
COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
701 OCEAN STREET, 4'' FLOOR. SANTA CRUZ.  C A  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 Neqative Declaration 
(Your project will not have a significant impact on the environment.) 

Mitigations will be attached to the Negative Declaration. 

No mitigations will be attached. xx 

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 500 
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 

1. 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 proposal to 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 
BEEN ANALYZED IN GREATER DETAIL BASED ON PROJECT SPECIFIC 
INFORMATION. 

~ cl Geology/Soils Noise __ 
cl HydrologyMlater SupplyMlater Quality Air Quality - ~ 

cl 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 __ - 

- Transportationfrraffic 

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

General Plan Amendment J Grading Permit 

Land Division ~ Riparian Exception 
- __ 

~ Rezoning ~ Other: 

- J Development Permit - 
~ Coastal Development Permit - 

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

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

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

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

- I find 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. 

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

For: Claudia Slater 
Environmental Coordinator 
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II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS 
Parcel Size: 33.6 acres 
Existing Land Use: Residential 
Vegetation: Grasses, shrubs and oak trees 

Nearby Watercourse: Love Creek (Soquel Creek tributary) 
Distance To: Approx. 1.000 feet from proposed building site 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS 
Groundwater Supply: nla Liquefaction: nla 
Water Supply Watershed: nla 
Groundwater Recharge: Development outside 
Timber or Mineral: Development outside 
Agricultural Resource: nla Archaeology: nla 
Biologically Sensitive Habitat: nla 
Fire Hazard: Development outside critical area 
Floodplain: nla Solar Access: nla 
Erosion: nla Solar Orientation: nla 
Landslide: nla Hazardous Materials: nla 

Slope in area affected by project: 0 - 30% - 31 - 100% 

Fault Zone: nla 
Scenic Corridor: nla 
Historic: nla 

Noise Constraint: nla 
Electric Power Lines: nla 

SERVICES 
Fire Protection: Central Fire 
School District: nla 
Sewage Disposal: Septic 

Drainage District: None 
Project Access: N. Rodeo Gulch Road 
Water Supply: Private well 

PLANNING POLICIES 
Zone District: Special Use (SU) 
General Plan: Rural Residential (R-R) 

Urban Services Line: - Inside Outside 
Coastal Zone: - Inside - 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. Development on 

Special Designation: None 

and Mountain Residential (R-M) 
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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 IO). 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 
impacts to 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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111. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

A. Geoloav 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 Geologist for the area or as 
identified by other substantial 
evidence? r, 

B. Seismic ground shaking? J 

C. Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? r, 

D. Landslides? r, 

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 improvements to 
damage from soil instability as a result 
of on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, to subsidence, liquefaction, 
or structural collapse? J 

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%? J 

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

4. Result in soil erosion or the substantial 
loss of topsoil? J 

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. Prior to 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 plan will include provisions for disturbed areas to be planted 
with ground cover and to be maintained to minimize surface erosion. 

5. Be located on expansive soil, as 
defined in Table 18-1-6 of the Uniform 
Building Code(l994), creating 
substantial risks to property? 4 

The geotechnical report for the project did not identify any elevated risk associated with 
expansive soils based on the subsurface soil conditions identied (Purisima 
Sandstone). 
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Sigoirtant Less than 
Or Sigdflenot Less than 

Potentidly with sigoinuot 
SlgdRuot Mitigation Or Not 

Impact inmrporation NO Impact Applicable 

6. Place sewage disposal systems in 
areas dependent upon soils incapable 
of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks, leach fields, or alternative 
waste water disposal systems? J 

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? J 

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

1. Place development within a 100-year 
flood hazard area? J 

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-year flood hazard area. 

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

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-year flood hazard area. 

3. Be inundated by a seiche or tsunami? J 
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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? J 

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). J 

No commercial activities are proposed that would generate a significant amount of 
contaminants to a public or private water supply. The parking and driveway associated 
with the project will incrementally contribute pollutants to 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? J 

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 
manner which could result in flooding, 
erosion, or siltation on or off-site? J 

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? J 

Drainage Calculations prepared by C2GICivil Consultants Group, dated 611 812007 and 
a culvert analysis and stormwater retention calculations prepared by C2G dated July 
2007, 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 IO-year storm will increase by approximately 2.7% 
over existing conditions and runoff for 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. Refer to response B-5 for 
discussion of urban contaminants and/or other polluting runoff. 

9. Contribute to flood levels or erosion in 
natural water courses by discharges of 
newly collected runoff? J 

. 

See discussion B-8, above. 

I O .  Otherwise substantially degrade water 
supply or quality? J 

C. Biolonical Resources 
Does the project have the potential to: 

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 Department of Fish 
and Game, or US. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? J 

A Biotic Report was prepared for a previous project (Minor Land DivisiodSecond Unit) 
by the Habitat Restoration Group, dated November 8, 1990 (Attachment I O ) .  While this 
report was intended to establish the areas on site subject to critical fire hazards, it also 
includes a description of the habitat types and species found on site. No special status 
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Impact lnorporstion No Impact Applicable 

species have been identified on the subject property in either the Biotic Report or 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.)? J 

There are no 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? J 

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? J 

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 contribution to the 
reduction of the number of species of 
plants or animals? J 

Refer to C-I 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)? J 

The project will not conflict with any local policies or ordinances. It is 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? J 

D. Energy and Natural Resources 
Does the project have the potential to: 

1. Affect or be affected by land 
designated as “Timber Resources” by 
the General Plan? J 

The proposed development is 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 Forestry timber harvest rules and regulations, and the development site 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 Plan for agricultural use? J 

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

3. Encourage activities that result in the 
use of large amounts of fuel, water, or 
energy, or use of these in a wasteful 
manner? J 
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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)? J 

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

1. Have an adverse effect on a scenic 
resource, including visual obstruction 
of that resource? J 

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? J 

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 
development on a ridge line? J 

The existing visual setting is very low density residential development 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? J 

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

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 potential to: 

1. Cause an adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines 15064.5? @ 

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 pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines 15064.5? J 

No archeological resources have been identified in the project area. Pursuant to 
County Code Section 16.40.040, if at any time in the preparation for 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? 4 

Pursuant to 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. If the 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 mitigations to 
preserve the resource on the site are established. 
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4. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site? J 

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 potential to: 

1. Create a significant hazard to 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? J 

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 pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the 
environment? J 

The project site is not included on the list of hazardous sites in Santa Cruz County 
compiled pursuant to 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? J 

4. Expose people to electro-magnetic 
fields associated with electrical 
transmission lines? J 
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5. Create a potential fire hazard? J 

The project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code requirements and will 
include fire protection devices as required by the local fire agency. A Biotic Report was 
prepared for a previous project (Minor Land DivisionlSecond Unit) by the Habitat 
Restoration Group, dated November 8, 1990 (Attachment IO) ,  which established that 
the project site is not within a critical fire hazard area. 

6. Release bio-engineered organisms or 
chemicals into the air outside of 
project buildings? J 

H. TransportationlTraffic 
Does the project have the potential to: 

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

The project will create a small incremental increase in traffic on nearby roads and 
intersections. However, given the small number of new trips created by the project this 
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? J 

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

3. Increase hazards to motorists, 
bicyclists, or pedestrians? J 

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? J 

See response H-I above. 

1. Noise 
Does the project have the potential to: 

1. Generate a permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without 
the project? J 

The project will 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? J 

Per County policy, average hourly noise levels shall not exceed the General Plan 
threshold of 50 Leq during the day and 45 L q  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 in the 
project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? J 

Noise generated during construction will increase the ambient noise levels for adjoining 
areas. Construction will 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 substantially to an existing 
or projected air quality violation? J 

The North Central Coast Air Basin does not meet State standards for ozone and 
particulate matter (PMIO). 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. Given the modest amount of new traffic that will be 
generated by the project there 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 contribution to 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 impacts to a 
less than significant level. 

2. Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of an adopted air 
quality plan? 4 

The project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the regional air quality 
plan. See J-I above. 

3. Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations? J 

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

4. Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? J 
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s i g i r w m  Less uuo 
Or signincant Lera u u o  

Potentially with Significant 
Significant MiWdon Or Not 

Impact Ixorporatioo No Impact Applicable 

K. Public Services and Utilities 
Does the project have the potential to: 

1. Result in the need for 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? J 

The project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code requirements and will 
include fire protection devices as required by the local fire agency. A Biotic Report was 
prepared for a previous project (Minor Land DivisionlSecond Unit) by the Habitat 
Restoration Group, dated November 8, 1990 (Attachment I O ) ,  which established that 
the project site is not within a critical fire hazard area. 

b. Police protection? J 

c. Schools? J 

d. Parks or other recreational 
activities? J 

e. Other public facilities; including 
the maintenance of roads? J 

While the project represents an incremental contribution to the need for services, the 
increase will be minimal. Moreover, the project meets all of the standards and 
requirements identified by the local fire agency and transportation fees 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 need for construction of 
new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

LDSS &an 
S i i f i r snt  

01 Not 
No Impact Applkable 

J 

Drainage Calculations prepared by C2GICivil 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 IO-year storm will 
increase by approximately 2.7% over existing conditions and runoff for a 100-year 
storm will increase by approximately 1.8%. The runoff rate from the property will be 
controlled by the use of a ‘7” 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. Result in 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? 

The project will rely on an individual well for water supply. Public WE 
facilities will not have to be expanded. 

rl 

?r delive~,r 

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

4. Cause a violation of wastewater 
treatment standards of the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board? J 

The project‘s wastewater flows will not violate any wastewater treatment standards. 
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significant Less than 
Or Significant Less Umn 

Potentidly with sigOir*ant 
Significant Mitigation 01 Not 

Impact Imorporatioo KO Impact Applicable 

5. Create a situation in which water 
supplies are inadequate to serve the 
project or provide fire protection? J 

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

6. Result in inadequate access for fire 
protection? J 

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

7. Make a significant contribution to a 
cumulative reduction of landfill 
capacity or ability to properly dispose 
of refuse? J 

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 contribution will be relatively small and will be of similar 
magnitude to that created by existing land uses around the project. 

8. Result in a breach of federal, state, 
and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste management? J 

L. Land Use, Population, and Housing 
Does the project have the potential to: 

1. Conflict with any policy of the County 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 

J mitigating an environmental effect? -. 

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? J 

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 

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

4. 

community? J 

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)? J 

The proposed project will not extend the road or increase its capacity. 

5. Displace substantial numbers of 
people, or amount of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? J 

The proposed project will not affect existing housing. 
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M. Non-Local Amrovals 

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

N. Mandatory Findings of Sinnificance 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

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 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant, animal, or natural community, or 
eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

Yes J No 

J No - Yes 

Does the project have the potential to 
achieve short term, to the disadvantage of 
long term environmental goals? (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) Yes No J 

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 
connection with 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 No * 

Yes No * 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission 
(APAC) Review 

Archaeological Review 

Biotic ReporVAssessment 

Geologic Hazards Assessment (GHA) 

Geologic Report 

Geotechnical (Soils) Report 

Riparian Pre-Site 

Septic Lot Check 

Other: 
Arborist Report 

Attachments: 

REQUIRED COMPLETED* - NIA 

J 

J 

No 11/8/1990 

J 

J 

Yes 212007 

J 

Yes 5/25/2007 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

7. 

a. 

9. 

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 
701-17 

Biotic Report Review Letter prepared by William Davilla, dated February 15, 1991 
I O .  Biotic Report prepared by Mara Noelle, Biologist, for The Habitat Restoration Group, dated November 

11. Discretionary Application Comments, dated September 17, 2007 
12. Arborists Report prepared by Christine-Sara Bosinger dated May 25, 2007 
13. Letter from Jeanette Devery, Central Fire Protection District, dated July 25, 2007 
14. Program statement from project applicant 

a, 1990 
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Dees & Associates, Inc. 
Geotechnical Engineen 
501 Misston Street, Spite EA Santa Crur, CA 95060 Phone (831) 427.1770 Fax (831) 421-1794 

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 geotechnical aspects of the project plans (Sheets A- 
I ,  A-2, A 4  to A-7 and C1 toC4) for the wine processing building proposed at the 
referenced site. Sheets A-I ,  A-2 and A-4 to A-7 were prepared by Reid Lerner. Architect. 
Sheets A - I  acd 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 C l  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 
retaining walls. Fills will be keyed and benched into firm soil. The actual depths of keys and 
benches should be determined in the 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 retaining walls along the upslope side. Structural plans for the building foundation 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 below the 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 accordance with 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: 1 to Addressee 
3 to Reid Lerner, 
1 to C2G, Civil Consultants Group 

Environmental Revlew lnital 

c 

ATTACHMENT LL 2 
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GEOTECHNCIAL INVESTIGATION 
For 

PROPOSED WINE PROCESSING BUILDING 

5000 North Rodeo Gulch Road, Soquel 

Santa Cruz County, California 
APN 103-011-55 

Prepared 
For 

JOSEPH NAEGELE AND KATY LOVELL 
Soquel, California 

Prepared By 

Geotechnical Engineers 
Project No. SCR-0216 

February 2007 

DEES & ASSOCIATES, INC. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION 
Introduction 
Purpose and Scope 
Project Location and Description 
Field Investigation 
Laboratory Testing 
Subsurface Conditions 
Groundwater 
Seismicity 
Liquefaction 
Slope Stability and Landsliding 

DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
Site Grading 
Spread Footings 
Retaining Wall Lateral Pressures 
Slabs-on-Grade 
Pavements 
Site Drainage 
Plan Review, Construction Observation and Testing 

LIMITATIONS AND UNIFORMITY OF CONDITIONS 

APPENDIX A 
Site Vicinity Map 
Topographic Map 
Boring Site Plan 
Cross-Section A-A’ 
Unified Soil Classification System 
Boring Logs 
Geologic Map 
Fault Map 
Laboratory Test Results 

Paqe No. 

4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 

8 

9 
9 
10 
10 
11 
11 
12 
12 

14 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
24 
25 
26 

Environmental RWIW I 
ATTACHMENT 
APPLICATION 

SCR-0216 I2/20/07 
3 



GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION 

Introduction 
This report presents the results of our Geotechnical Investigation for the new wine 
processing building proposed at the referenced site 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 investigation was to evaluate surface and subsurface soil conditions at 
the site in order to provide geotechnical recommendations for design and construction of 
the proposed improvements. 

The specific scope of our services included: 

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

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. 

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 performed to aid in soil classification. Shear 
strength properties of the subsoils were determined from saturated direct 
shear performed in the laboratory and with Standard Penetration Testing 
during sampling. 

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. 

Submittal of this report presenting the results of our investigation. 

Proiect Location and Description 
The proiect site is located at 5000 North Rodeo Gulch in Santa Cruz County, California, 
Figu;e i. 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, Figures 2 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 lnvestiqation 
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 provided to us. 

Representative soil samples were obtained from the exploratory borings at selected 
depths, or at major strata changes. These samples were recovered using the 3.0 inch O.D. 
Modified California Sampler (L) or the Standard Terzaghi Sampler (1). 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-situ soil. The test was performed by dropping a 
140-pound hammer a 30-inch free fall distance enough times to drive the sampler 6 to 18 
inches. The number of blows required to 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 it is not warranted 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 analyses were determined on the subsoils to aid in soil 
classification. Soil strength parameters were determined using saturated direct shear tests 
performed in the laboratory and Standard Penetration Testing during sampling. The results 
of field and laboratory testing appear on our Test Boring Logs. 

SCR-0216 I2/20/07 
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Subsurface Conditions 
The USGS Santa Cruz County Geologic Map, Figure 9, indicates the site is underlain by 

~ 

! 

Purisima Bedrock (Tp), which is described as,'"VeG thick bedded yellowish-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". 

I 

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 becomes increasingly 
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 15 feet 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 subsoils. 

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 considered to 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, 
according to the 1997 UBC. Type A faults have Moment magnitudes greater than 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 development will be subject to at least one moderate to severe 
earthquake from one of the faults during the next fifty years. 

Liquefaction 
Soil liauefaction is a Dhenomenon 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. 

SCR-0216 I2120107 
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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. All improvements should be set back at least 50 feet from the top edge of the ravine 
slope. 

The top 3 to 9 feet of soil is loose to very loose below the proposed building site. In order 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 18 inches belowthe 
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 So”for analysis using the 1997 
UBC seismic design provisions. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

Site Gradinq 
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 required testing and observation during 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 referenced in this 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 engineered fill 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. Engineered fill 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:l 
(horizontal to vertical) and keyed and benched into firm native soil. Firm native soil 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. 

SCR-0216 I2/20/07 
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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 S U D D O ~ ~  
structures. The soy1 within 18 inches of the-structure should be excavated to a depthof 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 below the 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 designed for 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 under the proposed building loads are anticipated to 
be less than 1 inch and '12 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 adjacent to other footings should not extend within 
an imaginary 1.51 plane projected downward from the bottom edge of the adjacent 
footing. 

