
COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

701 OCEAN STREET, dTH FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
(831) 454-2580 FAX (831) 454-2131 TDD (831) 454-2123 

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PERIOD 

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 

APPLICANT: Craig and Maw French I David and Martha Getchell 

APPLICATION NO.: 08-0120 

APN: 049-221-86 8-87 and 049-221-20 

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

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

xx Mitigations will be attached to the Negative Declaration 

No mitigations will be attached. 

Environmental ImDact 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 0 0  
p.m. on the last day of the review period. 

Review Period Ends: JUNE 8.2009 

SAMANTHA HASCHERT 
Staff Planner 

Phone: (831) 454-3214 

Date: MAY 15,2009 



NAME: Craig and Mary French 
APPLICATION: 08-01 20 
A.P.N: 049-221-86, 87, 049-221-20 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION MITIGATIONS 

A. In order to mitigate impacts to downstream stormwater facilities and to ensure that off- 
site improvements are constructed that can adequately handle runoff from this project, 
the applicant is required to submit off-site drainage improvement plan@) for review and 
approval by DPW Stormwater Management Staff prior to final map recordation that will 
be required if the adjacent subdivision (and associate improvements) are not constructed 
prior to building permit issuance for the subject project. Of-site drainage improvement 
plan@) shall include calculations and other evidence to support the capacity of the 
proposed system. 

In the event that approved off-site drainage improvements are constructed in accordance 
with permit 04-0598 (the adjacent subdivision) prior to an application for a building permit 
for the subject project, the off-site drainage improvement plan(s) submitted as part of the 
subject land division will be waived as a mitigation of the proposed project. However, the 
applicant shall be required to submit calculations and other evidence for review and 
approval by DPW Stormwater Management Staff prior to building permit issuance that 
indicates that the system (constructed under permit 04-0598) has adequate capacity to 
support additional runoff from the subject project. Additional facilities may be required if 
this conclusion cannot be verified by County Staff. 

In order to ensure adequate emergency vehicle access during construction, the applicant 
is required to ensure one lane remains open and unobstructed at all times during 
construction. 

In order to mitigate the impacts of temporary construction debris on landfill capacity, the 
applicant shall submit a plan to recycle and/or reuse excess post-construction materials, 
for review and approval by Planning Staff prior to building permit issuance. 

In order to mitigate impacts to air quality, standard dust control Best Management 
Practices shall be implemented during all grading and demolition work. Notes reflecting 
this shall be included in the final project plans and shall include at a minimum the 
following measures: 

B. 

C. 

D. 

1. Water site as needed on a daily basis. 
2. Cover all inactive spoils piles. 
3. Refrain from grading on windy days (20mph or more average wind speed) 
4. Install minimum 30 feet of I-inch rock at site entrance and exit to prevent tracking 

sediment off site. 



Environmental Review 
Initial Study Application Number: 08-0120 

Date: May 4, 2009 
Staff Planner: Samantha Haschert 

1. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 

APPLICANT: Craig and Mary French APN: 049-221-86 & 87; 049-221-20 

OWNERS: Craig and Mary French SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 2"d (Pirie) 
David and Martha Getchell 

LOCATION: Parcels 049-221-86 & 87 located on the southeast side of Bowker Road 
approximately 675 feet from Freedom Boulevard. Parcel 049-221-20 located on the 
northeast side of Calabasas Road, about 400 feet southeast of Bowker Road. 

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Proposal to divide an existing 40,000 square 
foot parcel (049-221-86) into four parcels and one remainder parcel for the construction 
of four single family dwellings each with an attached second unit. Requires a Minor 
Land Division, a Residential Development Permit, Design Review, Preliminary Grading 
Approval, Soils Report Review, and a RoadsidelRoadway Exception. 

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. 

~ X Geology/Soils X Noise 
__ HydrologyMlater SupplyNVater Quality 

__ X Biological Resources X Public Services & Utilities 

~ Energy & Natural Resources Land Use, Population & Housing 

__ Visual Resources & Aesthetics Cumulative Impacts 

__ X Cultural Resources __ Growth Inducement 

~ Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

__ Transportation/Traffic 

- Air Quality 

X 

- Mandatory Findings of Significance 

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 Grading Permit 

X Land Division Riparian Exception 
__ ~ 

__ ~ 

Rezoning Other: __ ~ 

~ X Development Permit ~ 

~ Coastal Development Permit __ 

NON-LOCAL APPROVALS 
Other agencies that must issue permits or authorizations: None 

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. 

Matt Johnston 

For: Claudia Slater 
Environmental Coordinator 

Date 
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II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS 
Parcel Sizes: .9 acres/40,003 square feet (APN 049-221 -86) 
Existing Land Uses: Single Family Residential; Existing single family dwellings on 
APN’s 049-221-87 & 20. APN 049-221-86 currently vacant but used as rear yard of 
dwelling on parcel 87. 
Vegetation: Magnolia tree (1); Oak tree (1); Cedar (1); fruit trees, grasses and shrubs 
Slope in area affected by project: X 0 - 30% - 31 - 100% (Primarily flat site) 
Nearby Watercourse: Corralitos Creek located about 1500 feet northeast of the 
project site. 

Groundwater Supply: Not Mapped 
Water Supply Watershed: Not Mapped 
Groundwater Recharge: Not Mapped 
Timber or Mineral: Not Mapped 
Agricultural Resource: None Mapped 

Biologically Sensitive Habitat: None Mapped; 
Biotic report submitted and evaluated in 2005 found 
that Santa Cruz Tarplants were not identified on site 
and the existence of a viable seed bank at the site is 
unlikely; no further biotic reports required for this 
project regarding Santa Cruz Tarplant. 
Fire Hazard: Not Mapped 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS 
Liquefaction: Mapped low 
Fault Zone: Not mapped 
Scenic Corridor: Not mapped 
Historic: None mapped 
Archaeology: Mapped; 
reconnaissance negative for 
evidence of prehistoric resources in 
proposed areas of disturbance. 
Noise Constraint: None 

Floodplain: Not Mapped 

Erosion: Not Mapped 

Landslide: None Mapped 

SERVICES 

Electric Power Lines: Power poles 
and lines located along Bowker Road. 
Solar Access: Excellent; flat 
parcel; no existing shaded areas. 
Solar Orientation: Proposed 
residences are primarily south 
facing. 
Hazardous Materials: None 

Fire Protection: Pajaro Valley FD 
School District: Pajaro Valley USD 
Sewage Disposal: Freedom County 
Sanitation District 

Drainage District: Zone 7 
Project Access: Via Bowker Road 
Water Supply: City of Watsonville 

PLANNING POLICIES 
Zone District: R-1-6 (Single Family 
Residential - 6,000 square foot minimum) 
General Plan: R-UL (Urban Low Residential) 

Special Designation: None 
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Urban Services Line: - X Inside 
Coastal Zone: - Inside 

- Outside 
- X Outside 

PROJECT SETTING AND BACKGROUND: 

The subject properties are located in an urban area about 500 feet north of the 
Watsonville Airport. The parcel to be divided (APN 049-221-86) is currently used as the 
rear yard of APN 049-221-87, which is currently developed with a single family dwelling 
and takes access from Bowker Road. The detached garage associated with the single 
family dwelling is located on parcel 86. 

Parcel 049-221-20 is the south east adjacent parcel and is currently developed with a 
single family dwelling. The parcel takes access from Calabasas Road and is included in 
this application to accommodate a new sewer easement and line which will connect to 
the existing sanitary sewer in Calabasas Road. 

There are several trees located on parcels 86 and 87: several small fruit trees, a 12" 
Magnolia, a 22" Coast Live Oak, and a large diameter, multi branch Cedar. The ground 
cover is made up of grasses and shrubs. 

In 2007, a Boundary Adjustment was permitted between parcels 85, 86, 87 to create the 
existing parcel configuration which allows the existing single family dwelling on parcel 
87 to remain on its own parcel and not be included in the land division. In addition, the 
lot line adjustment created an area at the south east property line of parcel 86 to 
accommodate a sewer connection to Calabasas Road. 

The parcels are surrounded by land zoned R-1-6 (Single Family Residential - 6,000 
square foot minimum) that are developed with single family residences built at urban 
densities. 
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I Proposed 1 Density (GP 2.8) 

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The proposed project would divide parcel 86 into four parcels for the development of 
single family dwellings with attached second units and a remainder parcel to be 
conveyed to the southwest adjacent property owner. The existing single family dwelling 
would remain on parcel 87 (as created by the lot line adjustment under permit 07-0108) 
and is included in this application for the purpose of providing road improvements and 
utility connections along the front and street side property lines (north and west). 

The subject parcel is approximately 40,004 square feet. The proposed lots would be 
approximately 6,007 square feet, 6,154 square feet, 6,955 square feet, and 6,777 
square feet. The proposed street and cul-de-sac would be approximately 13,549 square 
feet and would be offered to the County for dedication. The proposal includes a 
remainder parcel consisting of a small strip of land, approximately 562 square feet, on 
the south side of the proposed cul-de-sac to be conveyed to the southwest adjacent 
property owner for the purposes of creating a legal street side yard setback for the 
existing single family dwelling on parcel 85. 

Approximately 780.8 cubic yards of fill and 238 cubic yards of cut are proposed as a 
part of this project. 

All of the proposed lots meet the 6,000 square foot requirement for the R-1-6 (Single 
Family Residential - 6,000 square foot minimum) zone district and are in compliance 
with the density requirements for the R-UL Urban Low Residential General Plan 
designation (6,000 - 10,000 square feet net developable parcel area per unit). 

I Gross Area I Units I R-UL Rewired I Sa. ft./DU 1 DUlNet Dev. I I Acre 

I (40,004 sq.ft.) I I Acre 

There are two easements, X and Y as shown on the plans, which would allow a portion 
of the proposed cul-de-sac to be constructed upon the southwest adjacent parcel (APN 
049-221-85) and would allow frontage improvements along Bowker Road to occur as a 
part of the proposed project. 

