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

As part of the environmental review process required by the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA), this is your opportunity to respond to the preliminary determination before it is 
finalized. Please contact Matt Johnston, Environmental Coordinator at (831) 454-3201, if you 
wish to comment on the preliminary determination. Written comments will be received until 5:OO 
p.m. on the last day of the review period. 

Review Period Ends: Mav 5,2009 

Samantha Haschert 
Staff Planner 

Phone: 831 454-3214 

Date: April 9.2009 



Environmental Review 
Initial Study Appfication Number: 07-0267 

Date: April 6, 2009 
Staff Planner: Samantha Haschert 

1. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 

APPLICANT: Robert Goldspink APN: I I O - I ~ I - O ~ , ~ ~  & oa 

OWNER: Berkshire Investments, LLC 

LOCATION: Property located on the north side of Silliman Road (151 and 155 Sillirnan 
Road) about 300 yards east of Highway 129 in Watsonville. 

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Proposal to expand an existing agricultural 
research facility to include construction of 7504 square feet of offices, 9044 square feet 
of greenhouse, 3370 square feet of laboratoty, a 2304 square foot office/conference 
room, and a 3024 square foot storage building. Requires an Amendment to Master Plan 
88-1104. 

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. 

SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 4'h (Campos) 

x Geology/Soils 

x HydrologyMlater SupplyNVater Quality 
__ 

__ 
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II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS 
Parcel Size: 28.26 acres (combined 110-141-07 & 08) 
Existing Land Use: Agricultural Research Facility & Commercial Agriculture 
Vegetation: Planted commercial agriculture on north portion of parcel; small wooded 
area including cypress, acacia and oak trees on south portion of parcel. 
Slope in area affected by project: & 0 - 30% - 31 - 100% (approx. 30% slope 
at south end of parcel) 
Nearby Watercourse: Pajaro River (about 1 mile south of the subject parcel) 

Groundwater Supply: None mapped 

Water Supply Watershed: None mapped 
Groundwater Recharge: None mapped 
Timber or Mineral: None mapped 
Agricultural Resource: Mapped resource; 
proposed development compatible with zoning and 
general plan objectives 

Biologically Sensitive Habitat: Small area at 
north portion of site mapped biotic resource; however 
not within proposed area of disturbance. 
Fire Hazard: Not mapped 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS 
Liquefaction: Mapped area of very 
high and moderate liquefaction; 
geotechnical reports required prior to 
building permit issuance. 
Fault Zone: Not mapped 
Scenic Corridor: Not mapped 
Historic: None mapped 
Archaeology: Mapped resource; 
area proposed for development 
already disturbed; reconnaissance not 
required. 
Noise Constraint: None 

Floodplain: Not mapped 
Erosion: Not mapped 
Landslide: Not mapped 

SERVICES 

Electric Power Lines: Electric 
power lines onsite to serve various 
buildings. 
Solar Access: N/A 
Solar Orientation: N/A 
Hazardous Materials: None 

Fire Protection: Pajaro Valley Fire District 
School District: Pajaro Valley USD 
Sewage Disposal: Septic 

PLANNING POLICIES 
Zone District: CA (Commercial Agriculture) 
General Plan: AG (Agriculture) 
Urban Services Line: - Inside - X Outside 
Coastal Zone: - Inside & Outside 

Drainage D is t r i c t  Zone 7 
Project Access: Via Silliman Road 
Water Supply: Private well 

Special Designation: None 
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DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The proposed project is to expand an existing agricultural research facility by 
constructing 7504 square feet of offices, 9044 square feet of greenhouses, 3370 square 
feet of laboratory, a 2304 square foot officekonference rooms, and a 3024 square foot 
storage building. The proposed project would add 25,246 square feet of commercial 
agricultural structures to the 41,747 square feet of existing structures on the subject 
property to total 66,993 square feet of commercial agriculture buildings. 

Approval of the proposed project would create a total of 5 offices, 4 storage buildings, 7 
greenhouses, 1 screenhouse, 4 laboratories, 1 detached restroom, and 1 fertilizer 
station on the subject property. In addition, proposed site improvements include paving 
the existing driveway and parking area, moving the existing private driveway to the east 
to resolve the encroachment into the adjacent parcel, construct a new trash 
enclosurelpropane tank area north of the greenhouse, relocate the fueling station to the 
driveway, removing the existing swimming pool, installing new landscaping, and 
providing accessible routes and features throughout the agricultural research campus. 

County Code 16.50.095 requires that structures designed for a level of human use 
similar to that of a habitable structure, maintain a 200 foot setback from surrounding 
Commercial Agriculture (CA) zoned lands. The proposed project includes office 
buildings and laboratories, which would accommodate a level of use similar to that of a 
habitable structure; therefore, the project was required to obtain approval from the 
Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission (APAC) to reduce the required 200 foot 
agricultural buffer setback from adjacent parcels. On August 21.2008, APAC approved 
reductions to a minimum of 45 feet from adjacent CA land to thewest and south (APN 
110-141-06) (Attachment 12) 

The proposed expanded facility would bring in an estimated 59 additional employees for 
a total about 89 staff on site, the majority of which will be field workers. In addition, the 
proposed conference room would be used both for small weekly staff meetings of about 
25 -30 people and for larger monthly meetings of about 80-100 people (regional staff, 
guests, growers, buyers, etc.). 

The parcel is a mapped archaeological resource area, however, the area proposed for 
development is already totally disturbed (cleared andlor developed) and is unlikely to 
contain prehistoric resources. 

This proposal requires an Amendment to Master Plan 88-1 104. 

5 / 9 3  



Environmental Review Initial Study 
Page 7 

identified primarily expansive clayey soils at the site rather than sandy soils; therefore, 
liquefaction is not an area of concern for the proposed project. 

D. Landslides? X 

The subject parcels are not mapped for landslide areas and the topography of the 
parcel is primarily flat. There is a slight slope, which is over 30%, located at the 
southern boundary of the proposed parcel; however no development is proposed on 
the slope or at the toe or heel of the slope; therefore, as per the County Geologist, a 
geologic report is not required for this project and landslide hazards are not an area of 
concern for the project. 

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? X 

See A- I  above regarding landslide potential, liquefaction analysis, and structural design 
requirements. 

3. Develop land with a slope exceeding 
30%? X 

There are slopes that exceed 30% on the property; however, no buildings are 
proposed for construction on slopes in excess of 30%. 

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

Some potential for erosion exists as a result of the proposed development due to 
construction impacts; however, prior to building permit issuance, the property owner 
and/or applicant will be required to submit detailed erosion control plans for review and 
approval by Environmental Planning staff as per County Code Section 16.22.060. In 
addition, the existing dirt interior circulation and parking areas would be paved as a 
result of the development, which contributes to the reduction of onsite soil erosion. 