15. The foundation trenches should be kept moist and 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. 

Retaininq 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 
equivalent fluid pressure of 35 pcf for level backfills, and 48 pcf for 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 is the height of the wall for level backfills and 29 
H psf for sloping backfills up to 2:l (horizontal to vertical. The walls should also be 
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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 behind the 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 plugged at the surface with clayey 
material to 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 neglected when computing passive 
resistance. 

Sla bs-on-Grade 
20. Non load 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 covered with 2 inches of sand or rounded 
gravel to protect it during construction. The sand or gravel should be lightly moistened just 
prior to placing the concrete to aid in curing the con.crete. 

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 percent above laboratory optimum value and compacted to 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, I 
Site Drainaqe 
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 provisions for 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 steeper than 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 subsequent damage to 
these structures. Landscaping should be planned accordingly. 

Plan Review, Construction Observation, and Testinq 
32. Dees & Associates, Inc. should be provided the 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 accorded the opportunity 
of making the recommended review, we can assume no responsibility for misinterpretation 
of our recommendations. We recommend that our offce 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. 
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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 
construction will 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 recommendations contained herein are professional opinions 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. 
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SITE VICINITY MAP 
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MODIFIED FROM SANTA CRUZ COUNTY DATA 

I TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SCALE 
AS SHOWN 
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BORING NO: 2 
TEST BORING LOGS 
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SOIL DESCRIPTION 

Olive brown SAND with trace Silt, fine grained, moist, 
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Direct Shear  
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CULVERT ANALYSIS AND STORM WATER RETENTION 
(PERCOLATION METHOD) 

C A L C U L AT I 0 N S 

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. 

CZGlCivil Consultants Group, Inc. 
EngineerdPlanners 

4444 Scans Valley Drive/Suite 6 
SCOHS Valley, CA 95066 

831/438-4420 [Tell 8311438-5829 [Fax] 
c2gengrs.cam [E-mail] 
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Culvert DesignerlAnalyzer Report 
Culvert 14+75 

-~ 
Analysts Component 

Slorm Event Design Discharge 0 66 cfs 

Peak Discharge Method. Ralionai 

Design Return Period 25 year Check Return Period 25 year 
Design Peak Discharge 0.66 cfs Check Peak Discharge 0.66 cfs 
Total Area 0.78 acres Time of Concentration 12.00 min 
Weighled C 0.35 Intensity 2.39 inlhr 

Area 
Subwatershed Lacresl C 

I 0 7 8  0.35 

Tailwaler properties irregular Channel 

Slope 0 150000 fvfl Mannings CoeKlclent 0 000 

Taklwater COndttionS lor Design Storm 

Discharge 0 66 CIS Depth 0 0 0  R 
Velocity 0 0 0  fvs 

~~ 

Name Description Discharge HW Eiev Veloclly 

Culvert-I 1.18 inch Circular 0 66 CIS 245 38 fl 5 22 Ws 
Weir Not Considered N/A NIA NIA 

project ~ i t l e :  Poetic Vineyards 
=.\program file*\C"IVe~f\CYm\llDelic v.cvm 

project ~ngineer: Todd R~ creamer 
Civi l  C~nrv l lan ls  GrouplCZG CulverlMa~ter v l . 0  

Page 1 Of 2 07113107 09:51'53 AM 0 Haestad Methods. 1°C 37 Brookside Road Waterbuly. CT 06708 USA (203) 755-1666 



Culvert DesignerlAnalyzer Report 
Culvert 14+75 

Cornponen1:Culvert-l 

Computed Headwater Elevation 245.38 R Discharge 0.66 CIS 

Outlet Control HW Elev 245.38 n Control Type Enlrance Control 

Headwater Deplhl Height 0.33 

lnlel Control HW Elev 245.20 n Tailwater Elevalion 0.00 n 

Upstream Inverl 
I emlh  

244 88 fl Downstream lnvelt 
20.00 n Constructed Slooe 

242.38 n 
0.1250oo wn 

Hydraulic Profile 

Profile 5 2  Depth Downstream 019 n 
Slope Type Steep Normal Deplh 019  a 
Flow Regime Supercritical Cntical Depth 030  fl 
Velocily Downslream 522 fVs Critical Slope 0 017208 Wfl 

Section 

Section Shape 
Section Material 
Section Size 
Number Sections 

Circular Mannings Coefficient 

CMP Span 
1.3 inch Rise 

1 

0.024 
1.50 R 
1.50 n 

Outlet Control Properlies 

Outlet Conlrol HW Elev 24538 n Upstream Velocity Head 011 n 
Ke 0 90 Entrance Loss 009  fl 

Inlet Control Properties 

Inlet Control HW Elev 24520 R Flow Control Unsubrnerged 

K 0 03400 HDS 5 Chart 2 
M 150000 HDS 5 Scale 3 
C 0 05530 Eouation Form 1 

lnlel Type Projecting Area Full 1 8 

Project Title: Poetic Vineyatds Project Engineer: Todd R~ Creamer 
C l ~ i l  Consultants GrouplCZG CulverlMastel Y 1  .O c:\prograrn ~ l e ~ \ ~ ~ I v e n \ c ~ m \ p ~ e l i c  v.mm 

07113107 09:51-53 AM @ Haestad Methods, Inc. 37 Brookside Road Waterbury. CT 06708 USA (203) 755-1666 Page 2 of 2 



Culvert DesignerlAnalyzer Report 
culvert 12+60 

Analysis Component 

Storm Event Design Discharge 0.14 cfs 

Peak Dischaige Method: Rational 

Design Return Period 25 year Chech Return Period 25 year 

Design Peak Discharge 

Total Area 

0.14 cfs Check Peak Discharge 

0.16 acres Time of Concentration 

0.14 cfs 

10.00 rnin 
Weighted C 0.35 Intensity 2 46 mlhr 

Area 
Subwatershed (acres) C 

1 0.16 0.35 

Tailwater properties Irregular Channel 

Slope o 150000 wn Mannings Coeficient 0 000 

Tailwater conditions for Design Storm 

Discharge 0 14 cfs Depth ooo  n 
Velocity 000  ws 

Name Description Discharge HW Elev Velacity 

CUIYed 1 1 15 inch Circular 0 14 ds 276 49 n 371Ws <- 
Weir No1 Considered NIA NIA NIA 

Environmental Review In' I udy 
qTACHMENT 55; q,$q 
APPLICATION n9 - nitlo 

Project Title: Poelic Vineyards Project Engineer: Todd R. Creamer 
c:\program flles\cuIvert\cym\poelic v.cvrn Civil ConsultantS GrouplCZG CulvertMaster "1.0 
07/13/01 09:52:34 AM 0 Haestad Methods. Inc. 37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 06708 USA (203) 755-1656 Page 1 Of 2 , 



Culvert DesignerlAnalyzer Report 
culvert 12+60 

Cornponent:Culvert-I 

Culvert Summary 

Computed Headwater Elevation 27649 R Discharge 0 1 4  cfs 

Outlet Control HW Elev 
Inlet Control HW Elev 276 34 fl Tailwater Elevation 0 0 0  a 

Headwater Depth/ Height 0 19 

27649 R Control Type Entrance Control 

Grades 

Upstream Invert 27625 R Downstream Invert 27315 fl 
Length 1850 fl Constructed Slope 0 167568 Wfl 

Hydraulic Profile 

Profile s2  Deplh, Downslrearn 009  n 
Slope Type Steep Normal Depth 009  n 
Flow Regime Supercrlllcal Crilical Depth 0 1 4  f l  
Velocity Downstream 371  fvs Crltlcal Slope 0020323 fvfl 

Section 

Section Material CMP Span 125 n 
Section Size 15 inch R , X  1 2 5  n 

Section Shape Circular Mannings CoeHicienl 0 024 

Number Sections 1 

Outlet Control Praoerties 

Outlet Control HW Elev 276.49 R Upstream Velocity Head 
KP 0 90 Entrance Loss 

0.05 fl 
0 0 4  n 

Inlet Control Properties 

Inlet Control HW Elev 27634 ft Flow Conlrol Unsubmerged 
Inlet Type Projecting Area Full t 2 n* 
K 0 03400 HDS 5 Chart 2 

M 150000 HDS 5 Scale 3 
C 0 05530 Equation Form 1 

Y 0 54000 

Environmental Review 
ATTACHMENT %. 5 
APPLICATION R$- - f l f  q f 2  

Projecl Engineer: Todd R .  Creamer Project Title: Poetic Vineyards 
c:\piogram ~les\cul~ert\cvm\poelic v.Cvm Civil Consultants GrouplCZG CulvertMaSter "1.0 
07113107 09:52:34 AM D Haestad Methods, Inc. 37 Brookside Road Waterbuly, CT 06708 USA (203) 755-1666 Page 2 01 2 