An Arborist’s Tree Evaluation, a Geotechnical Investigation, an Archaeological 
Reconnaissance Survey, and Drainage Calculations have been submitted for the 
proposed project. 

This proposal requires a Minor Land Division, a Residential Development Permit, 
Preliminary Grading Review, Soils Report Review, and a RoadsidelRoadway Exception. 
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111. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

A. Geolonv 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? X 

There are no mapped faults on or adjacent to the subject property. The closest 
mapped fault is the Zayante-Vergales fault, which is located just over one mile 
northeast of the subject parcel; therefore, ground rupture of a known earthquake fault 
was not an area of concern in the geotechnical engineering report submitted for the 
site (Haro, Kasunich, and Associates, dated December 2005; Attachment 6). 
Foundations for all proposed structures must be designed in accordance with the most 
recent California Building Code (CBC) and the applicant would be required to submit 
an update to the 2005 soils report that reflects the requirements of the 2007 CBC prior 
to final map recordation. 

B. Seismic ground shaking? X 

The subject property will likely be subjected to strong seismic shaking from one of the 
local fault systems during the life of the planned structures. The Geotechnical 
Engineering Report submitted for the proposed project (Attachment 6), recommends 
that all planned improvements are designed to resist seismic shaking. Specific seismic 
design parameters are listed in the report and the applicant would be required to submit 
an update to the 2005 geotechnical investigation that reflects the requirements of the 
most recent California Building Code for review and approval by Planning Staff prior to 
final map recordation. 

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

The subject parcels are mapped for low liquefaction potential. The geotechnical 
investigation identified clayey soils at the site rather than sandy soils and groundwater 
at a depth of 26 feet below existing grade; therefore, liquefaction is not an area of 
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concern for the proposed project. 

D. Landslides? X 

The topography of the site is primarily flat and the natural grade slopes gently to the 
southeast. Surrounding land is also primarily flat with a slight downward slope of about 
20% located off site about 85 feet to the northeast; therefore, landslides are not an 
area of concern for the proposed 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 

The Geotechnical Report (Attachment 6) submitted for the proposed project did not 
identify landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, or liquefaction as areas of concern 
due to the existence of clayey soil types, low groundwater depth, and primarily flat 
topography. In addition, the report did not identify fault zones, fault traces, or landslides 
on or around the subject parcel. The report provides recommendations for grading and 
foundation design and the applicant would be required to submit an update to this 
report that reflects the requirements of the most current California Building Code. Final 
building foundations and grading plans must comply with the most current California 
Building Code to resist seismic shaking and avoid structural collapse and shall be 
reviewed and approved by Environmental Planning staff prior to final map recordation. 

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

Not applicable because there are no slopes that exceed 30% on the subject properties. 

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

Some potential for erosion exists during the construction phase of the project, 
however, this potential is minimal because the site is flat and because prior to approval 
of the improvement plans and final map recordation, the property owner/applicant must 
submit final Erosion Control Plans for review and approval by Environmental Planning 
Staff. The plans must specify detailed erosion and sedimentation control measures and 
must include provisions for disturbed areas to be planted with ground cover and 
maintenance plans to minimize surface erosion. In addition, winter grading is not 
permitted at this site. Therefore the impacts of construction and grading on site erosion 
will be less than significant. 
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5. Be located on expansive soil, as 
defined in section 1802.3.2 
of the California Building Code(zo07), 
creating substantial risks to property? X 

According to the geotechnical report for the project, the “site is underlain by potentially 
expansive soil in the upper 4 feet across the site.“ The report provides the following 
two options for foundation design to “mitigate potential heave of the clays”: a post- 
tensioned slab-on-grade foundation system or a conventional shallow foundation 
system underlain by non-expansive soil. Preliminary grading plans, which propose the 
use of slab foundations, have been reviewed and approved conceptually by 
Environmental Planning Staff. Due to the expansive nature of the soils, if an alternative 
foundation system (other than slab-on-grade) is proposed at building permit stage, the 
property owner/applicant will be required to submit a plan review letter from the project 
soils engineer to support the use of the alternative foundation system and the 
applicantlproperty owner will be required to submit revised grading plans and 
earthwork quantities for review and approval by Environmental Planning Staff prior to 
building permit issuance. Implementation of either option for foundation design 
recommended in the submitted geotechnical report would reduce impacts from 
expansive soil to less than significant. 

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? X 

This is not applicable because the proposed project would connect to existing County 
Sanitation facilities rather than utilize septic tanks, leach fields, or alternative waste 
water disposal systems. 

7. Result in coastal cliff erosion? X 

This is not applicable because the subject parcel is not located in the vicinity of an 
ocean bluff. 

) 
Does the project have the potential to: 

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

This is not applicable because 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. 
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2. Place development within the floodway 
resulting in impedance or redirection of 
flood flows? X 

This is not applicable because 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 floodway. 

3. Be inundated by a seiche or tsunami? X 

This is not applicable because the subject parcels are not located in the vicinity of the 
ocean. 

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 

The project is not located in a mapped groundwater recharge area and there are no 
existing or proposed agricultural uses on site. The proposed single family dwellings will 
obtain water from the City of Watsonville and will not rely on private well water. The 
City of Watsonville has indicated that adequate supplies are available to serve the 
project (Attachment 7) and has issued a conditional will-serve letter for the proposed 
project, which is contingent upon final discretionary permit issuance by the County and 
compliance with additional requirements, including the payment of groundwater impact 
fees; therefore, the proposed project will not significantly deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere with groundwater recharge. 

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 proposed project will not degrade or contaminate a known public or private water 
supply in that none exist in the surrounding vicinity. The City of Watsonville serves the 
surrounding area and the closest waterway, Corralitos Creek, is located over 1500 feet 
to the northeast. 

6. Degrade septic system functioning? X 
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The County Sanitation District serves the subject parcel and the surrounding 
developed parcels; therefore, no septic systems will be impacted by the proposed 
development. 

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? X 

The proposed drainage plan would slightly alter the existing drainage pattern on the 
site by constructing a new road and four buildings; however, the proposed 
development will not alter the course of a stream or river or result in flooding, erosion, 
or siltation on or off-site, in that no rivers or streams are located in the proximity of the 
project and the subject parcel is located over 1500 feet southwest of the Corralitos 
Creek. The Department of Public Works Stormwater Management Staff and County 
Environmental Planning Staff have reviewed and approved preliminary drainage and 
erosion control plans, and a condition of approval of the project would require the 
applicant to obtain Environmental Planning and DPW approval of final drainage and 
erosion control plans, drainage calculations, and off-site drainage improvement plans 
prior to final map recordation, which will reduce the possible impacts of flooding, 
erosion, or siltation to less than significant. 

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? X 

Runoff from this project may contain small amounts of chemicals and other household 
contaminants; however, since no commercial or industrial activities are proposed, the 
contribution will be minimal. Preliminary drainage plans have been conceptually 
approved by Department of Public Works Stormwater Management Staff. Proposed 
new drainage facilities include five retention trenches that would be located in the rear 
yards of the proposed parcels, a detention pipe located within the roadway, and 
pervious concrete to be used on individual driveways. Prior to final map recordation, the 
applicant will be required to submit the following for review and approval by Department 
of Public Works Stormwater Management Staff: 

Off-site drainage improvement plans 
Demonstrate that the post development runoff rate will not exceed the 
predevelopment runoff rate for a 10 year storm; 
An analysis of the entire diversion path for the Bowker Road system to the 
channel where it discharges. 
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Details and analysis of the proposed on-site stormwater facilities and that 
demonstrate compliance with County Design Criteria. 
Watershed and subwatershed maps with additional analysis of existing and 
proposed facilities. 

In addition, the applicanUproperty owner must obtain approval for final erosion control 
plans from County Environmental Planning Staff prior to final map recordation to reduce 
impacts of potential siltation during project construction to less than significant. 

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

Corralitos Creek is the closest natural water course, which is located just over 1 mile to 
the northeast and would therefore not be impacted by discharges of newly collected 
runoff as a result of the project. See response B-8 for additional information to be 
reviewed and approved by County Stormwater Management staff prior to final map 
recordation. 

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

Few pollutants would be added to the existing water supply as a result of this project. 
Department of Public Works Stormwater Management Staff have reviewed and 
approved preliminary drainage plans, which include various treatment methods prior to 
discharge off site including underground rock filled trenches and pervious concrete in 
the driveways. The applicant will be required to submit final drainage plans and 
calculations for review and approval by DPW Stormwater Management Staff prior to 
final map recordation and filing of the improvement plans to ensure the appropriate 
placement and design of treatment measures. This condition will ensure that the 
impacts of runoff on water quality are less than significant. See response B-4 regarding 
impacts to water supply. 

C. Biological 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? X 

No candidate, sensitive, or special status species were identified on site or in the biotic 
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report referenced for this project that was completed for a 2006 subdivision across 
Bowker Road (Attachment 8). 

2. Have an adverse effect on a sensitive 
biotic community (riparian corridor), 
wetland, native grassland, special 
forests, intertidal zone, etc.)? X 

The subject parcels are not mapped for sensitive biotic communities and none were 
observed on site; therefore there would be no impact as a result of development. 

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? X 

The proposed development would not interfere with the movement of any native 
resident, migratory fish or wildlife species in that there are no waterways on the subject 
parcels and that the only trees to be removed from the site are small fruit trees. An 
existing magnolia tree, cedar, and coast live oak would be retained. In addition, the 
surrounding parcels are developed with single family dwellings; therefore, the parcel is 
not adjacent to areas that could be used as wildlife corridors. 

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

The subject property is located in a primarily urbanized area and is surrounded by 
existing residential development that generates nighttime lighting. County 
Environmental Planning staff concluded that there are no sensitive animal habitats 
within or adjacent to the project site that will be impacted by the additional nighttime 
lighting. In addition, the applicant shall be required to install only lighting features that 
are in accordance with the County Design Criteria. 

