot does not support chaparral vegetation identified in County Ordinance as
Critical Fire Hazard. However, portions of the remaining parcel was determined to support
such vegetation. It was unclear in this review if the proposed second dwelling site supported
any fire hazard vegetation cover.

Subsequent to this request for review, the applicant has chosen to drop the application for
a second dwelling and to only apply for the MLD (based on faxed memo dated February
15, 1991). Based on this modification, the data provided in the HRG report is sufficient to
conclude that the proposed new lot of record does not support critical fire hazard vegetation
cover and therefore should be removed from the Critical Fire Map.

Should this application again include a proposed second dwelling on the larger original
parcel, then a vegetation map should be submitted that accurately depicts the vegetation
types and location on the parcel. Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have further
guestions on this matter.

Sincerely,

&J«ﬁ\/f

William Da“]lﬂ'rrACT.leE N:r ner Mrevicw hdtal,otudy
principal  APPLICATION

303 Potrero Street, Suite 29-203, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 ® (408) 425-8755




The Habitat Restoration Group

JOHN STANLEY & ASSOCIATES

November 8, 1990

Kenneth W. Hall _ _

5000 North Rodeo Gulch Road Environmental Review Init:njtudy

Soquel, California 95073 ATTACHMENT /
APPLICATION -

Dear Mr. Hall,

The 40 acre parcel located at 5000 North Rodeo Gulch Road was surveyed on November 8,
1990 to determine potential fire hazard. A lot split to create a 5.7 acre parcel for the
construction of a caretaker home is proposed.

The plant communities on the 5.7 acre parcel are mixed evergreen forest and live oak woodland.
The mixed evergreen forest occupies a majority of the proposed 5.7 acre parcel, occurring in
the southwest. Much of the understory within the mixed evergreen forest consists of shrubs and
ferns such as hazelnut {Corylus californica), poison oak (Toxicodendrondiversilobum) California
blackberry (Rubus ursinus), and wood fern (Dryopreris argura). The remainder of the parcel
between the mixed evergreen forest and the driveway contains the proposed home site and
consists of a live oak woodland community which appears to be an ecotone between the mixed
evergreen forest and the chaparral communities. The density of the oak woodland area is open,
yet the understory has been disced. Remnants of understory vegetation indicate that the species
composition 1S dominated by grasses and low-growing vegetation such as deer tongue lotus,
telegraph weed {Hezerotheca grandiflora), California blackberry, and bracken fern (Preridium
aquilinurn). An area between the north side of the driveway and the chaparral community which
is dominated by grasses and deer tongue lotus is adjacent to the proposed parcel. In addition,
the understory within a small area that borders Rodeo Gulch Road consists predominately of
chapanal species such as deer tongue lotus (Lotus scoparius), coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis
ssp. consanguinea), sticky monkey flower (Diplacus aurantiacus), and manzanita {(4rctostaphylos

sp.).

The remainder of the project site has two dominant habitat types. A mixed chaparral area
occupies a portion of the site that is north of the existing driveway and home. Small stands of
chaparral vegetation also occur south of the home. Dominant species in the dense chapanal
community are manzanita, chamise (4denostoma fascicularum), black sage (Salvia mellifera),
sticky monkey flower, coyote brush, deer tongue lotus, and poison oak. The second community
on the project site is a mixed evergreen forest. This habitat is dominated by evergreen trees
such as coast redwood (Sequoiasempervirens), coast live oak (Quercusagrifolia), California bay
(Umbellularia californica), madrone (Arbutus menziesii). The dense understory predominately
consists of the aforementioned shrubs and fern species for this habitat, yet also has small
inclusions of grasses and scrub. The confluence of two drainages occurs on the project site near
the border of the proposed new parcel. A portion of the northernmost drainage has been disced

60011 Butler Lane, Suite 1 » Scorts Valley, CA 95066 + (408) 439-5500 » FAX (408) 438-1142 » Branch Office * 216 F Street No. 63 + Davis, CA 95616 » (916} 753-390%

Calrfurnia Landscape Contraciors License # 571037




Kenneth W. Hall November 12, 1990
Page 2 File No. 606-01

west of the confluence, thus eliminating the channel and the associated vegetation. Two springs
also occur near the confluence of the drainages.

The fire hazard is high in the chaparral community where the vegetation is dense and fire
intensity will be substantial. The slope throughout much of the chapanal community is 40% or
greater, thus increasing the fire hazard. This area ranges approximately 200’ to 300” from the
proposed home site. This community does not occur on the 5.7 acre parcel.