Culvert DesignerlAnalyzer Report 
New culvert parking lot 

Analysis Component 

Storm Event Design Discharge 0 67 cfs 

Peak Discharge Methad Rational 

Design Retum Period 25 year Check Return Period 25 year 

Design Peak Discharge 0 67 cfs Check Peak Discharge 0 67 cfs 

Total Area 0 79 acres Time of Concentration 1200  min 
Weighted C 0 35 Intensity 2 39 !n/hr 

Area 
Subwatershed (acres) c 

1 079 035 

Tailwater properties Irregular Channel 

Slope o 150000 wft Mannings Coeficienl 0 000 

Tailwater conditions far Design Slorm 

Discharge 0 67 cls Depth o o o  n 
Velaclty 000 ftls 

~~ 

Name Description Discharge HW Eiev Velocity 

Culvert 1 1-18 inch Circular 0 67 cls 237 46 f l  7 83 tvs 
Weir No1 Considered NIA NIA NIA 

ClY i l  COnEUItantS GrouolC2G 
Project Engineer: Todd R. Creamer 

CulvertMasler "1.0 

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



Culvert DesignedAnalyzer Report 

New culvert parking lot 

Component:Culveri-I 

Culvert Summary 

Computed Headwater Elevation 237.46 n Discharge 0.67 cf5 

Outlet Control HW €lev 237.46 R Control Type Entrance Control 

Headwaler Depth/ Heiqhl 0.31 

lniet Control HW Elev 237.36 n Tailwater Elevation 0.00 n 

Grades 

Upstream Invert 237 00 fl Downstream Invert 232.90 fl 
Length 60.00 R Constructed Slope 0.068333 wn 

Hydraulic Profile 

Profile 
Slope Type 
Flow Regime 
Velocitv Downstream 

s2 Depth. Downslream 
steep Normal Depth 

Supercritical Critical Depth 
7.83 Rls Critical Slooe 

0.14 fl 
0.14 fl 
0.30 n 

0.002983 wn 

Section 

Section Shape Circular Mannings Coefficient 0 010 
Section Material PVC Span i 50 n 
Section Size 18 inch Rise 1 5 0  n 
Number Sections 1 

Outlet Control Pro~erl ies 

Outlet Control HW Elev 
Ke 

237.46 R Upstream Velocity Head 
0.50 Entrance Loss 

0.1 1 n 
0.05 n 

Inlet Control Propetties 

Inlet Control HW Elev 23736 n Flow Control Unsubmerged 

K 0 00980 HDS 5 Chart 1 
M 2 00000 HDS 5 Scale 1 

Inlet Type Square edge wlheadwall Area Full I 8 nz 

C 0 03980 Equation Form 1 

Y 0 67000 

Projen Title: POelic Vineyards Projea Engineer: Todd R .  Creamer 
c:\prograin files\culvett\cvm\poefic v.wm Civil Consullanls GrouplCZG CulvertMaster "1.0 
07/13/07 09:56:57 AM 0 Haestad Methods. In=. 37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 06708 USA (203) 755-1666 Page 2 Of 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 a t  5000 North Rodeo Gulch (APN 103-011-43) in central Santa Cruz County 
from "Critical Fire" designation. The applicant was seekjng 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 f a e d  memo dated Februzr; 
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 
questions on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Environmental Review lnital study William Daw11 

Principal APPLICATION hAcHMENT* 

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 
Soquel, California 95073 

Dear MI. Hall, 

Environmental Review lnital t@{ 

ATTACHMENT /f3& 
APPLICATION n? - n / a  

The 40 acre parcel located at 5000 North Rodeo Gulch Road was surveyed on November 8, 
1990 to determine potential lire 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 culfornicu), poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum) California 
blackbeny (Rubus minus) ,  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 is dominated by grasses and low-growing vegetation such as deer tongue lotus, 
telegraph weed (Heterotheca grandiflora), California blackberry, and bracken fern (Pteridiwn 
aquilinwn). 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. h addition, 
the understory within a small area that borders Rodeo Gulch Road consists predominately of 
chapanal species such as deer tongue lotus (Lorus scopan‘us), coyote brush (Bucchuris pilularis 
ssp. consanguinea), sticky monkey flower (Diplocur auram’ucus), and manzanita (Arctostuphylos 
V). 

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 (Adenosroma farciculanun), 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 (Sequoia sempenirens), coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), California bay 
(Umbelluluria californica), madrone ( A r b m  menziesit). 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 
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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 
fiom 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, 

Mara Noelle, Biologist 

Envlranmental Revlew In 

APPLICATION n* */?o ATTACHMENTID. 2 
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The Habirat Restoration Goup 
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Environmental Planning Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON APRIL 12. 2007 BY CAROLYN I BANTI ========= _____-__ - - ________  
4/12/07 

The f o l l o w i n g  a re  Completeness Comments i n  regards t o  s o i l s  and grading issues:  

1. The s o i l s  r epo r t  has NOT been accepted. The submitted repor t  i s  ne i t he r  signed 
nor stamped by t h e  soi l s  engineer. Please submit two wet-signed/stamped copies o f  
t h e  s o i l s  repor t  f o r  review by a s t a f f  engineer. 

2 .  The s o i l s  r epo r t  i s  incomplete, as i t  does not inc lude "Appendix A"  ( bo r i ng  maps, 
logs.  l a b  t e s t  r e s u l t s )  as l i s t e d .  Please inc lude Appendix A i n  the repor t  resubmit- 
t a l  

3. The s o i l s  r epo r t  should be rev ised t o  inc lude an analys is  o f  t he  rav ine s lope 
s t a b i l i t y  and t h e  po ten t i a l  f o r  f u t u r e  f a i l u r e s ,  as we l l  as t he  r a t e  o f  recedence o f  
t h e  t o p  o f  bank 

4. Please show e x i s t i n g  and proposed contours on t he  grading p lan.  Ex i s t i ng  contours 
should be shown as dashed l i n e s .  and proposed contours a s  bo ld  l i n e s  

5. Please rev i se  grading p lan  t o  inc lude  topography no r t h  o f  t he  roadway 

6. The grading p l a n  provided does no t  meet County minimum grading p lan  requirements. 
Please r e f e r  t o  t h e  County Planning Department website: 
w.sccoplanning.com/brochures/grading. htm f o r  grading p lan  requirements. Due t o  t he  
lack  o f  i n f o rma t i on  included on t h e  submitted grading p lans ,  we h igh ly  recommend 
t h a t  t he  app l i can t  ob ta in  t h e  services o f  a reg is te red  C i v i l  Engineer t o  prepare t he  
grading p l  ans . 

7 .  Note: Once grad ing plans are submit ted t h a t  meet our requirements, t he  p l an  w i l l  
be reviewed f o r  compliance w i t h  min imiz ing grading p o l i c i e s .  

8. Please prov ide a p r o f i l e  f o r  t he  widened asphal t  concrete driveway. Both t he  s i t e  
p lan and p r o f i l e  f o r  t he  driveway should extend t o  t h e  entrance o f  t he  p roper ty  ( a t  
t he  gate) .  

9 .  Please prov ide t h e  gate code t o  a l l ow  s t a f f  access t o  t h e  s i t e  f o r  review. 

10.Please rev i se  plans t o  inc lude  a conceptual drainage p l an  f o r  s i t e  r u n o f f .  

1 1 . P r i o r  t o  t he  d i sc re t i ona ry  app l i ca t i on  being deemed complete, a p lan review l e t -  
t e r  from the  s o i l s  engineer s h a l l  be submitted t o  Environmental Planning. The author 
o f  t h e  s o i l s  r epo r t  sha l l  w r i t e  t h e  p l an  review l e t t e r .  The l e t t e r  sha l l  s t a t e  that 
t he  p r o j e c t  p lans conform t o  t h e  r e p o r t ' s  recommendations. ========= UPDATED ON 
APRIL 16. 2007 BY ANTDNELLA GENTILE ========= 
Add i t iona l  completeness comments from Environmental Planning: 

1. Submit an a r b o r i s t ' s  repor t  t h a t  surveys a l l  t rees w i t h i n  t he  l i m i t s  o f  grading 
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and makes recommendations regarding re ten t i on  and p ro tec t ion  o f  t r ees .  See addi 
t i o n a l  comments under Compliance Issues 

2 .  Show l i m i t s  of  grading on t h e  grading p lan.  ========= UPDATED ON MAY 3 0 .  2007 BY 

5/30/07- Comments by Carolyn Banti 

The f o l l ow ing  are Completeness Comments w i t h  regards t o  s o i l s  and grading issues 
(Second Rout ing):  

CAROLYN I BANTI ========= 

F i r s t  r ou t i ng  responses: 

Comments #]-#a, and #10 have been r e c t i f i e d  i n  t h e  resubmitted plans 

Comment #9 - Please p rov ide  t h e  gate code t o  f a c i l i t a t e  s t a f f  access t o  t h e  s i t e .  