5. Be located on expansive soil, as 
defined in section 18.02.32 
of the California Building Code, 
creating substantial risks to property? X 

The geotechnical report (Attachment 6) submitted for this project, has identified 
potentially expansive clayey soils at the proposed development areas with a 
'I.. , moderately high potential for shrinkkwell with moisture variation." To address the 
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2. Place development within the floodway 
resulting in impedance or redirection of 
flood flows? __ 

Not applicable. See response 6-1 above. 

3. Be inundated by a seiche or tsunami? __- 

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? __ 

X 

X 

X 

The property is served by a well but it is not located within a mapped groundwater 
recharge area. There would be a small increase in water demand as a result of this 
project due to the proposed increase of about 59 staff which could contribute to the 
depletion of groundwater supplies. The existing parcel already creates a draw on water 
supplies in that about 24 acres of the 28 acre parcel is currently planted with 
commercial agriculture. Therefore, as per the County Code, the applicant must submit 
utility plans that clearly show the location of the well and water lines on the subject 
properties for Planning and Environmental Health Services staff approval prior to 
building permit issuance. In addition, in order to mitigate the impacts of increased 
water usage on groundwater supplies due to increased staffing levels, the applicant 
shall include Best Management Practices (BMP's) for agricultural water conservation 
on the utility plans for review and approval by County Environmental Planning Staff 
prior to building permit issuance. Implementation of this mitigation will ensure that the 
slight increase in water usage on the subject parcel wilt not contribute substantially to a 
net deficit in groundwater supplies. 

5. Degrade a public or private water 
supply? (Including the contribution of 
urban contaminants, nutrient 
enrichments, or other agricultural 
chemicals or seawater intrusion). X 

The project has the potential to contribute urban pollutants to the Pajaro River during 
construction of the proposed new facilities and due to the introduction of additional 
hardscape for parking areas, interior circulation and new building area; however, the 
project includes plans to manage increased storm water runoff through a new 
underground storm water system that includes filtering mechanisms such as rock filled 
trenches to filter runoff prior to it leaving the site. The use of pervious paving would be 
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Calculations prepared by Robert DeWitt, P.E. dated 9/14/07 (Attachment 7), a 
Watershed Analysis prepared by Robert DeWitt, P.E. dated 2/1/08 (Attachment 8), 
Percolation Testing prepared by Haro, Kasunich and Associates, Inc, dated 8/27/08 
(Attachment 9), and a Plan Review Letter regarding the Preliminary Drainage Plan 
prepared by Haro, Kasunich and Associates, dated 9/4/08 (Attachment IO). The runoff 
rate from the property would be controlled by the installation of a new detention system 
that would be located at the toe of the slope on the south western property line, rock 
filled trenches, and the use of some pervious materials. DPW staff has determined that 
proposed storm water system is feasible to handle the increase in drainage associated 
with the project. As per County Code, the applicant and/or property owner will be 
required to submit final engineered drainage plans to be reviewed by Department of 
Public Works Stormwater Management Staff for accuracy of drainage calculations, 
detention basin and infiltration trench design, and orifice sizing prior to building permit 
issuance. 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? X 

The project has the potential to contribute to flood levels on the Pajaro River as a result 
of newly collected runoff. The Pajaro River is located over a mile to the south and the 
existing drainage path flows between agricultural parcels through channels, pipes and 
ponds before it reaches the river. The applicant is proposing to install a detention 
system at the southern property boundary with an energy dissipater to hold and slow 
runoff to predevelopment rates. Outflow from the detention system would flow to an 
existing pond located on parcel 110-151-01 (Lukrich property) about 800 feet to the 
southwest, which discharges to a Kelly ditch and runs over a mile south to the Pajaro 
River. The Department of Public Works Stormwater Management staff has determined 
that the capacity of the existing ditches, channels, and pond impacted by the 
development, is adequate to handle the additional runoff from the proposed project. In 
addition, as per County Code, the applicant and/or property owner will be required to 
submit final drainage plans for review and approval by Department of Public Works 
Stormwater Management staff prior to building permit issuance in order for staff to 
perform a complete review of the submitted drainage calculations and for detention 
basin, infiltration trench and orifice sizing and design. Recorded maintenance 
agreements will be required for both downstream property owners and Driscoll's for the 
maintenance of the detention basin. Implementation of the above described 
requirements will ensure that newly collected runoff as a result of the proposed project 
does not contribute to flood levels or erosion in the Pajaro River or in downstream 
drainage paths. 

10. Otherwise substantially degrade water 
supply or quality? X 
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I 

I identify the subject parcels as migratory corridors 

4. Produce nighttime lighting that will 
illuminate animal habitats? X 

The proposed buildings would incorporate new lighting fixtures and some will be within 
the vicinity of a wooded area and agricultural fields that provide habitat for animals. In 
order to mitigate the impacts of additional nighttime lighting on existing animal habitats, 
the applicant shall submit a lighting plan with the final project plan set which shall show 
all proposed site, building, security, and landscape lighting directed downwards and 
away from adjacent animal habitats, agricultural areas, and undisturbed areas. If 
lighting is to be used in the proposed parking and circulation areas, low-rise light 
fixtures, or equivalent, must be utilized. The lighting plan must be reviewed and 
approved by County Planning Staff prior to building permit issuance. Implementation of 
these mitigations will effectively reduce the impacts of nighttime lighting on animal 
habitats to less than significant. I 
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5. Make a significant contribution to the 
reduction of the number of species of 

___ X plants or animals? __ 
Refer to C - I  and C-2 above. 

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)? X 

The proposed project does not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources because no significant trees are proposed for removal and no 
special species have been found to exist at the site. 

7. Conflict with the provisions of an 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Biotic Conservation Easement, or 
other approved local, regional, or state 

- X habitat conservation plan? ~ 

There are no Habitat Conservation Plans, Biotic Conservation Easements, or other 
approval local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans that exist on the subject 
Parcel 
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staff also determined that capacity of the existing downstream path to the Pajaro River 
can adequately support increased runoff from the proposed site in a larger storm 
event. In addition, the use of pervious paving, water treatment, and other Best 
Management Practices (BMP's) will be reviewed for feasibility prior to building permit 
issuance. Prior to building permit issuance, DPW Stormwater Management staff will 
review and approval the sizing and design of the proposed system as per Department 
of Public Works Stormwater Management Design Criteria. Impacts to surrounding and 
on-site agricultural uses would be less than significant as a result of this project. 

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

The use of fuel, water and energy would increase minimally as a result of the increase 
in staffing levels and new construction at the site. The project would increase the 
number of on-site staff by 50 employees, add one new greenhouse, and replace an 
existing greenhouse with a larger one, which will result in additional vehicle trips to and 
from the property and increase water usage for the additional enclosed agricultural 
areas. The project would also create three new office buildings and a new laboratory, 
thereby increasing the energy consumption on site for operation within the buildings 
and temporarily for construction and demolition of structures. The existing outdoor 
agricultural operations would not be altered or expanded as a result of the project. The 
increased consumption of fuel, water, and energy described above will be minimal and 
is comparable to similar commercial developments of this size that have been 
permitted elsewhere in the County. To ensure that the impacts of increased water 
usage are mitigated to less than significant, the applicant shall submit a utility plan that 
includes water conservation methods for the proposed expanded agricultural uses for 
review and approval by County Planning Staff prior to building permit issuance. 