The fire hazard is generally low within the mixed evergreen forest community. The slope within
this habitat varies, but is generally greater that 40% where it occurs in canyons. The steep
slopes of this community could increase the fire hazard of adjacent habitats. This is the
dominant community on the proposed 5.7 acre parcel, and occurs throughout much of the project
site.

The oak woodland area south of the driveway and the area along Rodeo Gulch Road have
moderate fire hazard potential due to low growing vegetation which may ignite easily, a close
proximity to the road, a low to moderate fuel volume, and a relatively gradual slope ranging
from 10%to 40%. This habitat does not provide sufficient fuel to substantiate dangerous fire
intensity. The proposed building envelope occurs within this habitat.

A chaparral area which has high fire hazard potential occurs on an adjacent parcel along Rodeo
Gulch Road across from the proposed 5.7 acre parcel.

In conclusion, the proposed 5.7 acre parcel consists of an area with moderate fire hazard
potential where the building envelope is proposed, and an area of low fire hazard potential

occupying the southern and southeastern portions of the project site. Adjacent communities to
the north and west of the proposed parcel have a high fire hazard potential.

Cordially,

[%ﬁ%t‘f //"h([c’%i; M

Mara Noelle, Biologist

Environmental Review |tal

ATTACHMENT /Dy R 2 o

APPLICATION-Q2-
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The Habitat Restoration Group




COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ
DISCRETIONARY APPLICATION COMMENTS

Project Planner: Cathy Graves Date: September 1/. 2007
Application No.: 07-0140 Time: 10:48:05
APN: 103-011-55 Page: 1

Environmental Planning Completeness Comments

========= REV|EW ON APRIL 12, 2007 BY CAROLYN | BANT| =s=======
4/12/07

The following are Completeness Comments in regards to soils and grading issues:

1. The soils report has NOT been accepted. The submitted report is neither signed
nor stamped by the soils engineer. Please submit two wet-signed/stamped copies of
the soils report for review by a staff engineer.

2. The soils report is incomplete, as it does not include "Appendix A" (boring maps,
logs. lab test results) as listed. Please include Appendix A in the report resubmit-
tal

3. The soils report should be revised to include an analysis of the ravine slope
stability and the potential for future failures, as well as the rate of recedence of
the top of bank

4. Please show existing and proposed contours on the grading plan. Existing contours
should be shown as dashed lines. and proposed contours as bold lines

5. Please revise grading plan to include topography north of the roadway

6. The grading plan provided does not meet County minimum grading plan requirements.
Please refer to the County Planning Department website:

www . sccoplanning . com/brochures/grading. htm for grading plan requirements. Due to the
lack of information included on the submitted grading plans, we highly recommend
that the applicant obtain the services of a registered Civil Engineer to prepare the
grading plans.

7. Note: Once grading plans are submitted that meet our requirements, the plan will
be reviewed for compliance with minimizing grading policies.

8. Please provide a profile for the widened asphalt concrete driveway. Both the site
plan and profile for the driveway should extend to the entrance of the property (at
the gate).

9. Please provide the gate code to allow staff access to the site for review.
10.Please revise plans to include a conceptual drainage plan for site runoff.

11.Prior to the discretionary application being deemed complete, a plan review let-
ter from the soils engineer shall be submitted to Environmental Planning. The author
of the soils report shall write the plan review letter. The letter shall state that
the project plans conform to the report's recommendations. === UPDATED ON
APRIL 16. 2007 BY ANTDNELLA GENTILE s========

Additional completeness comments from Environmental Planning:

1. Submit an arborist's report that surveys all trees within the limits of grading
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and makes recommendations regarding retention and protection of trees. See addi
tional comments under Compliance Issues

2. Show limits of grading on the grading plan. ========= UPDATED ON MAY 30. 2007 BY
CAROLYN 1 BANT] =========

5/30/07- Comments by Carolyn Banti

The following are Completeness Comments with regards to soils and grading issues
(Second Routing):

First routing responses:
Comments #1-#8, and #10 have been rectified in the resubmitted plans
Comment #9 - Please provide the gate code to facilitate staff access to the site.

Comment #11 - Prior to the discretionary application being deemed complete, a plan
review letter from the soils engineer shall be submitted to Environmental Planning.
The author of the soils report shall write the plan review letter. The letter shall
state that the project plans conform to the report’s recommendations.

Second routing comments:

12. The driveway cross sections show a retaining wall inthe vicinity of Station
15+50. Please show the retaining wall in plan view, including begin/end points and
top-of-wall and bottom-of-wall elevations, and revise the plan view for wall #1 to
include the same information.

13. The soils report has been accepted. Please see letter dated 6/1/07. =======—=
UPDATED ON JUNE 18. 2007 BY ANTONELLA GENTILE =========

Additional Completeness Comments by Environmental Planning
1. Show removal of tree #4 as recommended by the arborist

2. 1t appears that tree #7 will need to be removed for the purpose of driveway
widening/grading. Show this tree to be removed.