Comment #11 - P r i o r  t o  t h e  d isc re t ionary  app l i ca t i on  being deemed complete, a p lan  
review l e t t e r  from t h e  s o i l s  engineer s h a l l  be submitted t o  Environmental Planning. 
The author o f  t h e  s o i l s  repor t  sha l l  w r i t e  t h e  p lan  review l e t t e r .  The l e t t e r  sha l l  
s t a t e  t h a t  t he  p r o j e c t  p lans conform t o  t h e  r e p o r t ’ s  recomendations. 

Second rou t i ng  comments: 

12. The driveway cross sect ions show a r e t a i n i n g  w a l l  i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  o f  S t a t i o n  
15+50. Please show t h e  r e t a i n i n g  w a l l  i n  p lan  view, i nc l ud ing  begin/end po in ts  and 
t o p - o f -w a l l  and bot tom-of -wal l  e levat ions,  and rev i se  the p lan  view f o r  w a l l  #1 t o  
inc lude  t he  same in fo rmat ion .  

13. The s o i l s  r epo r t  has been accepted. Please see l e t t e r  dated 6/1/07. ========= 
UPDATED ON JUNE 18. 2007 BY ANTONELLA GENTILE ========= 

Add i t iona l  Completeness Comments by Environmental Planning 

1. Show removal of t r e e  #4 as recomended by t h e  a r b o r i s t  

2. It appears that t r e e  #7 w i l l  need t o  be removed f o r  t he  purpose o f  driveway 
wideningrgrading. Show t h i s  t r e e  t o  be removed. 

3.  Four t r ees  are shown t o  be removed f o r  t he  purpose o f  driveway wideningigrading 
a t  t h e  beginning o f  t h e  driveway. It appears t h a t  a t  l eas t  one add i t iona l  t r e e  
should be removed i n  t h i s  area, as i t  i s  located i n  an area o f  proposed grading.  
Show removal o f  t h i s  add i t i ona l  t r e e .  

4 .  Grading l i m i t  l i n e  i s  no t  accurately shown a t  t he  beginning o f  t h e  driveway. A l l  
proposed grading contours should f a l l  w i t h i n  t h e  grading l i m i t  l i n e .  

5.  Grading l i m i t  l abe l  near e x i s t i n g  285 contour does no t  p o i n t  t o  t h e  grading l i m i t  
l i n e .  ========= UPDATED ON AUGUST 1 4 ,  2007 BY CAROLYN I BANTI ========= 

( T h i r d  Routing) No add i t i ona l  Completeness Comments from Environmental Planning 
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Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON A P R I L  12, 2007 BY CAROLYN I BANTl ========= _________  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
4/12/07 

The f o l l ow ing  are Compliance Comments i n  regards t o  s o i l s  and grading i ssues :  

1. The proposed roadway should be kept t o  t he  18’ minimum width  unless mod i f i ca t ions  
are fo rma l l y  requested and approved in w r i t i n g .  The app l i can t ’ s  i n q u i r y  must provide 
an o u t l i n e  o f  t he  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  t he  request f o r  mod i f i ca t ion ,  a s  we l l  as s u f f i -  
c i e n t  in fo rmat ion  t o  support c la ims. I f  approved, t he  widened roadway w i l l  no t  be 
al lowed beyond t he  driveway t o  t he  wine product ion f a c i l i t y .  

4/12/07 

The f o l l ow ing  are Miscellaneous Comrnents/Permit Condit ions i n  regards t o  s o i l s  and 
grading issues:  

1. Winter grading w i l l  not  be approved f o r  t h i s  s i t e  

2 .  A p l a n  review l e t t e r  from t h e  s o i l s  engineer w i l l  be requi red t o  be submit ted 
w i t h  t h e  b u i l d i n g  permit  p lans .  The p lan review l e t t e r  must s t a t e  t h a t  t h e  respec- 
t i v e  p lans are i n  conformance w i t h  t he  geotechnical recommendations. 

3 .  Note t h a t  f u tu re  plans t o  be included w i t h  a b u i l d i n g  permi t  a p p l i c a t i o n  w i l l  r e  
qu i r e  add i t i ona l  erosion con t ro l  d e t a i l s  and loca t ions .  Erosion con t ro l  p lans t o  be 
submitted w i t h  t h e  b u i l d i n g  permi t  app l i ca t ion  s h a l l  be prepared by a r eg i s te red  
profess ional  author ized t o  do such work under s t a t e  l a w .  ========= UPDATED ON APRIL  
16, 2007 BY ANTONELLA GENTILE ========= 

Add i t iona l  Compliance Issues from Environmental Planning: 

1.  Per General P1a.n p o l i c i e s  6 .3 .4  and 6.3.9. vegetat ion removal must be minimized 

2. Per General Plan p o l i c i e s  6 .3 .9  and 8.2 .2 .  grading must be minimized 

Add i t iona l  Condit ions from Environmental Planning: 

1. A r b o r i s t ’ s  reference and spec i f i ca t i ons  f o r  t r e e  p ro tec t i on  should be stamped on 
the  f i n a l  b u i l d i n g  permit  p lans.  

M i  sc Comments from Environmental P1 anning: 

1. 1990 B i o t i c  repor t  by The Habi ta t  Restorat ion Group was completed t o  determine 
f i r e  hazard p o t e n t i a l .  

2 .  Parcel i s  mapped as a b i o t i c  resource area. Upon inspect ion,  i t was determined 
t h a t  t h e  resource does not e x i s t  on the parcel  and w i l l  not  be nega t i ve ly  impacted. 

UPDATED ON MAY 30. 2007 BY CAROLYN I BANTl Reviewin 
_________ ______  ___ 

- ATTACHMENT 11- 3 
APPLICATION~s’? /qfi 
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5/30/07 - Comments by Carolyn Banti 

The f o l l ow ing  are compliance comments i n  regards t o  s o i l s  and grading issues (Second 
Rout ing):  

Comment #1 - The appl icant  has i nd i ca ted  t h a t  t he  20 f oo t  driveway width  was r e -  
quested by the F i r e  Department dur ing a pre-development s i t e  review. Please p rov ide  
a w r i t t e n ,  signed statement from the  F i r e  Department v e r i f y i n g  t h e  minimum w id th  r e -  
quirement f o r  t h e  s i t e  

5/30/07 - Comments by Carolyn Banti 

The f o l l ow ing  are miscellaneous comnents/conditions o f  approval i n  regards t o  s o i l s  
and grading issues (Second Routing): 

No Addi t iona l  Comments ========= UPDATED ON JUNE 18. 2007 BY ANTONELLA GENTILE 

No rnisc.comments/conditions a t  t h i s  t ime.  ========= UPDATED ON AUGUST 13, 2007 BY 

8/13/07 - Comments by Carolyn Banti 

The f o l l ow ing  are Miscellaneous Comnents/Conditions o f  Approval i n  regards t o  s o i l s  
and grading issues (Th i r d  Routing): 

The plans show a proposed s tockp i l e  area on 2 : l  max. slopes. Please note t h a t  t h i s  
area may on ly  be used f o r  temporary s tockp i l i ng  o f  mate r ia l s  and eros ion con t ro l  
plans must show the  proper erosion con t ro l  measures t o  r e t a i n  s o i l s  i n  t h i s  area 
The b u i l d i n g  permi t  plans must s t a t e  t h e  des t i na t i on  o f  a l l  o f f -hau led  m a t e r i a l s .  I f  
mater ia ls  are t o  be d i s t r i b u t e d  on -s i t e ,  t he  loca t ions  t o  rece ive f i l l  must be 
c l e a r l y  labe led on t h e  plans.  I f  s o i l s  a re  t o  be placed on slopes greater than  20 
percent o r  r e s u l t  i n  f i l l  depths greater  than 2 f e e t  proposed contours w i l l  be r e -  
qu i red.  ========= UPDATED ON AUGUST 14. 2007 BY CAROLYN I BANTI ========= 

(Th i r d  Routing) Compliance Comments - Carolyn Banti 

The widened roadway i s  approved, bu t  as s ta ted  i n  f i r s t  rou t i ng  compliance comments, 
w i l l  on ly  be approved up t o  t he  entrance t o  t he  wine product ion f a c i l i t y .  ========= , 

UPDATED ON AUGUST 14. 2007 BY ANTONELLA GENTILE ========= 
Addi t iona l  condi t ions from Environmental Planning: 

1. F ina l  b u i l d i n g  plans must s t a t e  tha t ,  with t h e  except ion t r ees  4 and 7 .  a l l  
spec i f i ca t i ons  from the  a r b o r i s t ’ s  repor t  w i l l  be fo l lowed.  