5. Make a significant contribution to the 
reduction of the number of species of 
plants or animals? X 

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)? X 

No sensitive habitats were identified in a 2005 biotic report for a subdivision project 
across Bowker Road from the subject parcels. An Arborists Report, prepared by 
certified arborist, Maureen Hamb, dated March 14, 2008 (Attachment 9) was submitted 
for the proposed project which evaluates the existing trees on site. The report identifies 
3 existing trees on site with a trunk size of 6 inches in diameter or greater (cedar, coast 
live oak, & magnolia) and several small fruit trees. The cedar, magnolia and oak tree 
would remain in the existing locations and would be protected during construction as 
per the arborist report. In order to ensure compliance with local ordinances and policies 
regarding tree removal, a condition of approval will require the applicant to comply with 
all recommendations of the project's arborist report. 

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

This is not applicable because 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. 

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? X 

This is not applicable as the subject parcel is not a designated Timber Resource in the 
General Plan, nor are the adjacent and surrounding parcels. 

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

This is not applicable because the project site is not a designated Agricultural 
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Resource in the General Plan, nor are the adjacent and surrounding parcels. The 
project site is not currently being used for agriculture and no agricultural activities are 
proposed on the site or in the project 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? X 

1 4 / 9 0  

No proposed activities would result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or 
energy because the amount of water and energy required to construct and service the 
proposed development would be consistent with other developments of similar size 
and design. The parcel is currently vacant so demolition would not be required prior to 
construction; therefore consumption of large amounts of fuel, water and energy would 
be less than significant. 

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

This is not applicable because the subjects parcels are not mapped for mineral 
resources and no natural resources will 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 

This is not applicable because the proposed project is not visible from a County 
designated scenic resource. 

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? X 

This is not applicable because the project site is not located along a County designated 
scenic road or within a designated scenic resource area. 



Environmental Review Initial Study 
Page 15 

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? 

The existina visual settina is characterized a 

Sigoificant Less than 
0, Significant k s  thno 

Potpntinlly with significant 
Signifierot Midgrdoo Or Not 

Impact Im(lrpor8tion No Impact Applicable 

urban with the surrou 

X 

iing parcels 
developed with single f a k y  dwellings on primarily larger lots. The subject parcel is flat 
and the proposed development would include about 781 cubic yards of fill and about 
238 cubic yards of cut for the proposed new street. The applicant will be required to 
obtain approval of final grading plans by Environmental Planning Staff prior to final 
map recordation to ensure that site grading is minimized and does not substantially 
impact the existing character of the site. The subject parcels are not located on a 
ridgeline. 

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

The proposed lighting associated with the project will be reviewed and approved by 
County Planning Staff in a lighting plan prior to building permit issuance. As per County 
design criteria, all lighting must be directed downwards and landscape lighting must 
utilize low rise light standards and shall be directed away from adjacent properties; 
therefore, new sources of light will not be a significant impact on day or nighttime views 
in the area. 

5. Destroy, cover, or modify any unique 
geologic or physical feature? X 

This is not applicable because 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? X 

This is not applicable because the parcel is currently vacant. 

1 5 / 9 0  
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2. Cause an adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines 15064.5? X 

Both parcels are mapped for archaeological resources. An archaeological 
reconnaissance (Santa Cruz County Archeological Society) uncovered no evidence of 
pre-historic cultural resources at the proposed areas of disturbance (Attachment IO) .  
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 

The subject parcel is not within or in the vicinity of a mapped paleontological resource 
area; therefore, no further studies were required as part of the application for 
development. 

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? 

~ 

X 

Not applicable because no hazardous materials will be stored, used, disposed of, or 
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transported to and from the site. 

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? 

Significant Less tbno 

PoIeotir11y With signinant 
Signilkant Miligation Or Not 

01 Sigoificaol Less tbto 

trnp.ct Incorporalion No Impact Applicable 

X 

The project site is not included on the 12/1/2008 list of hazardous sites in Santa Cruz 
County compiled pursuant to the specified code and the closest listed site is the 
Brothers Country Corner Market, which is about 500 feet south of the project site; 
therefore, hazardous materials are not an area of concern for this project. 

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? - 

The Watsonville Dublic airDort is located about 550 feet I uth of the 

X 

ubject parcels; 
however, the airport's recommended flight path for take off and landing does not cross 
the airspace directly over the parcels and no building or feature would exceed 28' in 
height. Therefore, the proximity of the airport to the subject parcel would not create a 
safety hazard for the proposed development. 

4. Expose people to electro-magnetic 
fields associated with electrical 
transmission lines? X 

All new electrical transmission lines proposed as a part of the project would be located 
underground and no high voltage transmission lines exist on the subject parcel; 
therefore, exposure to electromagnetic fields would be less than significant. 

5. Create a potential fire hazard? X 

The project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code requirements and will 
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 

This is not applicable because there will be no bio-engineered organisms or chemicals 
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Not 
Applicable 

created or used at the proposed site. 

H. TransDortationlTraffic 
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 Bowker Road and surrounding 
intersections and roadways with the development of 4 new single family dwellings with 
attached second units. According to the County Department of Public Works Road 
Engineering, the proposed increase in population is less than significant from a trip 
perspective and would not create congestion at any of the surrounding intersection, 
none of which are currently congested intersections. 

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

The project would meet the County Code requirements for the required number of 
resident parking spaces; therefore, new parking demand would be accommodated by 
new on-site and on-street parking. 

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

The proposed project would not increase hazards to motorists, bicyclists, or 
pedestrians because the project would include improvements along the Bowker Road 
frontage as required for an Urban Local Street in the County Design Criteria and the 
new street would include sidewalks and 2 4  travels lanes to protect pedestrians and 
allow adequate space for vehicular travel and bicyclists and provide visibility. The 
intersection of the new street and Bowker road would include a stop sign, a painted 
stop legend on the street, and a new crosswalk that would comply with the County 
Design Criteria. The property owner/applicant will be required to submit final 
improvement plans for review and approval by Department of Public Works Road 
Engineering Staff prior to final map recordation to ensure safety. 
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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? X 

None of the surrounding intersections and roads are currently congested; therefore, the 
addition of minimal traffic as a result of the proposed project would not reduce the level 
of service standard on surrounding roads and intersections. 

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? X 

The project would minimally increase the ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project given that the parcel is currently vacant and 
would be replaced by four single family dwellings with second units. Vehicular noise 
and conversational noise would be generated by the proposed project; however, these 
noises would be similar in character to noise generated by surrounding single family 
dwelling uses. The project would be located in a developed, urban area; therefore, 
impacts of noise as a result of the project will be less than significant given the location 
of the parcel and existing surrounding uses. 

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

Per County General Plan Policies 6.9.1 and 6.9.2, new residential projects must 
maintain an indoor noise exposure standard of 45 dB Ldn. The subject parcel is 
surrounded by parcels developed with single family dwellings at urban densities and is 
not located adjacent to a heavily traveled roadway or stationary noise source. The 
parcel is located about 550 feet north of the Watsonville airport, which periodically 
increases the ambient noise level in the project vicinity; however, the airport only 
accommodates small aircrafts and has implemented Noise Abatement and Traffic 
Pattern Procedures to reduce the impact of aircraft noise on the surrounding 
residential, noise sensitive areas. Airport recommended traffic patterns for take off and 
landing do not cross directly over the subject parcels. The impacts of airport noise 
were reviewed under a 2006 approved subdivision on a north adjacent parcel. Those 
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parcels were found to be located within a 55 decibel Community Noise Equivalent 
Level (CNEL) airport noise contour, according to the Watsonville Municipal Airport 
Master Plan 2001-2020. Interior noise levels cannot be measured prior to 
construction; however, the proposed buildings are proposed to be constructed to 
achieve an interior noise level of 45 decibels or less through standard construction 
techniques. New construction requirements for energy efficiency also ensure the 
inclusion of additional features that will minimize interior noise levels. Such features 
would include additional caulking, R30 insulation in the ceilings, R15 insulation in the 
walls, and double paned window glass. Therefore, the impacts from temporary, 
periodic increases in ambient noise level as a result of the airport will be less than 
significant for both the interior and exterior living environments. 

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. 

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? X 

The North Central Coast Air Basin does not meet State standards for ozone and 
particulate matter (PMI 0); therefore, the regional pollutants of concern are ozone 
precursors (Volatile Organic Compounds [VOCs] and nitrogen oxides [NOx]), and dust. 
The Department of Public Works Road Engineering Division reviewed the conceptual 
plans and determined that the amount of new traffic that would be generated by the 
project will not be substantial; therefore there is no indication that new emissions of 
VOCs or NOx would exceed Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
(MBUAPCD) thresholds for these pollutants and therefore there would 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 and 
particulate matter (PMI 0). Standard dust control best management practices, such as 
periodic watering, covering of spoils piles, restrictions on grading on windy days, and 
site entrance rocking will be implemented during construction to reduce impacts to a 
less than significant level. 

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

The Department of Public Works Road Engineering Division has reviewed and 
approved conceptual plans for the proposed project and has determined that the 
amount of traffic that would be generated by the proposed project is less than 
significant. In addition, the proposed project would create 4 single family dwellings and 
4 second units and the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) 
does not review projects for consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP) unless the project proposes more than 16 new units; therefore, the amount of 
traffic generated by the proposed 8 new units will not exceed the goals of the AQMP 
for Santa Cruz County. 

3. Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations? X 

See response J-1 regarding the impacts of temporary construction dust. The project 
has the potential to expose sensitive receptors in the surrounding residential 
neighborhood to pollutant concentrations during construction. However, dust is the only 
potential pollutant that would result from the project and the applicant shall be required 
implement standard dust control best management practices during construction which 
will reduce the impacts of pollutants on surrounding sensitive receptors is less than 
significant. 

4. Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? X 

No objectionable odors will be created by the proposed use. 

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? X 

2 1 / 9 0  



Environmental Review Initial Study 
Page 22 

b. Police protection? X 

c. Schools? X 

d. Parks or other recreational 
activities? X 

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

While the project would contribute to the need for additional future services by 
increasing the general population served in the Watsonville area, the final development 
would meet all of the standards and requirements identified by the Pajaro Valley Fire 
Protection District. School, park, and transportation fees to be paid by the applicant will 
be used to offset the incremental increase in demand for school and recreational 
facilities and public roads. 

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 mitigate the impacts of the proposed impervious areas both on and off-site. 
County Stormwater Management Staff has reviewed the conceptual drainage plans 
and calculations and has determined that the preliminary on-site improvements would 
be adequate to mitigate for small storm events; however, final plans shall be required 
which include on-site mitigationslfacilities for larger ( I O  year) storm events as well. 

In 2006, a subdivision was approved on 3 parcels located northwest of the subject 
parcels, directly across Bowker Road. This subdivision has not yet been recorded (04- 
0598). The subdivision would create 12 parcels with single family dwellings, each with 
an accessory dwelling unit. Proposed drainage improvements for the subdivision would 
extend from the project site, down Bowker Road and across Freedom Boulevard to 
APN 050-441-03 where an off site drainage outlet would be diverted to a tributary of 
Corralitos Creek. These improvements were required in order to address localized 
flooding that has occurred in the project vicinity during storm events. A negative 
declaration was prepared and approved for this project, the focus of which was 
primarily drainage issues. 

In order to ensure that off-site improvements are constructed that can adequately 
handle runoff from one or both projects, a mitigation will require that the applicant 
submit off-site drainage improvement plan(s) for review and approval by DPW 
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Stormwater Management Staff prior to final map recordation that will be required if the 
adjacent subdivision (and associate improvements) are not constructed prior to 
building permit issuance for the subject project. Off-site drainage improvement plan(s) 
shall include calculations and other evidence to support the capacity of the proposed 
system. 

In the event that approved off-site drainage improvements are constructed in 
accordance with permit 04-0598 prior to an application for a building permit for the 
subject project, the off-site drainage improvement plan(s) submitted as part of the 
subject land division will be waived as a mitigation of the proposed project. However, 
the applicant shall be required to submit calculations and other evidence for review and 
approval by DPW Stormwater Management Staff prior to building permit issuance that 
indicates that the system (constructed under permit 04-0598) has adequate capacity to 
support additional runoff from the subject project. Additional facilities may be required if 
this conclusion cannot be verified by County Staff. 

These mitigations will reduce the impacts of downstream flooding on Bowker Road and 
Freedom Boulevard to less than significant. 

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 

The project would connect to an existing municipal water supply and the City of 
Watsonville has determined that adequate supplies are available to serve the project; 
therefore, no new or expanded water facilities would be required (Attachment 7). In 
addition, municipal sewer service is available to serve the project, as reflected by the 
County of Santa Cruz Sanitation District (Attachment 12). The project would require 
new connections to the existing facilities located in Bowker Road; however, no 
expansions or new improvements to the public system would be required as a result of 
the project. The applicant must submit final improvement plans to be reviewed and 
approved by the City of Watsonville and the County Sanitation District to ensure 
service prior to final map recordation; therefore, the proposed connections will comply 
with all current requirements that protect environmental resources. 

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

The project’s wastewater flows would not violate any wastewater treatment standards 
of the Regional Water Quality Control Board because the applicant will be required to 
obtain approval from the County Sanitation District for final improvement plans prior to 
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final map recordation to ensure compliance with County and State requirements for 
wastewater treatment. 

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

There would be one new fire hydrant installed within the cul-de-sac to serve the 
project. The Pajaro Valley Fire Protection District has reviewed and approved the 
conceptual improvements plans and will review and approve final plans prior to final 
map recordation to assure conformity with fire protection standards that includes 
minimum requirements for water supply for fire protection. In addition, the City of 
Watsonville has determined that there is adequate water available to serve the 
proposed development (Attachment 7) and provide fire protection. 

6.  Result in inadeauate access for fire 
protection? X 

The project's road access and interior circulation pattern has been preliminarily 
reviewed by the Pajaro Valley Fire Protection District. To ensure access for 
emergency vehicles, a mitigation will require one lane to remain open and 
unobstructed at all times during construction. 

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

The project would make an incremental contribution to the reduced capacity of regional 
landfills as the single family dwellings and accessory units become occupied. In 
addition, the project would make a one time contribution to the landfill as a result of 
construction. However, the property is currently vacant therefore no demolition is 
required and in order to mitigate the impacts of temporary construction debris to less 
than significant, a mitigation will require the applicant to submit a plan to recycle and/or 
reuse excess post-construction materials, for review and approval by Planning Staff 
prior to building permit issuance. Implementation of this mitigation will maximize 
recycling and reuse of construction materials and will minimize contributions to the 
landfill. 

a. Result in a breach of federal, state, 
and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste management? X 
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Solid waste accumulation is anticipated to increase slightly as a result of creating four 
new living units; however, residential daily trash accumulation is minimal and is not 
anticipated to result in a breach of federal, state, or local statutes and regulations. 

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 
mitigating an environmental effect? X 

The proposed project would not conflict with any policies adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect in that mitigations will be required as 
stated throughout the above document to ensure: public health and safety regarding 
geotechnical site conditions, structural safety, effective storm water management and 
minimization of impervious surfaces, reduced noise and air quality impacts, and 
minimization of nighttime lighting. 

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, final engineered grading plans will be required for review and approval by 
County Environmentally Planning Staff prior to building permit issuance to ensure 
consistency with Chapter 16.20 (Grading Regulations) of the County Code. 

3. Physically divide an established 
community? X 

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

4. Have a potentially significant growth 
inducing effect, either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes 
and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads 
or other infrastructure)? X 

The proposed project has been designed to meet the density and intensity of 
development allowed by the General Plan and zoning designations for the parcel. 
Surrounding parcels are currently developed with single family homes. Consequently, 
the proposed project is not expected to have a significant growth-inducing effect. 
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5. Displace substantial numbers of 
people, or amount of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? ~ 

The proposed project will result in a net gain in housing 

M. Non-Local Approvals 

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

N. Mandatow Findinrrs of Sinnificance 

1. Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
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) 

2. 

3. 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)? 

X 

units. 

Yes ~ No X 

Yes No ~ X 

Yes ~ No X 
~ 
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4. Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? Yes No X 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

REQUIRED COMPLETED* - NIA 

Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission 
(APAC) Review 

Archaeological Review 

Biotic ReporVAssessment 

Geologic Hazards Assessment (GHA) 

Geologic Report 

Geotechnical (Soils) Report 

Riparian Pre-Site 

Sewage Disposal System Permit 

Other: 

X 

xxx 6/3/08 

X 

X 

X 

xxx 12/05 

X 

Attachments: 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Map of Zoning Districts 
3. Map of General Plan Designations 
4. Project Plans 
5. Assessors Parcel Map 
6. Geotechnical Investigation Report (Conclusions and Recommendations) prepared by Haro, 

Kasunich & Associates, Inc. dated December 2005 
7. Water Will-Serve Letter submitted by the City of Watsonville, dated December 20, 2007 
8. Biotic Report prepared for the Carmela Court Subdivision by Central Coast Wilds, dated 

June 16,2005. 
9. Arborist Report prepared by Maureen Hamb, dated March 14,2008 & Addendum dated July 

16,2008 
IO. Archeological Reconnaissance Survey Results, dated June 3, 2008 
11. Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics comments for Carmela Court 

12. Discretionary Application Comments 
Subdivision 04-0598, dated May 22,2006. 
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION 
for 

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
Bowker Avenue (APN 49-221 4 7 / 5 8 )  

Santa Cruz County, California 

Prepared For 
Craig and Mimi French 

Prepared By 
HARO, KASUNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Geotechnical & Coastal Engineers 
Project No. SC9046 

08-0120 
December 2005 Attachment 6 
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WARO,  ~ S U N I C H  AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
CONSULTING G r o r i c ~ ~ i c a ~  & Cors i r r  ENGINEERS 