4. Have a substantial effect on the 
potential use, extraction, or depletion 
of a natural resource (Le., minerals or 
energy resources)? X 

Not applicable because no natural resources would be used, extracted, or depleted as a 
result of this project. 

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? X 

1 5 / 9 3  



Environmental Review Initial Study 
Page 17 

significant Lesi thio 
Or Signiha.1 L e r  than 
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Imp.<, lncorpontios No lmpacl Applicable 

Not applicable because there are no unique geological or physical features on or 
adjacent to the site. 

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? X 

Not applicable because none of the existing structures on the property are 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? X 

The parcels are mapped for archaeological resources; however, the proposed building 
site is already cleared, graded, and disturbed and no undisturbed areas would be 
altered or built upon as a result of this project; therefore, a preliminary archaeological 
reconnaissance is not required as a part of this project. Pursuant to Section 16.40.040 
of the Santa Cruz County Code, if archeological resources are uncovered during 
construction or grading, 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? X 

See response F-2. 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. 

4. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site? X 

Not applicable because none of the subject parcels are mapped for geological or 
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Not applicable because no new electrical transmission lines are proposed as a part of 
the project and no high voltage transmission lines exist on the subject parcel. 

5. Create a potential fire hazard? X 

The project would not create a fire hazard in that the design incorporates all applicable 
fire safety code requirements and would include fire protection devices as required by 
the local fire agency. 

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

Not applicable because there would not be bio-engineered organisms or chemicals 
created at the proposed site. 

H. TransportationlTraMc 
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 (Le., substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or 
congestion at intersections)? X 

The project has the potential to increase traffic on Silliman Road and Highway 129 due 
to a slight increase in staffing levels, deliveries, and minimal additional employee 
visitation for conferences and tours. There are currently 30 employees working on site 
and the proposed project would bring in 59 new positions, which would increase the 
staffing level to 89 employees. In addition, although the facility would be open to the 
public during working hours, there are no public events or services that would draw 
people to the site, According to the County Department of Public Works Road 
Engineering, the proposed increase in staff is less than significant from a trip 
perspective and would not create congestion at the Silliman Road - Highway 129 
intersection, which is not currently a congested intersection. 

2. Cause an increase in parking demand 
which cannot be accommodated by 
existing parking facilities? X 

The project would upgrade the existing parking facilities to meet County Code 
requirements for the uses proposed including: offices, a conference room, laboratories, 
greenhouses, storage buildings and berry fields. The proposal requires a total of 117 
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the expanded facility would not occur outside of regular working hours and construction 
noise would be temporary. 

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

The General Plan establishes the normally acceptable maximum exterior noise 
exposure for commercial facilities at 60 decibels and at 70 decibels for agricultural 
facilities. The closest residence is located about 300 feet to the south of the proposed 
development area. The noises associated with the expanded facility will be a result of 
onsite operations such as outdoor conversations, vehicular noise, and minimal heavy 
equipment operation (1 forklift and 1 tractor). These types of commercial and industrial 
activities usually produce noise levels under 80 decibels at a close range (about 3 
feet); therefore, the noise produced by the proposed project will not expose 
surrounding residences to noise levels in excess of the General Plan standards. 
Employees on site may be subjected to noise levels in excess of General Plan 
standards if they are within close range or if they are operating heavy equipment; 
however, the property owner is required by the U.S. Department of Labor to comply 
with regulations for occupational noise exposure as per the Occupational Safety and 
Health Association to prevent occupational illnesses, injuries and deaths. In addition, 
neighboring farm companies currently drive tractors onsite to utilize the existing fueling 
station; however, the fueling tanks are proposed to be relocated to the north perimeter 
driveway as a part of this project so that in the future large vehicles will not enter the 
interior of the property and create additional noise therefore, the minimal increase in 
noise levels as a result of the proposed project would not expose people to levels in 
excess of standards required by the General Plan for this facility. 

3. Generate a temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? X 

Refer to 1-1 and 1-2 above. 

J. Air Qualitv 
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? X 
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a. Fire protection? 

b. Police protection? 

c. Schools? X 

d. Parks or other recreation2 
activities? X 

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

The project would be conditioned to meet all standards and requirements of the Pajaro 
Valley Fire Protection District including fire hydrants, sprinkler systems, alarm systems, 
and clearance. In addition, the applicant shall construct all site improvements and 
buildings in accordance with the most current California Building Code to ensure safety 
and accessibility. 

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? X 

The project requires the construction of a new storm water drainage system to 
adequately reduce the impacts of the proposed impervious areas and buildings to less 
than significant, Drainage analysis of the project (Haro, Kasunich & Associates, August 
2008) (Attachment 7 )  concluded that onsite retention is not suitable for the site given 
the clayeylsilty nature of the subsurface soils (low percolation) and recommends 
specific locations for buried detention tanks which would drain downslope through solid 
lines and discharge into existing natural drainage swales. County Stormwater 
Management Staff and Environmental Planning Staff have reviewed the conceptual 
drainage plans and determined that no significant environmental impacts would occur 
as a result of the proposed stormwater management plan. As per County Code, the 
property owner and/or applicant will be required to comply with all recommendations of 
the Geotechnical Reports (May and August 2008) to ensure that the sizing and design 
of the proposed drainage system components will adequately serve the proposed 
facility. 

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? X 
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expansion through regular garbage service. In order to mitigate the impacts of 
temporary construction debris to less than significant, the applicant and/or property 
owner must recycle and reuse materials, as appropriate, and to the maximum extent 
possible and note the plans for such on the final building permit plan set. 
Implementation of this mitigation would reduce the one-time impact of construction 
debris on the landfill to less than significant. 

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

The project is expected to result in a minimal increase in solid waste accumulation due 
to the increase in staffing levels at the proposed expanded facility; however, the 
increase will not result in a breach of federal, state, or local statues and regulations in 
that the proposed facility will not create waste as a bi-product of operations. The only 
solid waste generated by the facility will be that resulting from normal daily activities 
which is common in similarly sized commercial developments and will be less than 
significant. 

L. Land Use. Powlation, and Housinq 
Does the project have the potential to: 

1. Conflict with any policy of the County 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? X 

The proposed project does not conflict with any policies adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect in that mitigations would be required as 
stated throughout the above document to ensure: public health and safety regarding 
potential geologic hazards and geotechnical site conditions, structural safety, effective 
storm water management and minimization of impervious surfaces, reduced noise and 
air quality impacts, and minimization of lighting on the surrounding animal habitat. In 
addition, the project has already been approved by the Agricultural Policy Advisory 
Commission (APAC) for a reduction to the required 200 foot agricultural buffer to 
surrounding Commercial Agriculture (CA) zoned parcels to the west and south 
(General Plan Policies 5.13.23 - 5.13.25). 