2. Removed t r ees  must be replaced a t  a minimum one-to-one r a t i o  w i t h  24- inch box- 
s ized t rees .  

CAROLYN 1 BANTI ========= 

Dpw Drainage Completeness Comnents 

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR T H I S  AGENCY 
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REVIEW ON APRIL 12, 2007 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= App l i ca t i on  w i th  plans 
dated 3/20 and 3/21/07 has been received. Please address t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  
_ _ _ _ _  ~ _ _ -  __ - _ _ _  _ _ _  

1) Please c l a r i f y  t he  extent  o f  proposed impervious area associated w i t h  t h e  
p ro j ec t .  What i s  t h e  extent  o f  the driveway widening? Sheet A-3 shows widening f o r  a 
sect ion,  how w i l l  t h i s  widened sect ion t i e  i n t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  driveway and road? 

2 )  Please provide a drainage p lan  t h a t  describes how runo f f  from a l l  new impervious 
areas ( r o o f .  driveway, parking areas, e t c . )  w i l l  be handled and m i t i ga ted  f o r  on- 
s i t e .  This p ro j ec t  i s  requ i red t o  l i m i t  post  development r u n o f f  ra tes  t o  predevelop- 
ment l e v e l s  f o r  a range o f  storms up t o  and i nc l ud ing  t he  10 year  storm. U t i l i z i n g  
detent ion t o  meet t h i s  requirement i s  on ly  al lowed i f  other  measures are n o t  
feas ib le .  Are f a c i l i t i e s  t o  r e t a i n  and i n f i l t r a t e  added r u n o f f  due t o  add i t i ona l  i m -  
pervious areas f eas ib l e  on t h i s  s i t e ?  I f  so. please incorporate  
r e t e n t i o n / i n f i l t r a t i o n  measures p r i o r  t o  detent ion.  I f  no t ,  p lease submit reasons 
and technica l  support o f  i n f e a s i b i l i t y  f o r  review. 

3 )  Provide additi.ona1 d e t a i l s  inc lud ing  s ize ,  type,  e leva t ions ,  energy d i s s i p a t i o n  
a t  o u t l e t ,  e t c .  f o r  t he  proposed driveway c u l v e r t  

4) The geotechnical i nves t i ga t i on  f o r  t h e  s i t e  recommended t h a t  a l l  improvements be 
set  back 50 from t h e  edge o f  t he  drainage rav ine .  It appears t h a t  t h e  proposed p lan 
includes cover ing up t h e  rav ine  w i t h  park ing and driveway and i n s t a l l i n g  a c u l v e r t .  
Submit ana lys is  demonstrating t ha t  t he  driveway cu l ve r t s  ( e x i s t i n g  and proposed) 
meet design c r i t e r i a  requirements (capac i t y ,  safe over f low,  f reeboard,  v e l o c i t y ,  
e t c . )  based on t h e  watershed d ra in ing  t o  them. Please a lso  p rov ide  a l e t t e r  from the  
geotechnical engineer approving o f  t h e  proposed a l t e r a t i o n s  t o  t h e  rav ine ,  s t a t i n g  
that t he  p lan should r e s u l t  i n  a s tab le  p r o j e c t .  

5 )  The s i t e  survey shows a 16- driveway c u l v e r t  around e leva t i on  275 f ee t  wh i l e  t h e  
proposed p lan  does not show t h i s  c u l v e r t .  How w i l l  t h i s  r u n o f f  be d i r e c t e d  once t h i s  
c u l v e r t  i s  e l iminated? 

61 How w i l l  t he  proposed b u i l d i n g  be protected from upstream runo f f ?  

A l l  submi t ta ls  f o r  t h i s  o ro i ec t  should be made throuqh t he  Planning Department. For 
. I  

questions regarding t h i s  review Publ ic  Works stormwater management-staff i s  a v a i l  - 
ab le  8-12 M- F  a t  454-2160. 

UPDATED ON JUNE 13. 2007 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= App l i ca t i on  w i t h  c i v i l  
plans by C2G dated 5/1/07 and 5/15/07 has been received. Please address t h e  f o l l ow -  
i n g :  

_________ ~_ _______  

1)  Per previous comment No. 4 please submit ana.lysis demonstrating t h a t  t h e  c u l -  
ve r ts ,  bo th  e x i s t i n g  and proposed are adequate i n  meeting design c r i t e r i a  requ i re -  
ments (capac i t y .  safe overf low, freeboard, v e l o c i t y ,  e t c . )  based on t he  watershed 
d ra in ing  t o  them. 

P1 ease see m i  s c e l l  aneous coments 
UPDATED ON AUGUST 7 ,  2007 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= App l i ca t i on  w i t h  c i v i l  

p lans rev ised on 6/18/07 and analys is  dated July 2007 by C2G Consultants has been 
received and i s  complete w i t h  regards t o  stormwater management f o r  t h e  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  

_-_____-_ _________  
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stage. 

Please note t h a t  ana lys is  f o r  t h e  proposed r a i n  garden was a l so  received. Th is  
f a c i l i t y  provides best management p rac t i ces  f o r  t h e  p r o j e c t .  As designed i t does not 
necessar i ly  ho ld  r uno f f  a t  pre-development r a tes ,  however the design a l so  inc ludes 
d ispersa l  o f  r uno f f  over open l a rge  open areas, and t h i s  combination i s  considered 
adequate. 

Dpw Drainage Miscellaneous Comments 

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

R E V I E W  ON APRIL 1 2 ,  2007 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= See completeness com 

UPDATED ON JUNE 13, 2007 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= The f o l l ow ing  a re  corn 

____ ----- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ 

rnents 

p l  i ance and permi t condi t i ons /add i  t i o n a l  i nformat ion requi red.  

1) Please prov ide the ca lcu la t ions  f o r  t he  proposed " r a i n  garden" t h a t  a re  
referenced on the d e t a i l .  The note on t he  d e t a i l  i nd ica ted  the garden was s ized  for  
a l l  new roo f  and parking runo f f  however i t  appears t h a t  a t  l e a s t  a p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  
roo f  r u n o f f  discharges t o  a d i f f e r e n t  l oca t i on .  Please c l a r i f y .  A quick check using 
t he  spreadsheets from t h e  Desgin C r i t e r i a  and s o i l s  data f rom t h e  USDA s o i l s  survey 
r e s u l t s  i n  a requirement o f  almost 600 cubic f ee t  o f  storage. 

2) Provide a d e t a i l  f o r  t he  proposed drainage d i t c h  above the driveway 

3 )  Update t he  r a i n  garden d e t a i l  so t h a t  c u l v e r t  s izes correspond t o  t h e  r e s t  o f  t he  
plans.  Please a lso  show the  proposed c u l v e r t  t h a t  runs underneath t h e  ra in  garden. 

4) W i l l  t h e  two notches i n  t he  curb around t h e  r a i n  garden be s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  a l low-  
i na  a l l  orooosed drivewav. oarkina and roof  runo f f  t o  en te r  t h e  r a i n  qarden wi thout  

____ ____ -  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _  

I~ ~8~~~~~ I , 
impacting t he  park ing area? 

should be addressed w i t h  t he  b u i l d i n g  permit  submi t ta l  

~ 
- 

UPDATED ON AUGUST 7 ,  2007 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= Previous comment No. 3 _ _  _______  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Dpw Oriveway/Encroachment Completeness Comnents 

REVIEW ON APRIL 12. 2007 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELLI ========= _ _______ _ _________ 

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON APRIL 12. 2007 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELLI ========= __ _______  __-____-_ 
Driveway t o  conform t o  County Design C r i t e r i a  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 ======e= Any waste water 
product ion i n  conjunct ion w i t h  t he  proposed use? Please descr ibe i n  d e t a i l  f o r  
determinat ion o f  EH permit  reqs.  