Project No. SC9047 
28 December 2005 

CRAIG AND MlMl FRENCH 

1509 Seabright Avenue, Suite A - I  
Santa Cruz, California 95062 

Subject: Geotechnical Investigation 

Reference: Residential Development 

C/O HAMILTON-SWIFT LUDC 

Bowker Avenue (APN 49-221-57/58) 
Santa Cruz County, California 

~~~ DEafMr.anTMFs_FieKch? 

The following report presents the results and conclusions of our Geotechnical Investigation 
for the proposed residential construction. This report includes design criteria and 
recommendations addressing the geotechnical aspects of the proposed development. 

The results of our investigation indicate there are no significant geotechnical concerns at 
the site provided the recommendations presented in this report are followed in 
development of project plans and specifications. 

If you have any questions concerning the data or conclusions presented in this report, 
please.call our office. 

Very truly yours, 

HARO, KASUNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Greg Bloom 
C.E. 58819 

GB/ag 

Copies: 5 to Addressee 
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Project No. SC9046 
28 December 2005 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

and specifications: 

Site Gradinq 

1. We request the opportunity to review project grading and foundation plans during the 

-~--des~ign-phase- o f ~ h e p r o j e c t : - - W t h ~ ~ - ~ ~ i ~ ~ o p l i i i o n  Egarding-gxtechnical 

considerations. 

2. Observation and testing sewices for earthwork performed at the project site should 

be provided by Haro, Kasunich and Associates. The observation and testing of earthwork 

allows for contractors compliance evaluation to project plans and specifications and our 

geotechnical recommendations. It also allows us the opportunity to confirm that actual soil 

conditions encountered during construction are essentially the same as those anticipated 

based on the subsurface exploration. 

3.  Thegeotechnical engineer should be notified at least four (4) workinq days 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 observation can be made. The 

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

8 
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Project No. SC9046 
28 December 2005 

engineerwill 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. 

4. 

Content shall be based on ASTM Test Designation Dl557-91. 

Where referenced in this report, Percent Relative Compaction and Optimum Moisture 

5-_4reas_ to4egraded4s_ to_r~ce i~~~u i Jd ing -€~~da~ons~shou ld~e-c l ea red  of 

obstructions including loose fill, debris, foundations, trees not designated to remain and 

their principal roots, or other unsuitable material. Existing depressions or voids created 

during site clearing should be backfilled with engineered fill. 

6. Engineered fill should be placed in thin lifts not exceeding 8 inches in loose 

thickness, moisture conditioned, and compacted to a minimum of 90 percent relative 

compaction. The upper 8 inches should be compacted to a minimum of 95 percent relative 

compaction. 

7. 

clayey sand may be re-used as engineered fill. 

The on-site clays may not be re-used as engineered f i l l .  The near surface silty and 

9 
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Project No. SC9046 
28 December 2005 

Any imported fill should meet the following criteria: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Be free of wood, brush, roots, grass, debris and other deleterious materials. 

Not contain rocks or clods greater than 2.5 inches in diameter. 

Not more than 20 percent passing the #ZOO sieve. 

Have a plasticity index less than 15. 

Be approved by the geotechnical engineer. Submit to the geotechnical 

engineer samples of import material or utility trench backfill for compliance 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t e s t i n g a m i  i r n u m o ~ ~ a y s b e f ~ ~ ~ i t j s d e l i ~ ~ ~ d ~ t o - t ~ e ~ j o b ~  ite - ..~ 

Afler the earthwork operations have been completed and the geotechnical engineer 

has finished his observation of the work, no further earthwork operations shall be 

performed except with the approval of and under the observation of the geotechnical 

engineer. 

Conventional Shallow Foundations 

The proposed structures may be founded on a minimum of 18 inches of non-expansive 

engineered till. The non-expansive fill should extend a minimum of 12 inches beyond the 

footing trench in all directions 

10 
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Project No. SC9046 
28 December 2005 

IO. The proposed structures may be supported on conventional spread footings founded 

on a minimum of 18 inches of non-expansive engineered f i l l  as outlined in the grading 

section of this report. Footing dimensions should be determined in accordance with 

anticipated use and applicable design standards, but should be a minimum of 15 inches 

wide and be embedded a minimum of 12 inches for one-story structures and 18 inches for 

two-story structures. The footings should be reinforced as required by the structural 

designer based on the actual loads transmitted to the foundation. 

~~~ ~ ~ ~. 

11. Foundations designed in accordance with the above may be designed for an 

allowable soil bearing pressure of 2,000 psf for dead plus live loads. This value may be 

increased by one-third to include short-term seismic and wind loads. 

12. Lateral load resistance for the buildings 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. Passive resistance of 300 pcf may be used below a 

depth of 12 inches against engineered fill. 

Post-Tensioned Slab-on-Grade Foundation 

As an option, a post-tensioned slab-on-grade foundation may be used 

1 1  
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Project No. SC9046 
28 December 2005 

13. Post-tensioned slabs may be used to support the structures bearing on in-situ soil. 

Post tensioned slabs should be designed in accordance with the latest recommendations 

of the Post-Tensioning Institute using the following criteria. 

a. 

b. Effective Plasticity Index= 35 

C. 

d. 

Depth to constant moisture= depth of clay with a maximum of 5 feet 

Allowable Bearing Capacity= 2,000 psf 

e,= 3 feet for edge lifl and 5 feet for center lift 

_ _ _ _ e _ - ~ ~ S - i a ~ ~ . l ~ ~ l - ~ ~ s k ~ f e s - s ~ ~ l i . ~ - -  ~ 

1997 UBC Seismic Desiqn Considerations 

For purposes of design of structural features for the proposed project seismic coefficients 

may be used based on a soil profile Sd as described in Table 16-J of the 1997 UBC. The 

coefficients should be based on the 1997 UBC and the San Andreas Fault (Type A at a 

distance o f  6 % kilometers) and/or the Zayante-Vergales Fault (Type B at a distance of 2 

YZ kilometers). 

Slabs-on-Grade (not post-tensioned slabs) 

14. Concrete slabs-on-grade planned forthe site should be constructed on a minimum of 

18 inches of engineered fill as outlined in the grading section of this report. Prior to 

construction o f  the slab, the subgrade surface should be proof-rolled to provide a smooth, 

firm, uniform surface for slab support. Slab reinforcement should be provided in 

12 
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Project No. SC9046 
28 December 2005 

accordance with the anticipated use and loading of the slab. As a minimum, we 

recommend the use of number 4 bars placed within the slab at 18 inches on center. Slab 

joints should be spaced no more than 15 feet on center to minimize random cracking. 

While some movement of slabs is likely, a well-prepared subgrade including pre- 

moistening prior to pouring concrete, adequately spaced expansion joints, and good 

workmanship should minimize cracking and movement. 

~ S ~ n a r e a s w ~ T e n ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ b ~ n ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~ ~ e s  of 

free-draining gravel should be placed beneath the floor slab 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 concrete. If moisture is expected a surface 

treatment or moisture retardant should be added to the concrete. 

Site Drainaqe 

16. Proper control of drainage will be essential to the project 

13 
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Project No. SC9046 
28 December 2005 

17. Surface drainage should include positive gradients so that surface runoff is not 

permitted to pond adjacent to foundations, slabs or retaining walls. Surface drainage 

should be directed away from building foundations. The slope from the foundation 

elements should be 2 percent for a minimum of 5 feet. 

18. Full roof gutters and downspouts should be placed around eaves. Discharge from 

the roof gutters should be collected into closed plastic pipe and released into the proposed 

_ o k s i t e A m n d a m q s  tern- 

19. 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 Testing 

20. Our firm must be provided the opportunity for a general review of the final project 

plans prior to construction so that our geotechnical recommendations may be 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 office review the project plans prior to 

submittal to public agencies, to expedite project review. The recommendations presented 

in this report require our review of final plans and specifications prior to construction and 

14 
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Project No. SC9046 
28 December 2005 

upon our observation and, where necessary, testing of the earthwork and foundation 

excavations. Observation of grading and foundation excavations allows anticipated soil 

conditions to be correlated to those actually encountered in the field during construction. 

15 
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Project No. SC9046 
28 December 2005 

DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the results of our investigation, the proposed development, from a geotechnical 

standpoint, is feasible. The recommendations presented in this report are to be 

incorporated into the design and construction of the proposed development. 

. .  
w l W W m ’ -  ~ a c m ~  ~-Ia 

mitigate potential heave of the clays it is recommended that the improvements be founded 

on a post-tensioned slab-on-grade foundation system or a conventional shallow foundation 

system underlain by non-expansive soil. 

All concrete flat work and paved areas will be subject to heave depending on the proposed 

grading plan. This should be factored into the design considerations in the preparation of 

the plans by the designer. 

7 
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30 Mlolc Avrnur 

John Swift 
Hamilton Swift Land Use & Development Consultants 
500 Chestnut Street Suite 100 
SantaCruz, CA 95060 

Subject: Water Availability for proposed minor land division located at 55 Bowker 
Road( APN 049-221-57,58) 

Dear Mr. Swift: 

This letter is to inform you that your request for water availability was approved by 
Watsonville City Council on December 11,2007. City of Watsonville (City) water 

55 Bowker Road ( AF'N049-221-57,58), provided the following conditions are met: 
-=+Pa- w- . ision& 

1. The minor land division is completed and rhe parcel map recorded. 
2. The unit mum shall be. at least eight new units. Four principle dwellings and four 

accessoiy dwellings. 
3. Each accessory dwelling shall be constructed and available for occupancy 

concurrent with the principal dwelling. 
1. Accessory dwelling units shall meet Santa Cruz County aflorddbk housing 

policies in effect at the time of construction. 
5 .  The primary dwelling unit and accessory dwelling unil shall have valid addresses 

assigned by the County of Santa Cruz. 
6. Property owner shall obtain Santa Cruz Local Agency Formation Commission 

(LAFCO) approval for the City of Watsonville to be the provider of domestic 
water. 

7. Submit a completed water service application along with evidence satisfying the 
above conditions to the City of Watsonville. 

8. Pay applicable connection, construction, and groundwater impact fees. 

This letter is not a guarantee of water availability. The provision of water service 
district wjde is determined by the City Council of the City of Watsonville. Please 
contact me at (831) 768-3077 if you have any questions or concerns. 
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46,54 8 62 BOWKER ROAD 
SANTA CRUZ TARPLANT 
HABITAT ASSESSMENT 

Prepared for: 

John Swift 
Hamilton Swift 
1509 Seabright Avenue 
Santa Cruz, CA 95062 

Application Number: 04-0598 
APN: 049-201-1 5 

049-201-16 
049-201-1 7 

Prepared By: 

Joshua Fodor 
Ellen Holmes 
Central Coast Wilds 
114 Liberty Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

June 16,2005 
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The following monitoring report Is for S A R  EnterpriseBob Ridino's property at 46, 54 and 62 
Bowker Road (APN 49-201-15, -16: -17) in Santa Cruz County (Map 1). This report fulfills the 
requirement by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to monitor the parcel for 
the presence of Santa C n u  Tarplant (HdOCoTp/?U mcmmfeniu). 

r 
Projeei Background 

On Jani?ary 22: 20G5, Central Coast WIlds (CCW'; jubmitted a protocol for the ssscssment of 16, 
54 and 62 Bowker Road for the presence or absence of Santa Cniz Tarplant (Attachment I). On 
February 24, Dave Johnston ofthe CDFG responded with a modified protocol that directed the 
client to scrape sample areas of the property to a depth of I -inch using a box scraper (Attachment 
2).  This scraping work was completed in early March 2005. 