2.  Conflict with any County Code 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? X 

The proposed project would require minimal grading as the site is currently flat; 
however, engineered grading plans will be required for review and approval by County 
Environmentally Planning Staff prior to building permit issuance to ensure consistency 
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N. Mandatow Findinqs of Siclnificance 

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? 

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) 

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 X 

YeS No X 

YeS No X 

YeS No X 
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Project No. SC9555 
30 May 2008 

DISCUSSIONS, CBNCLUSlONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the results of our investigation, the proposed projecl appears compatible with 

the site, provided the following recommendations are incorporated into the design and 

construction of the proposed project. 

Based upon our exploratory borings and laboratory testing, the near surface soils at the 

approximate 4.5 acre project site consist of sandy silts and sandy clays. The expansive 

potential of the clayey soils were initially determined utilizing Atterburg Limits testing 

with near surface Plasticity Indices (PI) ranging from 21 to 28. We later returned to the 

site to collect additional bulk samples to perform a hydrometer and Expansive Index 

testing to conform to the requirements of the new California Building Code (CBC) 

effective I January 2008. With a clay particle content of 36 percent and an Expansion 

Index of 93, the near surface clay soils at the project site exhibit a moderately high 

potential for shrinkfswell with moisture variation. 

To mitigate the expansive characteristics of the near surface site soils, we present 

design criteria in this report for two alternative foundation systems to support proposed 

Research Center structures: 

1.Removal of expansive soils to at least 30 inches below existing grade and 

replacement with non-expansive engineered fill to support structures with shallow 

conventional spread footings with raised wood floors or concrete slabs on grade; 

10 
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Project No. SC9555 
30 May 2008 

The following recommendations should be used as guidelines for preparing project 

plans and specifications: 

Site Gradinq 
1. The geotechnical engineer should be notified at least four (4) workinq davs prior 

to any site clearing or grading so that the work in the field can be coordinated with the 

grading contractor and arrangements for testing and observatron can be made. The 

recommendations of this report are based on the assumption that the geotechnical 

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. 

Moisture Content shall be based on ASTM Test Designation D1557- current. 

Where referenced in this report, Percent Relative Compaction and Optimum 

3. Areas to be graded should be cleared of all obstructions including loose fill, 

building foundations, trees not designated to remain, or other unsuitable material. 

Existing depressions or voids created during site clearing should be backfilled with 

engineered fill. 



Project No. SC9555 
30 May 2008 

7. If project sjte grading is performed during or shortly after the rainy season, the 

grading contractor may encounter compaction difficulty, such as pumping or bringing 

free water to the surface, in the upper surface clayey and silty soils. If compaction 

cannot be achieved after adjusting the soil moisture content, i t  may be necessary to 

over-excavate the subgrade soil and replace it with angular crushed rockto stabilize the 

subgrade. We estimate that the depth of over-excavation would be approximately 24 

inches under these adverse conditions. 

8. Import soils utilized as engineered fill at the project site should: 

I) Be free of wood, organic debris and other deleterious materials; 

2) Not contain rocks or clods greater than 2.5 inches in any dimension; 

3) Not contain more than 25 percent of fines passing the #200 sieve; 

4) Have a Sand Equivalent greater than 18; 

5) Have a Plasticity Index less than 15; 

6)  Have an R-value of not less than 30; and 

7) Be approved by the  project geotechnical engineer. Contractor should 

submit to the geotechnical engineer samples of import material or utility 

trench backflll for compliance testing a minimum of 4 days before it is 

delivered. 

14 
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$ 3 .  The foundation trenches should be kept moist and be thoroughly cleaned of all 

slough or loose materials prior to pouring concrete. In addition, all footings located 

adjicenl to other foo?ings or utility trenches should have their bearing surfaces founded 

16 
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Spread Footinss 
12. For structures with slab on grade floors or raised wood floors, footings should be 

founded at least 12 inches below the lowest adjacent grade and supported by at least 

18 inches of non-expansive engineered fill compacted to at least 90 percent relative 

compaction. The building pads plus a three (3) feet overbuild beyond the perimeters of 

the structures should be cut to 30 inches befow the lowest adjacent grade. The 

exposed subgrade should be scarified to a depth of at least 8 inches; moisture 

conditioned to about 4 percent over optimum, and compacted to 87(+) percent relative 

compaction (85% to 90%). Non-expansive engineered fill (PI less than 15) should be 

placed in the building pad excavation in 8 inch lifts and compacted to at least 90% 

relative compaction for an allowable bearing capacity of 2,000 psf one-third to include 

short-term seismic and wind loads. For structures with raised wood floors only, an 

alternative spread footing system would be to support the structure upon 36 inch deep 

footings bearing upon undisturbed native soil for an allowable bearing capacity of 2,000 

psf plus a one-third increase for seismic and wind loads short term loading. The 

footings should be reinforced as required by the structural designer based on the actual 

loads transmitted to the foundation. 
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30 May 2008 

17. Prior to placing concrete, all foundation excavations should be thoroughly 

cleaned. The foundation excavations must be observed by the geotechnical engineer 

or his representative prior to placing concrete. 

Post Tensioned Slabs on Grade Criteria 

18. If economically feasible, post tensioned slabs on grade may be utilized at the 

project site lo  support the proposed improvements. Geotechnical design criteria for 

post tensioned slabs on grade constructed directly upon undisturbed project site 

expansive soils is as follows: 

a. Moisture Variation - emedge= 2.9 f t  and emcanter= 6.0 ft 

b. %Clay = 40 % 

c. Clay Type = Montmorillonite 

d. Depth to Constant Suction (Z) = 7 ft  

e. Constant Suction (pF) = 3.6 

f .  Moisture Velocity (in/month) = 0.7 

g. Differential Swell (in) ymedge = 0.5 inch and ym-, = 0.8 inch 

Post tensioned slabs on grade should be designed and constructed in accordance with 

the current edition of the Desiqn And Construction Of Post-Tensioned Slabs-On-Ground 

by the Post Tensioning Institute. 



Project No. SC9555 
30 May 2008 

Where floor dampness must be minimized or where floor coverings will be installed, 

concrete slabs-on-grade should be constructed on a capillary break layer at least 6 

inches thick, covered with a membrane vapor retarder. Capillary break material should 

be free-draining, clean, angular gravel such as 3/4-inch drainrock placed atop at least 

18 inches of non-expansive engineered fill compacted to at least 90 percent relative 

compaction. The capillary break gravels should mechanically rolled or compacted for 

consistent slab support. The gravel should be washed to remove fines and dust prior to 

placement on the slab subgrade. The vapor retarder should be a high quality 

membrane at least 10 mil thick and puncture resistant. An acceptable product for use 

as a vapor retarder is the 'Stego Wrap IO-mil Class A vapor retarder system 

manufactured by Stego Industries. LLC. Provided the Stego Wrap system is installed 

per manufacturer's recommendations, the concrete may be poured directly upon the 

Stego Wrap Vapor Retarder. The primary considerations for installing the vapor 

retarder are: taping all seams; sealing all penetrations such as pipe, ducting, wire, etc; 

and repairing all punctures. 