3. Four trees are shown to be removed for the purpose of driveway widening/grading
at the beginning of the driveway. It appears that at least one additional tree
should be removed in this area, as it is located in an area of proposed grading.
Show removal of this additional tree.

4. Grading limit line is not accurately shown at the beginning of the driveway. All
proposed grading contours should fall within the grading limit line.

5. Grading limit label near existing 285 contour does not point to the grading limit
ling. ========= UPDATED ON AUGUST 14, 2007 BY CAROLYN | BANTI| =========
(Third Routing) No additional Completeness Comments from Environmental Planning

Environmental Review Inital Study
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Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments

========= REVIEW ON APRIL 12, 2007 BY CAROLYN | BANT] =========
4/12/07

The following are Compliance Comments in regards to soils and grading issues:

1. The proposed roadway should be kept to the 18 minimum width unless modifications
are formally requested and approved INn writing. The applicant’s inquiry must provide
an outline of the justification for the request for modification, as well as suffi-
cient information to support claims. |f approved, the widened roadway will not be
allowed beyond the driveway to the wine production facility.

4/12/07

The following are Miscellaneous Comments/Permit Conditions in regards to soils and
grading issues:

1. Winter grading will not be approved for this site

2. A plan review letter from the soils engineer will be required to be submitted
with the building permit plans. The plan review letter must state that the respec-
tive plans are in conformance with the geotechnical recommendations.

3. Note that future plans to be included with a building permit application will re
quire additional erosion control details and locations. Erosion control plans to be
submitted with the building permit application shall be prepared by a registered
professional authorized to do such work under state law. ========="UPDA ON APRIL
16, 2007 BY ANTONELLA GENTILE =========

Additional Compliance Issues from Environmental Planning:

1. Per General Plan policies 6.3.4 and 6.3.9. vegetation removal must be minimized
2. Per General Plan policies 6.3.9 and 8.2.2. grading must be minimized

Additional Conditions from Environmental Planning:

1. Arborist’s reference and specifications for tree protection should be stamped on
the final building permit plans.

Misc Comments from Environmental Planning:

1. 1990 Biotic report by The Habitat Restoration Group was completed to determine
fire hazard potential.

2. Parcel is mapped as a biotic resource area. Upon inspection, it was determined
that the resource does not exist on the parcel and will not be negatively impacted.
========= UPDATED ON MAY 30. 2007 BY CAROLYN | BANT| =========

Environmental -jtal Study
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5/30/07 - Comments by Carolyn Banti

The following are compliance comments in regards to soils and grading issues (Second
Routing):

Comment #1 - The applicant has indicated that the 20 foot driveway width was re-
quested by the Fire Department during a pre-development site review. Please provide
a written, signed statement from the Fire Department verifying the minimum width re-
quirement for the site

5/30/07 - Comments by Carolyn Banti

The following are miscellaneous comments/conditions of approval in regards to soils
and grading issues (Second Routing):

8/13/07 - Comments by Carolyn Banti

The following are Miscellaneous Comments/Conditions of Approval in regards to soils
and grading issues (Third Routing):

The plans show a proposed stockpile area on 2:1 max. slopes. Please note that this
area may only be used for temporary stockpiling of materials and erosion control
plans must show the proper erosion control measures to retain soils in this area
The building permit plans must state the destination of all off-hauled materials. If
materials are to be distributed on-site, the locations to receive fill must be
clearly labeled on the plans. If soils are to be placed on slopes greater than 20
percent or result in fill depths greater than 2 feet proposed contours will be re-
quired. ========= UPDATED ON AUGUST 14. 2007 BY CAROLYN | BANTI| =========

(Third Routing) Compliance Comments - Carolyn Banti

The widened roadway is approved, but as stated in first routing compliance comments,
will only be approved up to the entrance to the wine production facility. =========_

UPDATED ON AUGUST 14, 2007 BY ANTONELLA GENTILE ======m=
Additional conditions from Environmental Planning:

1. Final building plans must state that, with the exception trees 4 and 7. all
specifications from the arborist’s report will be followed.

2. Removed trees must be replaced at a minimum one-to-one ratio with 24-inch box-
sized trees.

Dpw Drainage Completeness Comnents

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY

*
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========= REVIEW ON APRIL 12, 2007 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= Application with plans

dated 3/20 and 3/21/07 has been received. Please address the following:

1) Please clarify the extent of proposed impervious area associated with the
project. What is the extent of the driveway widening? Sheet A-3 shows widening for a
section, how will this widened section tie into the existing driveway and road?