Subsequently, Mr. Johnston directed the client to perfonn two surveys of the sample plots 
(Attachment 3). These surveys were to be performed two weeks apart and compared to sainple 
plots monitored by John GilchrIst at the WatsonvIlle airport. 

Monitoring Surveys 

A total of four monitoring surveys were performed. Monitoring surveys occurred on 4/6/05, 
4/21/05, 5/4/05 and 5/20/05. All monitoring and reporting was performed by Josh Fodor and 
Ellen Holmes of Central Coast Wilds. The results of the surveys are attached as Table 1. 

I 

Photopoints 

Photos 1-4 (aflached) were taken of the sainple plots shortly after scraping occurred on March 
17,2005. 

Discussion of Findings 

No Santa Cruz Tarplant seedlings were discovered in any of the sample plots at 46,54 and 62 
Bowker Road. Two of the Bowker Road monitoring events took place after John Gilchrist first 
noted Holocarpha macradenia seedlings at the WatsonvIlle airport on May 2,2005. As indicated 
in the monitoring results in Table 1, less than 8% of species discovered are California native 
species. Three of the four species of California natives had very few plants present. Over 92% of 
the species, and 99.9% of the vegetative cover in the sample plots are non-native weedy 
herbaceous species that are indicative of significant long-term disturbance characteristic of 
agricultural and residential development. Although the sample plots do not represent an 
exhaustive study of the entire property, it is highly unlikely that a viable seed bank of Santa Cruz 
Tarplant exists on this site. 

06- 15-2005 
CENTRAL COAST WILDS 

Paee 1 d 3 .  SAR EnterpriseBob Ridino; 46. 54 & 6 2  BOWKER 
BOLOCARF'HA MACRADENIA STUDY 

Environmental Review lnltai Sludv 



Photo 1:  46,5J and 62 Bowker Road North-East View 

Photos 2: 46.54 and 62 Bowker Road South- East View 

06-15-2005 
CENTRAL COAST WILDS 

P a w  2 of 3, SAR EnterpriseEtob Rjdino; 46.54 & 62 BOWKER 
DRAFT: HOLOCARPRA MACRADENIA STUDY 
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March 14,2008 

Hamilton-Swift Land Use Consultants 
Attention: John Swift 

Project: 61 and 55 Bowker RoadAPN 049-221-30 and 049-221-57, 58 
Phase: Plan Review 

In September of 2007 1 visited the above named properties to inspect the trees on the site 
and provide recoinmendations for incoiyorating them into the proposed development 
project. On March loth I returned to the site to complete a thorough evaluation of tree 
condition and review the most recent development plans prepared for the proposed 
subdivision 

~ ~ 

Observations 
The large rural properties are sparsely vegetated; three trees are growing on the property 
at 55 Bowker Road, one multi-trunked cedar, one small fruit tree and one immature 
magnolia tree. 

The cedar is a healthy tree with several large diameter stems that support the foliar 
canopy. The multiple stems are weakly attached to the main tnmk and branch failure has 
occurred recently. 

The magnolia tree is 12 inches in trunk diameter. It is well structured and in good vigor. 

A healthy, mature coast live oak is growing on the 61 Bowker Road property. The tree is 
22.5 inches in trunk diameter with a symmetrical, well balanced canopy. Several small 
fruit trees are also gowing on the site. 

Construction ImpactslRecommendations 
The proposed subdivision includes the addition of a new public road that will service the 
seven residential properties. 

The three trees, magnolia, cedar and coast live oak will be retained and incorporated into 
the development. All will be located between the proposed roadway and the sidewalk, 
providing mature screening between the homes and the street. 

As recommended in my preliminary analysis, the sidewalk has been “bubbled out“ to 
provide a larger growing area for the trees and reduce impacts to root systems. 



I -  

The back of the curb is approximately eight feet from the trunk of the magnolia tree. 
Although the excavation needed in this area may encroach into the root system of the 
tree, it will not be a significant impact. Healthy, young trees can tolerate a significant 
level of root loss without suffering long term impacts. 

The mature cedar and oak are growing at least 10 feet from the back of the proposed 
sidewalk. The excavation necessary to construct the sidewalk may encroach into the 
structural root zone of the trees. To avoid unnecessary damage to supporting roots I 
recommend that the sidewalk be installed close to natural grade. If roots greater than one 
inch in diameter are unearthed during construction they must be properly pruned to avoid 
decay organisms from entering the root. 

Prior to the onset of site disturbance I recommend the creation of an exclusion zone 
around the three retained trees. A sturdy fence surrounded by straw bale barricades can 
provide an adequate banier between the tree trunk. critical root zone and the construction 
workers to avoid inadvertent damage during construction. 

Conclusion 
The three significant trees growing on these two propertles W ~ J  be retained an- 
incorporated into the development project. My preliminary recommendations for 
sidewalk modifications have been utilized to reduce potential impacts to the trees during 
development. 

Please call my office with any questions about the trees growing adjacent to the proposed 
subdivision. 

Respectfully, - 
h-w 
Maureen Hamb-WCISA Certified Arborist #2280 
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July 16,2008 

Hamilton-Swift Land Use Consultants 
Attention: John Swift 
500 Chestnut Street 
Santa Cmz, CA 95060 

Project: 61 and 55 BowkerRoad/AF'N 049-221-30 and 049-221-57,58 
Phase: Plan Review Update 

In March of this year J provided an analysis of potential impacts to the trees on the above named project. The 
plans at that time included a "bulb out" in the sidewalk to allow the retention of a healthy 22 inch coast live oak 

v h - k a A h & d - -  shve~-th&m&tmd+an&he-dewdk 
to approximately four feet. 

Although the finished sidewalk will be placed four feet from the trunk, the overbuild necessary to construct 
forms and install the sub-grade materials could occur two feet from the trunk. Excavation within this area 
would not only remove an extensive amount of absorbing roots (small diameter roots responsible for providing 
the tree with moisture and nutrients) but larger diameter structural roots (responsible for keeping the tree 
anchored) would be removed. 

Impacts ofthis severity would affect tree vigor and cause destabilization. The proposed plan changes cannot be 
implemented without removing this healthy, well structured tree. 

Please call my office with any additional questions or concerns about the trees on this project site 

Respectfully, 

Maureen Hamb-WCISA Certified Arborist #2280 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

(831) 454-2580 FAX (831) 454-2131 TDD (831) 454-2123 
701 OCEAN STREET, 4’” FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 

I TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

08-01 20 I 
June 3,2008 

Alan & Mary Ruth French 
5 Clubhouse Rd 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

SUBJECT: Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey for APNs 049-221-57, 049- 
221-58 

Dear Alan & Maw Ruth, 

The County’s archaeological survey team has completed the Phase 1 archaeological 
reconnaissance for the parcel referenced above. The research has concluded that 
cultural resources were not evident at the site. A copy of the review documentation is 
attached for your records. No further archaeological review will be required for the 
proposed development. 

Please contact me at 831-454-2512 if you have any questionsregarding this review. 

Christine Hu 
Planning Technician 

Enclosure 
CC Owner, Project Planner, File 
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Smta Criiz County Survey Project 

Santa Cmz Archaeological Society 
1305 East Cliff Drive, Santa Cmz, California 95062 