_________  _______-  _ 

Envlmnmental Rpview InftabSt 
AlTACHMENT I / .  
APPLICATION - 7-0/4//) 
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UPDATED ON JUNE 5 .  2007 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= EHS received t h e  sep- 
t i c  consul tant . 's  l e t t e r  f o r  t h i s  proposal .  An approved s e p t i c  app l i ca t i on  w i l l  be 
requi red p r i o r  t o  t h e  issuance o f  a b u i l d i n g  permi t .  Sept ic system w i l l  be f o r  t h e  
proposed restroom. It would be he lp fu l  t o  know WHERE t h e  s e p t i c  system w i l l  go.Show 
on s i t e  plan.Winery w i l l  requ i re  RWQCB approval, a s  s t a ted  by t h e  sep t i c  consu l t an t .  

No food f a c i l i t y  permit  w i l l  be requi red unless t h e  owner in tends t o  have l a r g e  
scale food product ion as p a r t  o f  wine t a s t i n g s .  

What d i d  t he  sep t i c  consul tant  mean by ' t h e  processing waste system' i n  h i s  May 21 
l e t t e r ?  

Environmental Hea l th  Miscellaneous Comments 

_ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  __- -  

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR T H I S  AGENCY 

R E V I E W  ON APRIL 12,  2007 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= ________  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  
N n  CnMMFNT - _ _  - 

UPDATED ON JUNE 5 .  2007 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ 

NO COMMENT 

Cal Dept o f  ForestryKounty F i r e  Completeness Comm 

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR TH IS  AGENCY 

REVIEW ON APRIL 23, 2007 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 
_________  _________  
DEPARTMENT NAME : CDF/COUNTY F I R E  
Add the appropr ia te  NOTES and DETAILS showing t h i s  i n f o rma t i on  on your p lans and 
RESUBMIT, w i t h  an annotated copy o f  t h i s  l e t t e r :  
Note on t he  plans t h a t  these plans a re  i n  compliance with C a l i f o r n i a  B u i l d i n g  and 
F i r e  Codes (2001)  as amended by t h e  a u t h o r i t y  having j u r i s d i c t i o n .  
Each APN ( l o t )  s h a l l  have separate submi t ta ls  f o r  b u i l d i n g  and s p r i n k l e r  system 
p l  ans . 
The j ob  copies o f  t h e  b u i l d i n g  and f i r e  systems plans and permi ts  must be o n s i t e  
dur ing inspect ions 
SHOW on t he  plans a pub l i c  f i r e  hydrant w i t h i n  250 f e e t  o f  any Dor t ion  o f  t h e  
proper ty ,  along t h e  f i r e  department access route .  meeting theminimum requ i red  f i r e  
f l ow f o r  the b u i l d i n g .  This in format ion can be obtained from t h e  water company. 
A minimum f i r e  f l ow  500 GPM i s  requ i red  from 1 hydrant loca ted  w i t h i n  150 f e e t .  
SHOW on t h e  plans a 10,000 ga l lon  water tank f o r  f i r e  p r o t e c t i o n  w i t h  a " f i r e  
hydrant" a s  loca ted  and approved by t h e  F i r e  Department i f  your  b u i l d i n g  i s  no t  
serviced by a pub l i c .  water supply meeting f i r e  f l ow  requirements. For i n f o rma t i on  
regarding where t h e  water tank and f i r e  department connect ion should be loca ted ,  
contact  t h e  f i r e  department i n  your  j u r i sd i c t i on .TH I5  IS A MIMINUM CALCULATION OF 
WATER STORAGE. 
NOTE on t h e  plans that t he  b u i l d i n g  s h a l l  be protected by an approved automatic f i r e  
sp r i nk l e r  system complying w i t h  t h e  c u r r e n t l y  adopted e d i t i o n  o f  NFPA 13 and Chapter 
35 o f  C a l i f o r n i a  Bu i ld ing  Code and adopted standards o f  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  having j u r i s -  
d i c t i o n .  
NOTE t h a t  t h e  des igne r / i ns ta l l e r  s h a l l  submit t h ree  ( 3 )  se ts  o f  p lans and c a l c u l a -  
t i o n s  f o r  t he  underground and overhead Resident ia l  Automatic F i r e  Sp r i nk l e r  System 
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Bu i ld ing  numbers sha l l  be provided. Numbers sha l l  be a minimum o f  4 inches i n  height  
on a cont ras t ing  background and v i s i b l e  from t h e  s t r e e t ,  a d d i t i o n a l  numbers s h a l l  be 
i n s t a l l e d  on a d i r e c t i o n a l  s ign  a t  t he  proper ty  driveway and s t r e e t .  
NOTE on t h e  plans t h a t  t he  r o o f  covering s h a l l  be no l ess  than C l a s s  "6"  r a t e d  roo f .  
NOTE on t h e  plans t h a t  a IOOfoot c learance w i l l  be maintained w i t h  non-combustible 
vegetat ion around a l l  s t ruc tures  o r  t o  the  proper ty  l i n e  (whichever i s  a sho r te r  
d is tance) .  Single specimens o f  t rees ,  ornamental shrubbery o r  s i m i l a r  p l a n t s  used as 
ground covers, provided they do not form a means o f  r a p i d l y  t r a n s m i t t i n g  f i r e  from 
na t i ve  growth t o  any s t ruc tu re  a re  exempt 
The access road s h a l l  be 12 feet  minimum wid th  and maximum twenty percent s lope.  
A l l  br idges.  cu l ve r t s  and crossings sha l l  be c e r t i f i e d  by a reg i s te red  engineer.  
Minimum capacity o f  25 tons.  Cal-Trans H-20 loading standard. 
The access road sha l l  be i n  place t o  the  fo l l ow ing  standards p r i o r  t o  any framing 
const ruc t ion .  o r  cons t ruc t ion  w i l l  be stopped: 
~ The access road surface s h a l l  be " a l l  weather". a minimum 6" o f  compacted ag- 
gregate base rock,  C lass  2 o r  equivalent .  c e r t i f i e d  by a l i censed engineer t o  95% 
compaction and s h a l l  be maintained. - ALL WEATHER SURFACE: s h a l l  be minimum o f  6"  o f  
compacted C l a s s  11 base rock f o r  grades up t o  and i nc lud ing  5%. o i l  and screened f o r  
grades up t o  and inc lud ing  15% and aspha l t i c  concrete f o r  grades exceeding 15%. but  
i n  no case exceeding 20%. The maximum grade o f  t he  access road s h a l l  not  exceed 20%, 
w i t h  grades greater  than 15% not permi t ted f o r  distances o f  more than 200 f e e t  a t  a 
t ime.  The access road s h a l l  have a v e r t i c a l  c learance o f  14 f e e t  f o r  i t s  e n t i r e  
width and length .  i nc lud ing  tu rnouts .  A turn-around area which m e e t s t h e  r e q u i r e -  
ments o f  the f i r e  department sha l l  be prov ided f o r  access roads and driveways i n  ex- 
cess of 150 f e e t  i n  length .  Drainage d e t a i l s  f o r  t he  road o r  driveway s h a l l  conform 
t o  cur ren t  engineering prac t ices ,  i nc lud ing  eros ion con t ro l  measures. A l l  p r i v a t e  
access roads, driveways, turn-around and br idges are the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t he  
owner(s) o f  record and s h a l l  be maintained t o  ensure the  f i r e  department sa fe  and 
expedient passage a t  a l l  t imes. 
SHOW on t h e  Dlans, DETAILS o f  comDliance w i t h  the  driveway requirements. The 
driveway sha l l  be 12 f e e t  minimum'width and maximum twenty percent s lope.  
The driveway sha l l  be i n  place t o  the  fo l l ow ing  standards p r i o r  t o  any framing con- 
s t r u c t i o n .  o r  cons t ruc t ion  w i l l  be stopped: 
- The driveway sur face s h a l l  be " a l l  weather". a minimum 6" o f  compacted aggregate 
base rock.  Class 2 o r  equivalent c e r t i f i e d  by a l i censed engineer t o  95% compaction 
and sha l l  be maintained. - ALL WEATHER SURFACE: s h a l l  be a minimum o f  6"  of  com- 
pacted Class I1 base rock fo r  grades up t o  and inc lud ing  5%. o i l  and screened f o r  
grades up t o  and i nc lud ing  15% and aspha l t i c  concrete f o r  grades exceeding 15%. but  
i n  no case exceeding 20%. - The maximum grade o f  t h e  driveway s h a l l  no t  exceed 20%. 
w i t h  grades o f  15% not  permi t ted fo r  distances o f  more than 200 f e e t  a t  a t ime .  - 