2) Please provide a drainage plan that describes how runoff from all new impervious
areas (roof. driveway, parking areas, etc.) will be handled and mitigated for on-
site. This project is required to limit post development runoff rates to predevelop-
ment levels for a range of storms up to and including the 10 year storm. Utilizing
detention to meet this requirement is only allowed if other measures are not
feasible. Are facilities to retain and infiltrate added runoff due to additional im-
pervious areas feasible on this site? If so. please incorporate
retention/infiltration measures prior to detention. If not, please submit reasons
and technical support of infeasibility for review.

3) Provide additional details including size, type, elevations, energy dissipation
at outlet, etc. for the proposed driveway culvert

4) The geotechnical investigation for the site recommended that all improvements be
set back 50 from the edge of the drainage ravine. It appears that the proposed plan
includes covering up the ravine with parking and driveway and installing a culvert.
Submit analysis demonstrating that the driveway culverts (existing and proposed)
meet design criteria requirements (capacity, safe overflow, freeboard, velocity,
etc.) based on the watershed draining to them. Please also provide a letter from the
geotechnical engineer approving of the proposed alterations to the ravine, stating
that the plan should result in a stable project.

5) The site survey shows a 16- driveway culvert around elevation 275 feet while the
proposed plan does not show this culvert. How will this runoff be directed once this
culvert is eliminated?

6) How will the proposed building be protected from upstream runoff?

All submittals for this project should be made through the Planning Department. For
questions regarding this review Public Works stormwater management-staff i s avail-
able 8-12 M-F at 454-2160.

plans by C2G dated 5/1/07 and 5/15/07 has been received. Please address the follow-
Ing:

1) Per previous comment No. 4 please submit analysis demonstrating that the cul-
verts, both existing and proposed are adequate in meeting design criteria require-
ments (capacity. safe overflow, freeboard, velocity, etc.) based on the watershed
draining to them.

Please see miscellaneous comments

========= [JPDATED ON AUGUST 7, 2007 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= Application with civil
plans revised on 6/18/07 and analysis dated July 2007 by C2G Consultants has been
received and i s complete with regards to stormwater management for the discretionary

ATTACHMENT_//, ?ﬂ 3

APPLICATION _ 2 ~O/YD




Discretionary Comments - Continued

Project Planner: Cathy Graves Date: September 17, 2007
Application No.: 07-0140 Time: 10:48:05
APN: 103-011-55 Page: 6
stage.

Please note that analysis for the proposed rain garden was also received. This
facility provides best management practices for the project. As designed it does not
necessarily hold runoff at pre-development rates, however the design also includes
dispersal of runoff over open large open areas, and this combination i s considered
adequate.

Dpw Drainage Miscellaneous Comments
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY

========= REVIEW ON APRIL 12, 2007 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= See completeness COT
ments

========= UPDATED ON JUNE 13, 2007 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= The following are com
pliance and permit conditions/additional information required.

1) Please provide the calculations for the proposed "rain garden" that are
referenced on the detail. The note on the detail indicated the garden was sized for
all new roof and parking runoff however it appears that at least a portion of the
roof runoff discharges to a different location. Please clarify. A quick check using
the spreadsheets from the Desgin Criteria and soils data from the USDA soils survey
results in a requirement of almost 600 cubic feet of storage.

2) Provide a detail for the proposed drainage ditch above the driveway

3) Update the rain garden detail so that culvert sizes correspond to the rest of the
plans. Please also show the proposed culvert that runs underneath the rain garden.

4) Will the two notches in the curb around the rain garden be sufficient for allow-

ina all proposed driveway, parking and roof runoff to enter the rain garden without

impacting the parking area?

========= JPDATED ON AUGUST 7, 2007 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= Previous comment No. 3
should be addressed with the building permit submittal

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Completeness Comnents

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Miscellaneous Comments

========= REVIEW ON APRIL 12, 2007 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELL| =========
Driveway to conform to County Design Criteria Standards.

Environmental Health Completeness Comments
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY

========= REVIEW ON APRIL 12, 2007 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ===—===== Any waste water
production in conjunction with the proposed use? Please describe in detail for
determination of EH permit reqgs.

Envimnmental Review Inita},Stydy
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========= JPDATED ON JUNE 5., 2007 BY JIM G SAFRANEK = EHS received the sep-

tic consultant’'s letter for this proposal. An approved septic application will be
required prior to the issuance of a building permit. Septic system will be for the
proposed restroom. It would be helpful to know WHERE the septic system will go.Show
on site plan.Winery will require RWQCB approval, as stated by the septic consultant.