Preliminary Cultural Resources 
Reconnaissance Report 

~~~~ ~ ..____ 

Ofi 5/$7,/0 (date) d ~ &  (?) (#) members of the Santa CNZ Archaeological Society 
spent a t o  al o f 3 4  hours on the above described parcel for the purpose of ascertaining the 
presence or absence of cultural resources on the surface. Though the parcel was traversed on 
foot at regular intervals and dilignetly examined, the Society cannot guarantee the surface absence 
of cultural resources where soil was obscured by grass, underbrush, or other obstacles. No core 
samples, test pits or any subsurface analysis was made. A standard field form indicating survey 
methods, type of terrain, soil visibility, closest freshwater source, and presence or absence of 
prehistoiic and/Qr historic cultural evidence was completed and filed with this report at the Santa 
CNZ County Planning Department. 

I E@+ / & E&- . L A / &  S d -  >k & && 
I ~~ ~ 

Nearest Recorded Cultural Resource: 

The preliminary field reconnaissance did not reveal any evidence of cultural resources on the 
parcel. The proposed project would therefore, have no direct impact on cultural resources. If 
subsurface evidence of such resources should be uncovered during construction the County 
Planning Department should be notified. 

Further details regarding ihis reconnaissance are available from the Santa Cruz County 
Plaiming Department or from Rob Edwards, Director, Cabrillo College Archaeological 
Technologv ....... Program. ~. 6500 Snq- ptc~+CASS003&3-~9=6%4,  VI L,) I a i 7  
redwards@cabrillo.edu. 

Page 4 of 4 
I 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DMSION OF AERONAUTICS - M.S #40 
1 120 N STREET 
P. 0. BOX942373 
S A C R M N T O ,  CA 94273.0001 
PHONE (916) 654-4959 
FAX (916) 653-9531 
TTY (916) 651-6021 

May 22.2006 

Ms. Paja Levine 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa CNZ, CA 95060 

Fler your power! 
~ l r  energy {ftirientl 

I MAY 2 2 2006 I 

Dear Ms. Levine: 

Re: Santa Cruz County’s Negative Declaration for Carmela Court Subdivision; SCH# 2006042129 

”he California Department of Transportation (Calnans), Division of Aeronautics (Division), reviewed the 
above-referenced document wirh respect to airport-related noise and safety impacts and regional aviation. 
land use planning issues pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Division has 
technkal expertise. in the areas of airport operations safety, noise and airport land use compatibility. We 
are a funding agency for airprtptojects and wc have permit authority for public and special, use airports 
and helipwts. The following comments are offered for your consideration. 

The proposa1 is a resi.dentia1 subdivision consisting of three existing single-family homes and 18 new hdf- 
plexes on 2.5 acres. The project site is surrounded by existing residential development. 

The project site is located approximately 1,200 feet northeast of the Watsonville Municipal Airport. 
Wsrsonville Municipal Airport i s  an active airport with 330 based-aircraft and 125,000 annual operations. 
Due to its proximity to the airport, the project site may be subject to aircraft overflights and subsequent 
aircraft-rel.ated noise and safety impacts. 

Protecting people and property on the ground from the potential consequences of near-ahport aircraft 
accidents i s  a fundamental land use compatibiljty-planning objective, While the chance of an aircraft 
injuring someone on the ground is historical.ly q,uite low, an aircraft accident i.s a high consequence event. 
To protect peaple and property on the ground from the risks of near-airport aircraft accidents, some form of 
restrictions on land use are essential. The two principal methods for reducing the risk of injury and 
property damage on the ground are to limit the number of persons in an area and to limit the area covered 
by occupied stmctures. 

Kn accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21096, the Caltrans Airport Land Use Pfanning 
Handbook (Handbook) must be utiiized as a resource in the preparati.on of enviropental documents for 
projects within Sirport land use compatibility plan boundaries or if such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles o f  an akporl. The Handbook is published on-line at btrp://www.dot.ca.~ov~a/ulannin~- 
aeronaut/. The Handbook identifies six airport safety zones based on risk levels. Half of the project site 
appears to be within the Inner Turning Zone 3 and half within rhe Traffic Pattern Zone 6 as designated .in 
the Handbook. 

The area within the Inner Turning Zone appears to have the three cxi,shng single-family homes and six new 
half-plexes. The Handbook recommends limiting residential uses to “very low densities (if not deemed 
unacceptable due IO noise)”. However, more specifically, Table 9C o f  the Handbook allows “infill at up to 
average of surrounding residential area” within’the Inner Tumi.ng Zone within an urban area. 

08.0120 
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Ms. Paja Levine 
May 22,2006 
Page 2 

The project sire also appears to be within the 55 decibel (a) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CmL)  
aiirI)ort noise conIouT according to the Watsonville Municipal Airport Master plan 2001-2020. Section 
11910 of the Business and Professions Code and Sbctions 1102.6, 1103.4, and 1353 of the Civil Code 
~h~ro://www.leeinfo.ca.aov/calaw.h~l) address buyer notification requirements for lands around airpwts. 
Any person who intends to offer land for sale or lease witbin an airport influence area is required to 
disclose that fact to the person buying the property. 

Aviation pIays a significant role in California’s transportation system. This role includes the rnovcmenr of 
people and goods within and beyond our state’s network of over 250 airports. Aviati,on contribu.tes nearly 9 
percent ofboth total state employment (1.7 million jobs) and total state output ($1  10.7 billion) annually. 
Thesebenefits were identified in a recent study, “Aviation in California: Benefits to Our Economy and Way 
of Life,” prepared for the Division of Aeronautics which i.s available at  httd/www.dot.ca.cov/ha/dan- 
nindaeronauii Aviation improves mobility, generates tax revenue? saves 1,ives through emergency 
response, medical and fire fighting services, annually mansports air cargo valued at over $170 billion and 
generates over $14 billion, in tourist dollars, which in turn improves our economy and quali.ty-of-ljfe. 

The protection of airports from incompatiile land use encroachment is vi,tal to California’s economic 
future. Warsonville Muni.cipa1 Ailport is an economic asset that shou1,d be protected through effective 
airport land use compatibility planning and awareness. Although the need for compatible and safe land 
uses near airports in California is both a local and a State issue, airport staff, airport land use commissions 
and airport land use compatibility plans are key to protecting an airport and the people residing and 
working in the vicinity of an airport. Consideration given to the issue of compatible land uses in the 
vicinity of an airport should help to relieve future conflicts between airpms and their neighbors. 

These comments reflect the areas of concern to the Division of Aeronautics with respect to airport-rdated 
noise and safety impacts and regional airport land use planning issues. We advise you to contact our 
Dishict 5 Office in San Luis Obispo at (805) 549-31 11 concerning surface transportation issues. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. If you have any questions, please 
call me at (916) 654-5314. 

Sincerely, 

Original Signed by 

SANDY HESNARD 
Aviation Environmental Specialist 

c: State Clearinghouse, Walsonville Municipal Airport 

‘ C d t r m  improved mobility nccmaa California’ 
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INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

APPLICATION NO: 08-0120 

Meets criteria Does not meet Urban Designer's 

In code ( ) criteria ( ) Evaluation 

Dale March 25 2008 , 

4rouktfLnat 
To MaraS?ere?, P r w  

Grading, earth moving, and removal of 
major vegetation shall be minimized. 

F m :  Larry Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 

Re: Four lot minor land division at 55 Bowker Road, Freedom 

NIA 

Desiqn Review Authority 

13.20.130 The Coastal Zone Design Criteria are applicable to any development requiring a Coastal Zone 
Approval. 

New or replacement vegetation shall I I 

13.20.130 Design criteria for coastal zone developments 

NIA 
be compatible with surrounding 
vegetation and shall be suitable to the 
climate, soil, and ecological 
characteristia of the area 

Visual Compatibility 

J All new development shall be sited, 
designed and landscaped to be 
visually compatible and integrated with 
the character of surrounding 
neighborhoods or areas 

I 

maintain all mature trees over 6 inches 
in diameter except where 
circumstances require their removal, 
such as obstruction of the building 
site, dead or diseased trees, or 
nuisance species. 

Special landscape features (rock 
outcroppings, prominent natural 
landforms, tree groupings) shall be 
retained. 

08-0120 
Attachment 12 



Development shall be located, if 
possible, on parts of the site not visible 
or least visible from the public view. 
Development shall not block views of 
the shoreline from scenic road 

NIA 

NIA 

designed lo fit the physical setting 
carefully so that its presence is 
subordinate to the natural character of 
the site, maintaining the natural 
features (streams, major drainage, 
mature trees, dominant vegetative 
communities) 
Screening and landscaping suitable to 
the site shall be used to soften the 
visual impact of development in the 

d 

turnouts, rest stops or vista points 

NIA 

NIA 

I I 

Structures shall be designed to fit the 
topography of the site with minimal 
cutting, grading, or filling for 

NIA 

are surfaced with non-reflective 
materials except for solar energy 
devices shall be encouraged 
Natural materials and colors which 
blend with the vegetative cover of the 
site shall be used, or if the structure is 
located in an existing cluster of 
buildings, colors and materials shall 
repeat or harmonize with those in the 

Pitched, rather than flat roofs, which 

NIA 

NIA 

(e.g., decks, patios, structures, trees, 
shrubs, etc.) in rural areas shall be set 
back from the bluff edge a sufficient 
distance to be out of sight from the 
shoreline, or if infeasible, not visually 
intrusive 
No new permanent structures on open 
beaches shall be allowed, except 
where permitted pursuant to Chapter 
16.1 0 (Geologic Hazards) or Chapter 
16.20 (Grading Regulations) 
The design of permitted structures 
shall minimize visual intrusion. and 

NIA 

NIA 



Application No: 08-0120 March 25,2008 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

shall incorporate materials and 
finishes which harmonize with the 
character of the area. Natural 
materials are prefened 

Meets criteria Does not meet Urban Designer's 

In code ( ) criteria ( ) Evaluation 

Location and type of access to the site I J 

Building siting in terms of its location 
and orientation 
Building bulk, massing and scale 

Parking location and layout 

Relationship to natural site features 1 J I I I 

- 
J 

J 

J 1 
and environmental influences I I 

Relationship to existing I J I I I 

Landscaping J 
Streetscape relationship 

Minimize impact on private views I J I I I 

J 

Safe and Functional Circulation 