It should be clearly understood concrete slabs are not waterproof, nor are they 

vapor-proof. The aforementioned moisture retardant system will help to minimize water 

and water vapor transmission through the slab; however moisture sensitive floor 

coverings require additional protective measures. Floor coverings must be installed 

according to the manufacturer's specifications, including appropriate waterproofing 

20 
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least 95 percent relative compaction The native expansive soil subgrade underlying the 

aggregate base should be scarified to a depth of at least 8 inches; moisture conditioned 

to about 4 percent over optimum, and compacted to 87(+-) percent relative compaction 

Site Drainaae 
21. Thorough control of runoff is essential to the performance of the project. Storm 

water runoff should be directed away from site improvements including structures, 

pavement sections and exterior slabs on grade. Storm water runoff should be collected 

and conveyed away from'the proposed development to a suitable facility such as a 

retention pond situated below the slope at the southwest perimeter of the project site. 

22. Full roof gutters should be placed around all eaves. Discharge from the roof 

gutters should be conveyed away from the downspouts by splash blocks, lined gutters 

or closed conduits. 

23. The migration of water or spread of extensive roo! systems below foundations, 

slabs, or pavements may cause undesirable differential movements and subsequent 

damage io these structures. Landscaping should be planned accordingly. 
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R06176 CASSIN RANCH 
IMPERVIOUS AREAS 

BLDG (NORMAL) 1,056 
2,143 

139 
594 
370 

2,198 
1,230 

45 

7,775 

BLDG FIN)  

AC PAVING 

5,105 
2,564 

7,669 

305 

777 

1,082 

EYXIST AREAS 

BY CATEGORY IN SQ. FT. 

BLDG (GREENHOUSES) 

TENTSKRAILERS 

SLABS (CONC) 
55 757 631 

86 408 659 
124 144 

1,152 40 40 

4,096 WALKSISTEPS 799 
35 
17 

851 TRANSFORMER 

PATIOETEPS 1,349 

POOL WIDECK 457 

944 
487 

Total sq ft 

9.255 
11,001 

3,146 
'575 

1,205 
1,214 
1.528 

610 

755 

29,289 

560 
1,070 

418 

2,048 

DECKS (WOOD)? 

WALLS 

56,899 
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69 193 

15 

380 
1.115 

1,495 

45 63 
28 150 

286 



Robert L. DeWitt 
and Associates, Inc. 
Civil Engineers 8 Land Surveyors 

1607 Ocean Street - Suite I 
Sanla C r w  CA 95060 

Telephone 831 425-1617 
February 1,2008 Fax Number 831 425-0224 
Job No. R06176 0 www rldewill corn 

County of Santa Cruz 
Department of Public Works 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Attn: Rachel Fatoohi, Stormwater Management Supervisor 

Re: Cassin Ranch 
APN 110-141-07 Appl. No. 07-0267 
Watershed Analysis 

Dear Rachel, 

I have reviewed your response dated January 30 to my letter on January 17 regarding the 
downstream drainage path. I am pleased that the information was helpful and appreciated. 

A study of the capacity of the downstream channel from the subject property to the Pajaro River 
is a very big task, as you can imagine with your professional background. And due to the nature 
of the farming operations in the area, there are many unpredictable outcomes due to the various 
uses of the runoff by the various farming operations, such as irrigation ponds and diversions. 
To embark upon a detailed capacity study with any meaningful results would be a gigantic task 
involving extensive surveying, mapping, hydrology, field measurements and interviews with the 
farming operators, and hydraulic calculations for the various reaches of channels and culverts in 
the downstream channel. 

We have performed a preliminary analysis of the watershed tributary to the discharge point in 
the channel at the concrete apron crossing on the access roadway. As you will note from the 
attached mapping and analysis, there is approximately 564 acres of land that contributes 
drainage to this point. For a IO-year return period storm. the rough estimate of the potential 
peak flow would be approximately 169 cubic feet per second (cfs) at this location, using the 
rational formula. 

To put that in the proper perspective, according to the drainage study prepared by this firm 
dated September 14, 2007, the increase in t he  peak flow runoff for the proposed jmprovements 
is approximately 2.6 cfs, or about a 1.5 % increase in the flows at the discharge point. 

A s  you know, the plan includes a proposed detentionlretention feature io restrict the runoff rate 
to the predevelopment rate, resulting in zero increase in flows to the downstream system for a 
IO-year event. 

In addition, as the study moves downstream, additional watershed area is picked up, making Ihe 
additional runoff from the project even less significant. 

7 1 / 9 3  
Application 07-026 

Attachment 8 



CLIENT 

SHEET NO. 

CALCULATED BY 
CHECKED BY DATE 

Robeif L. DeWitt Si Associa' ' ,  Inc. 
Civil Engineers and Land Surveyors 
1607 W a n  Street. Suite 1 
Sanfa CNZ. CA 95060 

7 3 / 9 3  



I 
I 

Duration or Tc (min.) 

FIG. SWM-3 
Rev. 11-05 7 5 / 9 3  

0 ._  
I 



H A R O ,  r n S U N I C H  A M 5  ASSOC!ATES. IMC. 0% 
~ -_I__ - -  

~ 

Ca*su~lirr* GLQIEC*NICLL Pr C o r s r r ~  EMINEERS 

Project No. SC9717 
27 Augu.st 2008 

a W 7 6  
DRISCOLL STRAWBERRY ASSOCIATES 
152 Silliman Road 
Watsonville, California 95076 

Attention: Ms. Jane Nelson 

Subject: Percolation Testing 

Reference: Proposed Detention Pond 
Cassin Ranch Research Center 
151 Silliman Road, Watsonville 

Santa Cruz County, California 
APN 110-141-07 &. -08 

Dear M s .  Nelson: 

This Geotechnical Report outlines the results of our exploratory soil borings and 
percolation testing at the proposed storm water runoff detention pond area 
situated near the Cassin Ranch Research Center, 151 Silliman Road in Santa 
CNZ County, California: see.the Site Location Map, Figure 1 in the Appendix of 
this report. Our firm completed the Geotechnical lnvestiqation ' for the 
development and expansion of the Cassin Ranch Research Center on 30 May 
2008. 

The purpose of our recent site work was to determine the soil profile beneath the 
proposed detention pond site and measure the percolation rate of the near 
surface soils to aid in the design of the storm water runoff control system for the 
research center deve!opment. 