No food facility permit will be required unless the owner intends to have large
scale food production as part of wine tastings.

What did the septic consultant mean by 'the processing waste system' in his May 21
letter?

Environmental Health Miscellaneous Comments
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY

========= REVIEW ON APRIL 12, 2007 BY JIM G SAFRANEK
NO COMMENT

NO COMMENT
Cal Dept of Forestry/County Fire Completeness Comm
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY

========= REVIEW ON APRIL 23, 2007 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ======s==

DEPARTMENT NAME :CDF/COUNTY FIRE

Add the appropriate NOTES and DETAILS showing this information on your plans and
RESUBMIT, with an annotated copy of this letter:

Note on the plans that these plans are in compliance with California Building and
Fire Codes (2001) as amended by the authority having jurisdiction.

E?ch APN (lot) shall have separate submittals for building and sprinkler system
plans.

The job copies of the building and fire systems plans and permits must be onsite

during inspections

SHOW on the plans a public fire hydrant within 250 feet of any portion of the
property, along the fire department access route. meeting the minimum required fire

flow for the building. This information can be obtained from the water company.

A minimum fire flow 500 GPM is required from 1 hydrant located within 150 feet.

SHOW on the plans a 10,000 gallon water tank for fire protection with a "fire
hydrant" as located and approved by the Fire Department if your building i s not

serviced by a public.water supply meeting fire flow requirements. For information
regarding where the water tank and fire department connection should be located,

contact the fire department inyour jurisdiction.THIS IS A MIMINUM CALCULATION OF

WATER STORAGE.

NOTE on the plans that the building shall be protected by an approved automatic fire

sprinkler system complying with the currently adopted edition of NFPA 13 and Chapter

3_5 of California Building Code and adopted standards of the authority having juris-
iction.

NOTE that the designer/installer shall submit three (3) sets of plans and calcula-

tions for the underground and overhead Residential Automatic Fire Sprinkler System

Environmental Raview Iy St
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1o this agency for approval. Installation shall foliow our guide sheet.
NOTE on the plans that an UNDFRGROUND FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM WORKING DRAWING must be
prepared by the designer/installer. The plans shall comply with the UNDERGROUND FIRE
PROTECTION SYSTEM INSTALLATION POLICY HANDOUT.

Building numbers shall be provided. Numbers shall be a minimum of 4 inches in height
on a contrasting background and visible from the street, additional numbers shall be
installed on a directional sign at the property driveway and street.

NOTE on the plans that the roof covering shall be N0 less than Class "B" rated roof.
NOTE on the plans that a 100foot clearance will be maintained with non-combustible
vegetation around all structures or to the property line (whichever is a shorter
distance). Single specimens of trees, ornamental shrubbery or similar plants used as
ground covers, provided they do not form a means of rapidly transmitting fire from
native growth to any structure are exempt

The access road shall be 12 feet minimum width and maximum twenty percent slope.

All bridges. culverts and crossings shall be certified by a registered engineer.
Minimum capacity of 25 tons. Cal-Trans H-20 loading standard.

The access road shall be in place to the following standards prior to any framing
construction. or construction will be stopped:

- The access road surface shall be "all weather". a minimum 6" of compacted ag-
gregate base rock, Class 2 or equivalent. certified by a licensed engineer to 95%
compaction and shall be maintained. - ALL WEATHER SURFACE: shall be minimum of 6" of
compacted Class 11 base rock for grades up to and including 5%. oil and screened for
grades up to and including 15%and asphaltic concrete for grades exceeding 15%. but
in no case exceeding 20%. The maximum grade of the access road shall not exceed 20%,
with grades greater than 15%not permitted for distances of more than 200 feet at a
time. The access road shall have a vertical clearance of 14 feet for its entire
width and length. including turnouts. A turn-around area which meets the require-
ments of the fire department shall be provided for access roads and driveways in ex-
cess of 150 feet in length. Drainage details for the road or driveway shall conform
to current engineering practices, including erosion control measures. All private
access roads, driveways, turn-around and bridges are the responsibility of the
owner(s) of record and shall be maintained to ensure the fire department safe and
expedient passage at all times.

SHOW on the plans, DETAILS of compliance with the driveway requirements. The
driveway shall be 12 feet minimum'width and maximum twenty percent slope.