The driveway sha l l  have an overhead clearance o f  14 fee t  v e r t i c a l  d is tance f o r  i t s  
e n t i r e  w id th .  - A turn-around area which meets t h e  requirements o f  t h e  f i r e  depar t -  
ment s h a l l  be provided f o r  access roads and driveways i n  excess o f  150 fee t  i n  
length .  - Drainage d e t a i l s  f o r  t he  road o r  driveway sha l l  conform t o  cu r ren t  en- 
g ineer ing p rac t i ces ,  i nc lud ing  erosion con t ro l  measures. - A l l  p r i v a t e  access roads. 
driveways, turn-arounds and bridges are t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t he  owner(s) of record  
and sha l l  be maintained t o  ensure the  f i r e  department safe and expedient passage a t  



Discret ionary Comnents - Continued 

Project  Planner: Cathy Graves 
Application No.: 07-0140 

APN: 103-011-55 

Date: September 17 .  2007 
Time: 10:48:05 
Page: 9 

a l l  t imes.  - The driveway s h a l l  be t he rea f t e r  maintained t o  these standards a t  a l l  
t imes. 
A l l  F i r e  Department b u i l d i n g  requirements and fees w i l l  be addressed i n  t h e  Bu i l d i ng  
Permi t phase. 
Plan check i s  based upon plans submitted t o  t h i s  o f f i c e .  Any changes o r  a l t e r a t i o n s  
s h a l l  be re-submit ted f o r  review p r i o r  t o  cons t ruc t ion .  
72 hour minimum no t i ce  i s  requ i red  p r i o r  t o  any i nspec t i on  and/or t e s t .  
Note: As a cond i t ion  o f  submi t ta l  o f  these plans,  t h e  submi t te r ,  designer and i n -  
s t a l l e r  c e r t i f y  t h a t  these plans and d e t a i l s  comply w i t h  t h e  app l i cab le  Spec i f i ca -  
t i o n s ,  Standards, Codes and Ordinances, agree t h a t  t hey  a re  s o l e l y  respons ib le  f o r  
compliance w i t h  appl icab le  Spec i f i ca t ions ,  Standards, Codes and Ordinances, and f u r -  
t h e r  agree t o  co r rec t  any de f i c i enc ies  noted by t h i s  review, subsequent rev iew.  i n -  
spect ion o r  o ther  source, and, t o  ho ld  harmless and w i t hou t  p re j ud i ce ,  t h e  reviewinq 
agency 
When a f i r e  a l a r m  system i s  proposed i n  l i e u  o f  110Vlbat tery  backup smoke detectors  
a separate f i r e  a l a r m  permi t  and fee i s  requ i red  by t h e  f i r e  department hav ing 
J u r i s d i c t i o n .  F i r e  A l a r m  p lans ( 3  se ts )  s h a l l  be submit ted and approved p r i o r  t o  
commencing work 
YOUR WATER STORAGE WILL BE DETERMINED AFTER YOU PROVIDE INFORMATION TO THE FIRE' 
DEPARTMENT. SHOW ON THE PLANS A F I R E  HYDRANT WITHIN 250' OF THE STRUCTURE. I F  YOU 
ARE NOT ON A MUNICIPAL WATER SYSTEM, YOU WILL BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE WATER AND A 
F I R E  HYDRANT WITHIN 150 OF THE STRUCTURE. 

Cal Dept o f  ForestryKounty F i r e  Miscellaneous Corn 

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

REVIEW ON APRIL 23. 2007 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= ________-  -- _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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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 ugrifoliu. This is a heavily wooded area and a 
complete tree inventory is not being done. I 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 thxty-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 I recommend to be removed will be referred to as tree #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 I feel that we can keep the 
construction disturbance to a minimum with the rest of the trees, I feel that 
this one would decline rapidly. 

I 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 continie to thrive. 

Quality Arbor Care 5/25/2007 
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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. I strongly feel that 
if all recommendations and specifications are followed, these seven trees 
shall have minimal construction stress. 

TREE INVENTORY 

Tree #1 
Quercus agrifoliu, Coast Live Oak 
24 inches in diameter at 4.5 feet from soil grade 
Approximately 20 feet tall 

Tree #2 
Quercus ugrijiuliu, Coast Live Oak 
20 inches in diameter at 4.5 feet from soil grade 
Approximately 30 feet tall 

Tree #3 
Quercus ugrifolia, Coast Live Oak 
14 inches in diameter at 4.5 feet from soil grade 
Approximately 20 feet tall 

Tree #4 
Quercus agrijiolia, Coast Live Oak 
14 inches in diameter at 4.5 feet from soil grade 
Approximately 15 feet tall 

Tree #5 
Quercus agrifolia, Coast Live Oak 
45 inches in diameter at 4.5 feet from soil grade 
Approximately 35 feet tall 

- 

APPLICATION 

5/25/2007 Quality Arbor Care 
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Tree #6 
Quercus agrijiuliu, 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 appears to 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 agrzjiulia, 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. I 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. 

Quality Arbor Care 



Nagele 
5000 N. Rodeo Gulch 

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 specifications are strictly adhered to. 

Soquel, CA 95073 - 4 -  

Tree #2 

This tree is in good health. It is far enough away from construction that I see 
no problems to mitigate. Also, due to its location I would not recommend 
any pruning; instead I 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. I 
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, I 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. Th is  is very mature tree; I would place its age to be 
about 200 years old. There are two large pockets of decay in the trunk of the 
tree, which is to be expected in a tree of this age. The tree has done a fairly 
good job at compartmentalizing the decay and creating tension 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 specifications are 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. I 

Envlmnmental Revlaw In St 
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Nagele 
5000 N. Rodeo Gulch 

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. 

Soquel, CA 95073 - 5 -  

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. 

Qualiiy Arbor Care 5/25/2007 
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CONSTRUCTION SPECIFICATION 

1. GENERAL 

1.1 .A 6' 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.A 4-6" 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 

Envlmnmental Review lnital 
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the roots will then be properly pruned. 

2.2.Exposed roots are extremely sensitive to drying, fi-ost, 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 .S.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. 

Quality Arbor Care 
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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 I feel, as long as all specifications and 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 a remarkable 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 
I.S.A. Certified Arborist #WE-4309 

Quality Arbor Care 
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Nov 28 07 09:lOa Christine-Sara 

@ Quality A T R E E  C A R E  Arbor C O M ~ N Y  Care 
831-462-4973 P.1 

P. 0. Box 335 
Capitala.CA 95010 

Fax:831.462.4973 

Tel: 831.423.6441 

November 14,2007 

Mr. Mathew Johnson 

Deputy Environmental Coordinator 

County of Santa CNZ 

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 inspect the trees that are in question for removal for the fire access. 
These trees are all small and 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 in the 
long run will only help the more established trees by giving them more room to grow. 
The removal of these trees will not alter the overall oak canopy mverage for this piece 
of land. 

If you shoukl have any other questions in regards to this matter pfease feel free to 
contact me at my office. 

Sincerely, 

(?.hJ&b A5x.hUp 

Christine Bosinger 

Certified Arborist WE4309 

LICENSE NUMBERS Contractor 822241 Arborist WE4320 /WE4309 rimber Operator A9621 



I 
CENTRAL 

FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 
of Santa Cruz County 

Fire Prevention Division 

930 17Ih Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA 95062 
phone (831) 479-6843 fax (831) 479-6847 

Date: July 25, 2007 
To: 
Fmm: 
Subject: Access mad 
A d d m  
APN: 103-01 1-55 
occ 10301 155 

Santa Cruz County Planning Dept 
Jeanette Devery, Division ChleflFlre Marshal 

5000 North Rodeo Gukh Road 

A 'Code 2' run was conducted to the property located at 5000 North Rodeo Gulch Road and it was determined 
that Ihe response time lo 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 is open to the public for events 
then state code shall prevail and a 20 foot wide access road shall be required. 

Environmental Review lnltal S 
ATACHMENT L3- I o  
APPLICATION 6T' -0 f t fD  

Serving the communities ofcapitola, Live Oak, and Soquel 



Accessibility Completeness (Laura Brinson) 
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Comment: 20 
The buildina's occupancy is F. The two owners will perform all work. One 

Comment: 22 
1. Description of activities. 

Delivery of grapes from outside sources (only at harvest). 
* Crush the grapes. - Ferment the must. 

Press the juice. - Age in oak barrels and stainless steel tanks. 
Bottlewine. 

2. Employees. 

3. Hours of Operation. 
None, two owners 

The hours of operation are irregular. 
When wine is made the hours of operation will be 9:OOarn 
to 5:OOpm. 

- 
4. Sales of wine. 

* Wholesale accounls - Wine Club 

- 5. Method of grape residue disposal. 
The pressed grape skins and seeds will be taken to Santa 
Cruz County Landfill. 

None. The building has been designed to crush inside at 
harvest. 

6. Description of activities that will occur outside building. - 
-- 

Comment: 23 
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