Our scope of work included: 

a. Site reconnaissance, communication with the project civil engineers 
and Underground Service Alert (USA) utility locates: 

b. Drilling and sampling one (1) exploratory boring to 26.5 feet below 
grade; 

c. Drilling four exploratory borings to between 5 and 7 feet below grade 
and completing the borings with perforated pipe and gravel for 
percolation testing; 

d. Pre-saturating the percolation test holes by filling to grade with water 
24 hours prior to percolation testing; 

e. Percolation testing of the four test holes using the Falling Head 
Method; 

Application 07-0267 
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 AS. Jane idelson 
Project No. SC9717 
151 Sillirnan Road, Watsonville 
27 August 2008 
Page 3 

time observed, and it is not warranted that they are representative of subsurface 
conditions at other locations or times. 

baboratow Testinq 
The laboratory testing program was directed toward determining pertinent 
engineering and index soil properties. 

The natural moisture contents and dry densities were determined on selected 
samples and are recorded on the boring logs at the appropriate depths. 

The strength parameters of the underlying earth materials were determined from 
field test values derived from Standard Penetration Testing resistance of the in 
situ soils. 

The results of the field and laboratory testing appear on the "Log of Test Boring" 
opposite the sample tested. 

Subsurface Conditions 
Based on our subsurface exploration, the general soil conditions below the site 
(B-I) consist of silty clays and clayey silts to about 21 feet below grade overlying 
interbedded silty sands with gravels and siltylsandy clays to 26.5 feet below 
grade. 

The drilling spoils from the shallow percolation test holes, P-I, P-2, P-3 & P-4 
consisted of tine grained soils, silty clays and clays silts. 

Groundwater 
We did not observe any indication of a stable groundwater level at our 
exploratory boring location, 6-1; drilled and sampled to 26.5 feet below grade at 
the percolation pond site on 1 July 2008. 

It should be noted that groundwater levels may fluctuate due to variations in 
rainfall, crop irrigation or other factors not evident during our investigation. 

Percolation Testinq 
The four percolation test holes, P-I,  P-2, P-3 & P-4. were pre-saturated on 1 
July 2008 by filling the test holes to grade with potable water. 

We returned to the site, 24 four hours later, on 2 July 2008 to test the percolation 
holes using the Falling Head Method in order to establish a rate of percolation for 
a 4 hour period. The four test holes were once again filled to grade with potab!e 
water and the surface or level of the water in each test hole was measured at 
one-half hour intervals. 

7 9  I 9 3  
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151 Sillirnan Road, Watsonville 
27 August 2008 
Page 5 

Date Test Hole I Test Hole 2 Test Hole 3 Test Hole 4 
’ 4 July H,O @ 32”bg H 2 0  @ 25”bg H20 @ 44”bg H 2 0  @ 36“bg 

2008 = 10”/28 hrs = 6’728 hrs = 6728 hrs = 9/28 hrs 
(<l”/hr) (<I “lhr) (<l”/hrl ( 

6 July H,O @ 39bg  HzO @ 35”bg H20 @ 48”bg H20 @ 44“bg 
2008 = 7723 hrs 10 /23  hrs = 4”/23 hrs = 8/23 hrs I (<l”/hr) I (<l”/hr) 1 (<l”/hr) 1 (<l”/hr) 
bg’ = below adjacent surface grade 

Recommendations 
The measured percolation rates of the near surface soils at the proposed 
detention pond site are low. To account for the long term reduction in the 
percolation rates due to silting of the surface soils, we recommend the outlined 
percolation rates be further reduced. A minimum Factor of Safety of 2 should be 
used for percolation basin design. It will also be necessary to maintain the 
detention pond each year, prior to the winter rainy season, by scraping the pond 
basin to remove accumulated fines in order to promote percolation of the 
detained storm water runoff. 

If you have any questions regarding the project, please call our office. 

Very truly yours, 

HARO, KASUNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

RLPlsq 
Attachments 
Copies: 3 to Addressee 

1 to Robert L. DeWitt & Associates 

1 to Robert J. Goldspink. Architect 
Attn: Robert DeWitt, PE 
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C O U N T Y  O F  S A N T A  C R U Z  
DISCRETIONARY APPLICATION COMMENTS 

P r o j e c t  P lanner :  Samantha Haschert 
A p p l i c a t i o n  No.: 07-0267 

APN: 110-141-06 

Date: March 18, 2009 
Time: 15:40:27 
Page: 1 

Environmental  Planning Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON 3UNE 25, 2007 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ===-=== _____-___ -__ _-_--- 
NO COMMENT 

Environmental  Planning Miscel laneous Comments 

REVIEW ON JUNE 25. 2007 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ======== _ _ _ ~  _---- - _ _  _ _ _  _- - 

Conditions of Approval : 

1.  Submit a s o i l s  report ( 3  copies) completed by a California licensed geotechnical 
engineer f o r  a l l  proposed structures 

2 .  Submit a grading/drainage p l a n  completed by a licensed c i v i l  engineer f o r  review 
and approval 

3. O b t a i n  a grading permit i f  required 

4 .  Submit an erosion/sedirnent. control plan for  review and approval. 

Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments 

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

The submittal i s  incomplete and lacks even t h e  most basic information t o  give 
spec i f ic  comments. Please provide engineered drainage/s i te  plan showing a l l  proposed 
improvements and best managment pract ises  on s i t e  t o  mit igate  the impact of t h e  ex- 
tensive development proposed. The project i s  not allowed t o  release more t h a n  pre- 
devlopment runoff r a t e s .  The mitigations t o  be considered sha l l  be chosen t o  mini-  
mize the impacts of l ike ly  drainage problems such as s t o r m a t e r  runoff pol lut ion.  
downstream erosion and  sedimentation impacts resul t ing from the  new impervious 
areas. Consider eliminating a l l  unnecessary paving and  where paving i s  necessary 
please consider a l t e rna t ive  pervious or semi impervious surfacing.  Show how s i t e  
runoff i s  proposed t o  be handled unt i l  i t  reaches a sa fe  point of release such as a n  
adequate drainage system or  a water course. Provide downstream impact assessment 
ide t i fy ing  capacity r e s t r i c t ions  in  ex is t ing  drainage f a c i l i t i e s  receiving s i t e  run- 
off and ident i fy  the water body receiving the flow. The pre-devlopment re lease rate 
will be decided once the  capacity l imitat ion i s  i den t i f i ed  by the p ro jec t ' s  c iv i l  
engineer and reviewed/accepted by the Stormwater Management s t a f f .  Oantify t h e  flow 
from o f f s i t e  upstream drainage areas draining toward the s i te  and show how t h e  flow 
will  be handled. Include the drainage area map used t o  quantify the flow. provide 
c l ea r  top0 information per County Design Cr i te r ia  Part 1, Section A . 1 . g  as 
applicable.The comments above a re  general and  more 'detailed comments will  be made 
once we receive the engineered plans and the downstream assessment.The applicant i s  
encouragedto meet with Stormwater Management s t a f f  before preparing the  next sub- 
mi t t a l .  Provide c lear  legend on the plans for  the proposed improvements. The 
provided Key is h a r d  t o  follow and does not make i t  easy t o  see the overal l  p ic ture .  