The driveway shall be in place to the following standards prior to any framing con-
struction. or construction will be stopped:

- The driveway surface shall be "all weather". a minimum 6" of compacted aggregate
base rock. Class 2 or equivalent certified by a licensed engineer to 95% compaction
and shall be maintained. - ALL WEATHER SURFACE: shall be a minimum of 6" of com-
pacted Class Il base rock for grades up to and including 5%. oil and screened for
grades up to and including 15%and asphaltic concrete for grades exceeding 15%. but
In no case exceeding 20%. - The maximum grade of the drivewa¥ shall not exceed 20%.
with grades of 15%not permitted for distances of more than 200 feet at a time. -
The driveway shall have an overhead clearance of 14 feet vertical distance for its
entire width. - A turn-around area which meets the requirements of the fire depart-
ment shall be provided for access roads and driveways in excess of 150 feet in
length. - Drainage details for the road or driveway shall conform to current en-
gineering practices, including erosion control measures. - All private access roads.
driveways, turn-arounds and bridges are the responsibility of the owner(s) of record
and shall be maintained to ensure the fire department safe and expedient passage at

tal =aview Aitat Silch
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all times. - The driveway shall be thereafter maintained to these standards at all
times.

All Fire Department building requirements and fees will be addressed in the Building
Permit phase.

Plan check is based upon plans submitted to this office. A changes or alterations
shall be re-submitted for review prior to construction.

72 hour minimum notice is required prior to any inspection and/or test.

Note: As a condition of submittal of these plans, the submitter, designer and in-
staller certify that these plans and details comply with the applicable Specifica-
tions, Standards, Codes and Ordinances, agree that they are solely responsible for
compliance with applicable Specifications, Standards, Codes and Ordinances, and fur-
ther agree to correct any deficiencies noted by this review, subsequent review. in-
spection or other source, and, to hold harmless and without prejudice, the reviewing
agency

When a fire alarm system is proposed in lieu of 110¥/battery backup smoke detectors
a separate fire alarm permit and fee IS required by the fire department having
Jurisdiction. Fire Alarm plans (3 sets) shall be submitted and approved prior to
commencing work

YOUR WATER STORAGE WILL BE DETERMINED AFTER YOU PROVIDE INFORMATION TO THE FIRE'
DEPARTMENT. SHOW ON THE PLANS A FIRE HYDRANT WITHIN 250' OF THE STRUCTURE. |F YOU
ARE NOT ON A MUNICIPAL WATER SYSTEM, YOU WILL BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE WATER AND A
FIRE HYDRANT WITHIN 150 OF THE STRUCTURE.

Cal Dept of Forestry/County Fire Miscellaneous Com

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY
========= REVIEW ON APRIL 23. 2007 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER =====m==
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Nagele

5000 N. Rodeo Gulch
Soquel, CA 95073 -1-

INTENT OF REPORT

This report is to assess the health and over all construction impacts of a wine
production building and adjacent parking lot being placed near seven (7)
Coast Live Oaks, Quercus agrifolia. This is a heavily wooded area and a
complete tree inventory is not being done. | will be addressing only the trees
that are within a forty foot, or shorter, distance of the proposed construction.

All preconstruction and construction guidelines will also be given in this
report.

SUMMARY

The construction of a wine production building and adjacent parking lot is
being proposed. The location is a rural parcel located at 5000North Rodeo
Gulch Road, Soquel. This parcel is a total of thirty-six acres, with two
existing buildings on it. The parcel has a number of mature trees, mostly
consisting of oaks. The proposed construction will have an impact on a total
of seven oak trees with the recommendation of removing one of the seven
trees.

The tree in which | recommend to be removed will be referred to astree #4,
please see tree inventory. This oak tree is the smallest of the trees that will
be affected by the construction. The reason for the recommendation of this
removal is because the construction of the parking lot will infringe on this
trees critical root zone causing root damage. Oaks in general are sensitive to
any type of construction damage, while | feel that we can keep the
construction disturbance to a minimum with the rest of the trees, | feel that
this one would decline rapidly.

| also recommend this trees removal because it is growing under the canopy

of a very old oak, tree #5. This is causing tree #5 to have some structural
problems. With the removal of tree #4 and some minor structural pruning on

tree #5, this tree will continue to thrive.
Environmental Review Inhtal
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Nagele
5000 N. Rodeo Gulch
Soquel, CA 95073 -2-

To follow you will find the tree inventory, again only the seven trees in
which construction will impact, discussion and recommendations for each of
the seven trees and lastly the construction specifications. | strongly feel that
if all recommendations and specificationsare followed, these seven trees
shall have minimal construction stress.

TREE INVENTORY

Tree#l

Quercus agrifolia, Coast Live Oak

24 inches in diameter at 4.5 feet from soil grade
Approximately 20 feet tall

Tree#2

Quercus agrifelia, Coast Live Oak

20 inches in diameter at 4.5 feet from soil grade
Approximately 30 feet tall

Tree#3

Quercus agrifolia, Coast Live Oak

14 inches in diameter at 45 feet from soil grade
Approximately 20 feet tall

Tree #4

Quercus agrifolia, Coast Live Oak

14 inches in diameter at 45 feet from soil grade
Approximately 15 feet tall

Tree#5

Quercus agrifolia, Coast Live Oak
45 inches in diameter at 45 feet from soil grade

Approximately 35 feet tall Environmental Review inital Study
ATTACHMENT /&
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Nagele
5000 N .Rodeo Gulch
Soquel, CA 95073 -3-

Tree#6

Quercus agrifelia, Coast Live Oak

22 inches in diameter at 4.5 feet fiom soil grade
Approximately 15 feet tall

This tree is a multi standard tree; it appearsto have at one point fallen. The
tree then re-rooted itself and is growing in the manner as we see it today.

Tree#7

Quercus agrifolia, Coast Live Oak

26 inches in diameter at 4.5 feet fiom soil grade
Approximately 20 feet tall

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Tree #1

This tree is in good health with nice structure. | would recommend that it is
pruned to have its canopy cleaned, removal of dead wood and any crossing
and rubbing limbs.

Also, part of the canopy is over hanging the existing driveway. The fire
department needs a 14% foot clearance in order for their trucks to pass
safely. This pruning should take place before any construction starts, please
see pruning specifications.

This tree is located near an existing culvert. The new plans have an
additional 18> storm pipe being placed under the new parking lot, carrying
the water down grade and away fiom the tree. This tree has already
established itself in this location next to the culvert. Usually, oaks do not
thrive in situations where there is an excess of water but since the culvert is
not a new construction I see no problems with this. As a matter of fact with
the addition of the new pipe to carry away the water, the tree shall only

benefit.
ironments)
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Nagele
5000 N .Rodeo Gulch
Soquel, CA 95073 -4 -

Some root pruning may need to take place while the trenching to lay the new
storm pipe takes place. If any roots are encountered it is vital that root
pruning specificationsare strictly adhered to.

Tree#2

This tree is in good health. It is far enough away from constructionthat | see
no problems to mitigate. Also, due to its location | would not recommend
any pruning; instead | would simple let it grow as it has been, giving the area
a natural look.

Tree #3

This tree is also in good health. It is located at the back side of tree #2. |
have the same comments for this tree as well.

Tree #4

This tree is located approximately six feet from the proposed parking lot.
While the tree is in good health, | would recommend its removal due to the
fact that it is so close to the new proposed construction. Also, with its
removal it will open up canopy space for tree #5.

Tree #5

This tree is in fair health. This is very mature tree; | would place its age to be
about 200 years old. There are two large pockets of decay in the truk of the
tree, which is to be expected in a tree of this age. The tree has done a fairly
good job at compartmentalizingthe decay and creatingtension wood around
the wounds. This is important because while a tree can be hollow in the
center of the tree as long as there is enough healthy wood supporting the
weight of the canopy there should be no problems. By
compartmentalization, the tree has stopped decay in the healthy outer wood,
where it continues to grow.

The tree is far enough from the construction area that there should be little
impact to it as long as construction specificationsare followed. However,
when grading for the parking lot you may encounter some woody roots to
this tree. If woody roots are encountered they must be dug out by hand. |

Envimnmental Review lﬂ
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Nagele

5000 N. Rodeo Guich
Soquel, CA 95073 -5-

can not stress enough that the root pruning specifications be followed. Root
damage to this tree will send the tree into a quick decline.

The tree should have all deadwood removed, the canopy lifted and shaped
for balance. Please see pruning specifications.

Tree #6

This tree is in good health. At on point in its life it fell over, however, it was
able to re-establish itself and is doing fine. I would recommend that it is
cleaned of dead wood but, that is all.

Tree #7

This tree is in good health. This tree is also near the existing road. Its canopy
should be lifted for the 14% foot clearance in order for their trucks to pass
safely. All dead wood should be removed.

Enwironmental Review inital
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Nagele
5000 N. Rodeo Gulch
Soquel, CA 95073 -6-

CONSTRUCTION SPECIEICATION

1. GENERAL

1.1.A6' chain link fence with posts sunk into the ground shall be erected
in what is known as the critical root zone. For all trees, but for #4,
this is the area under the canopy of the trees. Trees #2 & #3 can be
fenced together; trees #6 &#7 can also be fenced together.

1.2.A4-6" layer of mulch shall be placed within the critical root zone but
12" from the trunk of the tree.

1.3.No construction debris or dirt shall be left under the canopy of these
trees.

1.4.No equipment containing any type of toxic chemicals, paint, or
cement shall be cleaned near these trees.

1.5.No storage of equipment of any type shall happen near these trees.

2. SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROOT PRUNING

2.1.The excavation contractor shall meet with the consulting arborist at
the site prior to beginning work to review tree protection measures.

2.1.1. All roots needing to be pruned shall be cut cleanly with a sharp
hand tool, with oversight by the consulting arborist. If roots that
have not been pruned are encountered during digging, heavy
equipment operation will cease. The area will be dug by hand and

Envimnmental Review Initaj
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Nagele

5000 N. Rodeo Gulch
Soquel, CA 95073 -7-

the roots will then be properly pruned.

2.2.Exposed roots are extremely sensitive to drying, frost, and disease.
All exposed and pruned roots shall be covered with burlap and kept
moist until the roots are covered back by soil.

3. SPECIFICATIONS FOR PRUNING

3.1.Pruning of the trees needs to be done under the supervision of the
consulting arborist.

3.2.All pruning of tree shall be in accordance with the American National
Standards A300 (Part1)-2001 Pruning.

3.3.All pruning of trees shall take place prior to construction and
placement of construction fencing.

3.4.Canopy clean 4 oak trees, removing decayed, dead and disorientated
branches.

3.5.Raise canopy of 2 oak trees for a 14%foot clearance for fire trucks.
No cuts larger than 2”” in diameter should be made in raising the
canopy.

Environmental Review Inital
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CONCLUSION

The proposed construction of a wine production building and parking lot
will affect a total of seven trees on this parcel, which easily has over 100
mature trees. For the most part the construction is far enough away from
these trees | feel, as long as all specificationsand recommendations are
strictly adhered to, that the impact to these trees will be minimal.

The removal of tree #4, the smallest of these trees, will aesthetically be of
little consequence. However, it will help the overall health of tree #5, which
Is truly aremarkable tree.

Any questions or further discussion in regards to these trees or in regards to
my recommendations may be made to my office.

Sincerely,

Christine Bosinger
1.S.A.Certified Arborist #WE-4309

Environmental Review Inital
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Tel: 831.423.6441

November 14,2007

Mr. Mathew Johnson

Deputy Environmental Coordinator
County of Santa Cruz

701 Ocean Si., 4'* floor

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE: 5000 North Rodeo Gulch Road, Soquel, CA
Mr. Johnson;

Thank you for discussing with me the other day about the guidelines for oak woodlands.
I have gone to inspectthe trees that are in question for removal for the fire access.
These trees are all smalland under the canopy of larger oaks. The area that these trees
are being removed from is a groove of oaks along the existing driveway. The removal of
these smaller trees will not only have no impact on the total canopy coverage but inthe
long run will only help the more established rees by giving them more room to grow.
The removal d these trees will not alter the overall 0ak canopy coverage for this piece
of land.

If you should have any other questions inregardsto this matter please feel free to
contact me at my office.

Sincerely,

Christine Bosinger

Certified Arborist WE4309
Environmental Revi ]
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CENTRAL
FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

of Santa Cruz County
Fire Prevention Division

93017™ Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA 95062
phone (831)479-6843 fax (831)479-6847

Date: July 25, 2007

To: Santa Cruz County Planning Dept

From: Jeanette Devery, Division Chief/Fire Marshal
Subject: Access mad

Address 5000 North Rodeo Gukh Road

APN: 103-011-55

OoCccC 10301155

A 'Code 2' runwas conducted to the property located at 5000 North Rodeo Gulch Road and it was determined

that Ihe response time to such property is 12 — 14 minutes. During a true emergency this run would be "Code 3"
and would have a quicker response time than referenced above.

The County General Plan slates that access roads to buildings (including commercial) located outside the urban
services line shall be 18 feet in width.

However, if the use of this building or portion thereof changes in the future and B open to the public for events
then state code shall prevail and a 20 foot wide access road shall be required.

Environmental Review Inital S
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Accessibility Completeness (LauraBrinson)
Comment: 20

The building’s occupancy is F. The two owners will perform all work. One

—Ccomment: 22
1. Descriptionof activities.
* Delivery of grapes from outside sources (only at harvest).
* Crushthe grapes.
* Fermentthe must.
* Pressthejuice.
« Age in oak barrels and stainless steel tanks.
+ Bottlewine.
2. Employees.
* None, two owners
3. Hours of Operation.
» The hours of operation are irregular.
*  When wine is made the hours of operationwill be 9:00am
to 5:00pm.
Sales of wine.
* Wholesale accounts
= Wine Club
5. Method of grape residue disposal.
* The pressed grape skins and seeds will be taken to Santa
Cruz County Landfill.
6. Descriptionof activities that will occur outside building.
* None. The building has been designedto crush inside at
harvest.

: pf‘wy m Statement™

Comment: 23
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