UPOATED ON J U N E  25. 2007 BY RACHEL J FAPOOHI ========= ________-  _ ______-  

Application 07-0267 
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D i s c r e t i o n a r y  Comments - Continued 

P r o j e c t  Planner: Samantha Haschert 
Appl ica t ion  No.: 07-0267 

APN: 110-141-06 

Date: March 18. 2009 
Time: 15:40:27 
Page: 3 

natural drainage pattern,  the  impacts o f  which need t o  be evaluated before t h i s  
diversion i s  deemed acceptable 

I f  you have questions, please contact me a t  831-233-8083 

UPDATED ON AUGUST 8.  2008 BY RACHEL J FATOOHI ==-==== _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _  - _ _ _ _  -_- -- 
The submittal does not include c i v i l  plans f o r  storm w a t e r  management chang e~ per 
our discussion o f  5/30/08. No review was done fo r  t h i s  submittal 

Application wi th  c i v i l  plans dated August 28, 2008. correspondence from Dr isco l l -s  
dated August 18. 2008. correspondence from Robert DeWitt dated September 2 .  2008 and 
reports from Haro. Kasunich & Associates dated August 27, 20008 and May 30. 2008 has 
been received. The application i s  deemed complete wi th  respect t o  the discret ionary 
permit appl icat ion stage. See miscellaneous coments t o  be addressed during bui ld ing 
permi t appl i c a t i  on. 

UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 22. 2008 BY LOUISE B D I O N  ==E===== _ _  _ _ _ _  ___  _ _  _ _ _ _  _ _ _  

UPDATED ON OCTOBER 28. 2008 BY LOUISE B DION ========= 
UPDATED ON OCTOBER 28. 2008 BY LOUISE 6 DION ========= 

Dpw Drainage Miscellaneous Comments 

__ _-_- --- _ _  _-_- --- 
__-_---- ___-_  ~ - _ -  

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

REVIEW ON JUNE 25. 2007 BY RACHEL J FATOOHI ========= Zone 7A Fees shal l  
be assessed on a l l  the  new impervious areas, Semi-impervious areas sha l l  be assessed 
h a l f  the applicable fee. Provide clear legend ident f iy ing ex is t ing  and proposed i m -  
pervious areas. Currently the fee i s  $0.95 per square foot  o f  new impervious area. 

No new miscellaneous comments. 

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

UPDATED ON OCTOBER 27, 2007 BY LOUISE 8 O I O N  ========= -~ _ _ _ - _ _ _  -. _ _  __ __ __ 

UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 25, 2008 BY LOUISE B D I O N  ==-====== _ _  _ _  _ _ _ _  __-_-- 

Miscellaneous comments t o  be addressed during bui ld ing permit appl icat ion:  

1 .  Complete review of drainage calculat ions,  detention basin, i n f i l t r a t i o n  trench 
and o r ~ i f i c e  s iz ing w i l l  be performed during bui ld ing permit review. 

2 .  While the correspondence from Dr isco l l -s  dated August 18. 2008 indicates verbal 
approval from the downstream property owner, Joe Kalich. a recorded maint.enance 
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Discret ionary Comments - Continued 

P r o j e c t  Planner: Samantha Haschert 
Applicat ion No.:  07-0267 

APN: 110-141-06 

Date: March 18. 2009 
T ime :  15:40:27 
Page: 5 

Greg Martin 454-2811 

UPDATEU ON JANUARY 28. 2009 BY GREG J MARTIN ======= 
UPDATED ON JANUARY 28. 2009 BY GREG J MARTIN ==-=== 

- - _-__--- ___-_-___ 
___----_- _ _  _ ---_ _ _  

Opw Road Engineering Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON JUNE 18, 2007 BY ANWARBEG M I R Z A  =====- _ _  _______  __  -___-__ 
NO COMMENT 

UPDATED ON JANUARY 28, 2009 BY GREG J MARTIN ==--=== 

UPDATED ON JANUARY 28. 2009 BY GREG J MARTIN ==-=== 

_________  _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
_ ________  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Environmental Hea l th  Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON JUNE 18, 2007 BY JIM G SAFRANEK =====- 
UPDATED ON JUNE 18, 2007 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ====-== 

_ _  _______  - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
__-_-_-__ _ _  ___  ____  
NO COMMENT 

Environmental Hea l th  Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON JUNE 18. 2007 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ======= 
The proposed project requires that septic system be upgraded t o  meet current stand- 
ards. Applicant must obtain an approved sewage disposal permit fo r  an upgrade. Con- 
t a c t  the appropriate Land Use s t a f f  o f  Environmental H e a l t h  a t  454-2022. 
The approved septic .appl icat ion i s  a buidl ign phase req. and w i l l  be iieeded a t  time 
o f  EHS Bui lding Clearance. 

_________  _________ 

Pajaro V a l l e y  F i r e  D i s t r i c t  Completeness Comments 

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

REVIEM ON JUNE 2 1 ,  2007 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ==-== _____-__= _____-_- 
DEPARTMENT NAME: PAJARO VALLEY FIRE 
Add the amrour iate NOTES and UETAILS showinq t h i s  information on your plans and 
RESUBMIT,’with an annotated copy o f  t h i s  l e t t e r :  
Each APN ( l o t )  shal l  have separate submittals f o r  bu i ld ing and sprinkler system 
p l  ans. 
The job copies o f  the bui ld ing and f i r e  systems plans and permits must be onsi te 
during inspections 
NOTE on the plans the OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION, BUILDING CONSTRUCTION T Y P E I F I R E  
RATING and SPRINKERED or NONSPRINKERED as determined by the bui ld ing o f f i c a l  and 
outl ined i n  P a r t  I V  o f  the Cali fornia Building Code, e .g .  R-3,  Type V-N. 
Sprinkl ered. 
Note on these plans  the occupancy load of  each area. Show where the occupancy load 
signs w i l l  be posted. 
SHOW on the plans a publ ic f i r e  hydrant wi th in  250 feet of any port ion o f  the 
property, along the f i r e  department access route,. meeting t h e  minimum required f i r e  
flow fo r  the bui ld inq.  This information can be obtained from the water company. 
NOTE on the plans that  the bui lding shal l  be protected by an approved automatic f i r e  
spr inkler system complying with the currently adopted ed i t i on  o f  NFPA 13 and Chapter 
35 of  Cal i fornia Bui ld ing Code and adopted standards o f  the authority having j u r i s -  
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Discretionary Comments - Continued 

Project Planner: Samantha H a s c h e r t  
Application No.: 07-0267  T i m e :  15:40:27 

D a t e :  M a r c h  18, 2009 

APN: 1 1 0 - 1 4 1 - 0 6  Page :  7 

a s e p a r a t e  f i r e  alarm p e r m i t  a n d  f e e  i s  r e q u i r e d  b y  t h e  f i r e  d e p a r t m e n t  h a v i n g  
j u r i s d i c t i o n .  F i r e  A l a r m  p l a n s  ( 3  s e t s )  s h a l l  b e  s u b m i t t e d  and a p p r o v e d  p r i o r  t o  
commencing w o r k .  
SHOW ON PLANS DIMENSIONS OF ACCESS ROADS. ALSO SHOW ON PLANS WHAT MATERIALSGREEN- 
HOUSES ARE TO BE CONSTRUCTED OF. THE NEW OFFICE WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SPRINKLERED 
PER NFPA 1 3 .  ========= UPDATED ON OCTOBER 1 0 ,  2007 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 

NO NEW F I R E  NOTES AT THIS TIME, ALL COMMENTS HAVE BEEN ADDRESSED. ========= UPDATED 
ON OCTOBER 10,  2007 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 

UPDATED ON OCTOBER 10.  2007 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ======== _________  ___--_-- - 

Pajaro Valley Fire District Miscellaneous Comments 

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

========E UPDATED ON OCTOBER 10. 2007 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ======== 
REVIEW ON JUNE 2 1 .  2007 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ======== ========= 
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Development Review Oi-026i  - Cdssln Raflcri 
July 28, 2008 
Page 2 

10-17.07 Not resolved. The use of a passenger loading zone in lieu of an accessible Route of Travel to the public FUW 
will require an Unreasonable Hardship Request and justification as equivalent facilitation at the time of permit 
submittal, under CBC Section 1127B.1 Exception 1. The proposed passenger loading zone also appears to 
conflict with the pedestrian route of travel. The route/paths of travel must be slip-resistant 11338.7.1 .I 

I 

10-17-07 The details provided are insufficient to identify that each new, remodeled or existlng accessible building is 
accessible. Identify the types of entries. Identify level entries, ramps, steps, landings, and lheir construction types. 

7/15/08 Not resolved. 
The type of accessible entry, ramps, landings and details to determine if nenf buildings and existing accessible buildings 
are accessible, are not provided. 

if28IO8 Resolved. Note: BPA submittal must incorporate all accessibility details. 

CBC 11 146  1.2 Accessible Route of Travel 
AI I w s l  one accessible route within the boundary of the site shall be nrnvided from oublic transoortation stops, accessible . r . - ~  ~ 

~ 

parking and accessible passenger loading zones, other buildings on the site, and public streets‘or sidewalks, to the 
accessible building entrance they serve. 
is provided, all routes shall be accessible. All spot elevations, slopes, cross slopes, ramps, stairs, curb ramps, striping, 
signage and any  other accessible requirements are to be shown on the plans. 
Comment: Must be shown on an accessibility plan. Required information. Note: Check code-assembly occupancies (A) 
must have a 20’ clear and unobstructed exit discharge lo the public way and it must be accessible too. 

Refer also to 11278 for Exterior Routes of Travel. Where more than one route 

7/15/08 See Accessible Parking below. 

7/28/08 Resolved. 

CBC 1129B Accessible Parkinq Required 
Each lot or Darkinq structure where parking is provided for the public as clients. w e s t s  or employees, shall provide 
accessible parking as required by this section. 
Comment: Where is it? 

10-17-07 Identify the accessible van parking spaces and provide a standard detail for accessible parking spaces. 

7-15-08 Not resolved. Parking (11296) and passenger loading zone (1 1318) details were not provided 

7/28/08 Resolved. Reference the amended 8 Z x 11 detail submitted on 7/25/08. 

Path of Travel Verification Form (refer to brochure) 
To be submitted at the time of Building Permit application. 

CBC 11 336 General Accessibility for Entrances, Exits and Paths of Travel 
Provide an Egress Plan showing maneuvering clearances at all doorways, passageways, and landings 
Comment: Required - floor plan and exiling plan is required information. 

10-1 7-07 Not resolved. See Building Accessibility above 

7/15/08 Not resolved 
The requested information was not provided 

7/28/08 Resolved, 

Ptumbinq Fixture Requirements - Accessible Restrooms 
Please refer to  the 2001 California Plumbing Code, Table 4-1 for plumbing fixture requirements for this occupancy. 
Comment: Show restroom floor plans 
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BERKSHIRE LNVESTMENTS. L E  

SALINAS. CA 93307 

Permit Number: 04-0269 Owner: 
Address: 11 QUAIL RUN CIRCLE, #203 Parcel Number(s): 110-141-05,-08 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AM5 LOCATION 

Permit to expand an existing agricultural research facility to include 7504 square feet of 
offices, 9044 square feet of greenhouses, 3370 square feet of laboratory, a 2304 square foot 
officelconference room, and a 3024 square foot storage building. Requires an Amendment 
to permits 88-1104, 01-0422, and 03-0195 and an Agricultural Buffer Determination to 
decrease the minimum required 200 foot buffer to a 45 foot setback from APN 110-141-06 to 
the west, a 137 foot setback from APN 110-141-06 to the south, a 105 foot setback from 
APN 110-141-01, a 90 foot setback from the existing agricultural use on the subject parcel to 
the north, and a 100 foot setback from the existing agricultural use on the subject parcel to 
the south. 

SUBJECT TO ATTACHED CONDITIONS 
APAC Approval Date: 812 IO8 Effective Date: 9/05/08 

Subject to  final discretionary review i f  Zoning Admin., 
Planning Corn., or Board action i s  required. 
Coastal Appeal Exp. Date: Exp. Date (if not exercised): see conditions 

- 

NIA 

This project requires a Coastal,Zone Permit, which is not appealable to the California Coastal Commission. It 
may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors. The appeal must be filed within 14 calendar days of action by 
the decision body. 

This project requires a Coastal Zone Permit. the approval ofwhich is appealable lo the California Coastal 
Commission. (Grounds for appeal are listed in the County Code Section 13.20.110.) The appeal must be filed 
with t he  Coastal Commission within 10 business days of receipt by Ihe Coastal Commission of notice of local 
action. Approval or denial of the Coastal Zone Permit is appealable. The appeal must be filed within 
14 calendar days of action by the decision body. 

__ 

This permit cannot be exercised until after Ihe Coaslal Commission appeal period. That appeal period ends on the above 
indicated date. Permittee is to  contact Coastal staff at the end of the above appeal period prior l o  commencing any work. 

APAC REVIEW IS NOT A BUILDING PERMIT. A Building Permit must be obtained (if required) and conslructior 
must b e  initialed prior to the expiration date in order to exercise this permit. 

By signing this permit below, the owner agrees to accept the terms and condilions of this permit and to 
accept responsibility for payment of the County's costs for inspections and all other actions related to 

all be null and void in the absence of the 

\o.te-oPI 

Application 07.02( 
Attachment 12 
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