Accessible to the disabled, 
pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles 

J 

Relate to surrounding topography J 
Retention of natural amenities 

Siting and orientation which takes 
advantage of natural amenities 
Ridgeline protection 

J 

J 

NIA 



Application No: 08-0120 March 25: 2008 

Reasonable protection for adjacent 

Reasonable protection for currently 
properties 

occupied buildings using a Solar 
energy system 

J 

J 

13.11.073 Building design. 

Reasonable protection for adjacent 
properties 

J 

Evaluation Meets criteria Does not meet 
Criteria In code ( J ) criteria ( J ) 

Urban Designer's 
Evaluation 

I Character of architecture I J I I 

Building silhouette 

Spacing between buildings 

Street face setbacks 

J 

J 

Building scale 

Proportion and composition of 
projections and recesses, doors and 

J 

J ~~ 

J 

windows, and other features 
Location and treatment of entryways 

Design elements create a sense 

J Finish material, texture and color 

J 

Variation in wall plane, roof line, 
detailing, materials and siting 

J 

I 
- 

that is reasonably protected for 
adjacent properties 

J Building wails and major window areas 
are oriented for passive solar and 
natural lighting 



Samantha Haschert 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
cc: 
Subject: 

~~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ _ _ _ ~  

Tom Stickel [toms@scmtd.com] 
Thursday, May 01,2006 1214 PM 
Samantha Haschert 
mikeb@scmtd.scmtd.com 
Application: 08-0120, APN: 049-221-57.58 

Samantha. 

Santa Cruz METRO places no contingencies on this project. 

Thanks. 

Tom Stickel 
Maintenance Manager 
110 B Vernon SI. 
Santa Cruz, CA. 95060 
83 1-469- 1954 
FAX 831-469-1958 
tstickel@cmtd.com 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CkllZ 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

DATE: August 25,2008 

TO: Samantha Haschert, Planning Department 

FROM: Kate Seifried, Department of Public Wo 

SUBJECT: APPLICATION 08-0120, APN 049-221-57 & 58, BOWKER ROAD 
Second Submittal 

This submittal addresses the comments in Carl’s memo dated April 11, 

2008. I have the following comments on this submittal: 

Compliance 

I. From the County Surveyoh perspective, the main concern is the right of way and 

public utility easement. The tentative map should be revised to indicate that the 

areas within “easement x” and “easement y” are to instead be offered for 

dedication as right of way and public utilities easements with this application. 

Completeness 

1. The improvement plans indicate a 36” storm drainage detention pipe located within 

the public utility easement. This pipe must be relocated to be completely clear of 

the public utility easement. Also if this pipe is a common facility for multiple lots it 

must be located within a private drainage easement. 

1’11 defer to the traffic and drainage folks for any comments relevant to their 

areas of concern. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss these comments, please 

call me at extension 2824. 

KNS:kns 
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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  Planner: Samantha Haschert 
A p p l i c a t i o n  No.: 08-0120 

APN: 049-221-20 

Date: A p r i l  28, 2009 
Time: 14:04:39 
Page: 1 

Environmental Planning Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON APRIL 14, 2008 BY KENT M EDLER ========= 
_________ __ _______ 
Fo l low ing  are completeness comments f o r  grading & s o i l s  i ssues :  

1. Prov ide c a l c u l a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  grading volumes. Also breakout t h e  c u t  and f i l l  
volumes as f o l l o w s :  1. For t h e  new road 2.  For each l o t  3. Overexcavation / recom 
pac t i on  f o r  each l o t ,  4 .  Overexcavation / recompaction f o r  t h e  new road. A l s o  i n -  
c lude est imated o f fhau l  amounts 

Please no te  t h a t  t h e  quan t i t es  f o r  t h e  road must r e f l e c t  100 percent o f  t h e  volume 
o f  t h e  road and no t  4 /7 ' s  as t h e  p lans suggest, unless t h e  p l a n  i s  t o  on l y  cons t ruc t  
4/7 o f  t h e  road. I f  th i s  i s  t h e  case, i n d i c a t e  on t h e  p lans t h e  4/7 o f  t h e  road 
which i s  intended t o  be const ructed as  p a r t  o f  t h i s  a p p l c i a t i o n .  

A lso  note t h a t  i f  t h e  c u t  o r  f i l l  q u a n t i t i e s  a re  g rea ter  than 1 , 0 0 0  c y ' s ,  Envi ron-  

be pa id .  

1. The archaeologica l  s i t e  eva lua t i on  i s  c u r r e n t l y  i n  review s t a t u s .  

must 

UPDATED ON A P R I L  15. 2008 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ========= _________ _________ 

UPDATED ON DECEMBER 31. 2008 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ========= _________ _________ 

Corirnents above have been addressed 

Environmental Planning Miscel laneous Comments 

REVIEW ON APRIL 14.  2008 BY KENT M EDLER ========= _____---- _______-- 

The f o l l o w i n g  i tems are  compliance comments regard ing s o i l s  & grading issues :  

1. Show e x i s t i n g  contours f o r  20'  beyond t h e  p roper t y  l i n e s  

2. Show t h e  proposed 167 contour i n  t h e  new road. 

3 .  The proposed 163, 164 & 165 contours do n o t  d a y l i g h t  c o r r e c t l y  SW o f  l o t  4 

4. The s o i l s  r e p o r t  must be updated t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  requirements o f  t h e  2007 CBC. 
Please a l s o  submit a p d f  o f  t h e  s o i l s  r e p o r t .  

5 .  The s i t e  r e t a i n i n g  w a l l s  and t h e  associated f i l l  f o r  t h e  p r o j e c t  do no t  appear t o  
be necessary and do no t  minimize grad ing .  The grading plans need t o  be rev i sed  t o  
e l i m i n a t e  t h e  need f o r  t h e  per imeter  r e t a i n i n g  w a l l s .  
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Discret ionary Comments - Continued 

Project  Planner: Samantha Haschert Date: A p r i l  28.  2009 
Application No.: 08-0120 Time: 14:04:39 

APN: 049-221-20 Page: 2 

Fol lowing are Misc. Comments / Condit ions o f  Approval f o r  S o i l s  and Grading Issues: 

1. Winter grading w i l l  no t  be al lowed on t h i s  s i t e  

2 .  A p l a n  r e v i e w  l e t t e r  from t h e  s o i l s  engineer w i l l  be requ i red  p r i o r  t o  approval 
o f  t h e  improvement p lans.  

UPDATED ON APRIL 15, 2008 BY ROBERT S LOVELANO ========= _________  _-----___ 

Condi t ions o f  Approval: 

1. Tree p r o t e c t i o n  d e t a i l s  prov ided i n  t h e  a r b o r i s t  r e p o r t  (Maureen Hamb. dated 
3/14/08) s h a l l  be c l e a r l y  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  w r i t i n g  and cons t ruc t i on  d e t a i l s  p rov ided on 
t h e  landscaping p lan .  

2 .  Grading plans dated 8/2008 imply  t h a t  pos t - tens ion  s lab  foundat ions a r e  t o  con- 
s t r u c t e d .  I f  another type  o f  foundat ion i s  proposed, such as convent ional ,  new 

3.  P r i o r  t o  Improvement Plan approval .  t h e  s o i l s  r e p o r t  must be updated t o  r e f l e c t  
t h e  requirements o f  t h e  2007 CBC 

4 w d q u a W q  and an amPndmPnt t.n this a p p l i c a b  ' o w u i  red .  

M i  sc . Coment s : 

1. The a r b o r i s t  repo r t  has been reviewed and accepted. 

NOTE TO PLANNER: 

1. A development permi t  a p p l i c a t i o n  was submit ted back i n  2004 f o r  a s i m i l i a r  t ype  
o f  p r o j e c t  (04-0598). Dur ing t h e  processing of t h i s  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  a b i o t i c  resource 
issue regard ing Santa Cruz Tarp lant  became apparent.  The Watsonvi l le  A i r p o r t  has a 
popu la t i on  o f  Santa Cruz Tarp lan t  and both o f  these two p r o j e c t s  are w i t h i n  poten- 
t i a l  seed d ispersa l  area o f  t h e  a i r p o r t .  An eva lua t i on  and repo r t  f o r  Santa Cruz 
Tarp lan t  was completed f o r  t h e  prev ious a p l i c a t i o n  (Centra l  Coast Wi lds,  dated 

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a v i a b l e  seed bank ex i s ted  was h i g h l y  u n l i k e l y .  Given t h e  r e p o r t  
f i n d i n g s  f r o m  t h e  parce l  across t h e  s t r e e t  (049-201-15) and t h a t  no p l a n t s  were 
c i t e d  on t h i s  p roper ty  t h e r e  w i l l  be no need t o  p rov ide  a s i m i l i a r  t ype  o f  repo r t  
f o r  t h i s  pa rce l .  ========= UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 17, 2008 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND 

Coments 1 - 5  above have been addressed 

COMPLIANCE ISSUES: 

1. Grading volumes were prov ided on t h e  second submi t ta l  (Sheet P4) bu t  t h e  ca l cu la -  
t i o n s  requested were not  prov ided f o r  rev iew.  

2.  Grading q u a n t i t i e s  shown on Sheet P4 on ly  i d e n t i f y  a c u t  volume f o r  t h e  s t r e e t  

6/16/05). The r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  repo r t  was t R a t  no p lan ts  were i d e n t i f i e d  and that  t h e  

__----___ _________ 
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Discret ionary Comments - Continued 

P r o j e c t  Planner: Samantha Haschert 
Appl ica t ion  No.: 08-0120 

APN: 049-221-20 

Date: A p r i l  28. 2009 
Time: 14:04:39 
Page: 3 

and no f i l l  volume f o r  t h e  s t r e e t .  The p l a n  view on Sheet P4 shows f i l l  be ing  placed 
on t h e  s t r e e t .  F i l l  volumes need t o  be prov ided.  

3 .  Submit a Plan Review l e t t e r  from t h e  geotechnical  engineer t h a t  s p e c i c a l l y  
reviews t h e  f o l l o w i n g  sheets P4. P5. P6 & P7.  NOTE: Any recommendations made by 
geotechnica l  s h a l l  be added t o  t h e  p lan  sheet p r i o r  t o  b u i l d i n g  permi t  s u b m i t t a l .  

UPDATED ON DECEMBER 31. 2008 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ========= __--_____ ___-_____ 
UPOATED ON DECEMBER 31, 2008 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ========= ___-_____ _________ 

Comments above have been addressed. ========= UPDATED ON DECEMBER 31, 2008 BY ROBERT 
S LOVELAND ========= 

Housing Completeness Coments 

REVIEW ON MARCH 26, 2008 BY PATRICK J HEISINGER ========= __--_____ _________ 
NO COMMENT 
Please ensure that adjacent p roper t i es  were no t  developed i n  t h e  past by thme owner 
This  proposal i f  f o r  4 u n i t s ,  a f i f t h  would t r i g g e r  1 7 . 1 0 .  I t i s  standard f o r  t h e  
HruiTino r l iv i< ion  a t  surround . . .  

in4 p rooer t i es  w i t h  these proposals .  

Housing Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON MARCH 26. 2008 BY PATRICK J HEISINGER ========= 
UPDATED ON MARCH 26, 2008 BY PATRICK J HEISINGER ========= 

_________ _--______ 
_________ _________ 
NO COMMENT 
It appears t h a t  t h i s  p r o j e c t  would be sub jec t  t o  two $15.000 s m a l l  p r o j e c t  f o r  a t o -  
t a l  f ee  o f  $30.000.  Only t h e  t h i r d  and f o u r t h  u n i t s  a re  charged t f e e .  ========= UP- 
DATED ON APRIL 11. 2008 BY PATRICK J HEISINGER ========= 
NO COMMENT 
It appears t h a t  M r .  S w i f t  has a development agreement with t h e  

p l i c a t i o n  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  I f  t h a t  i s  t h e  case, these p r o j e c t s  may be considered as 
one under County Code 17 .10 .  I f  Mr. S w i f t  wants t o  discuss t h i s  he As I s t a t e d  on 
March 26, t h i s  p r o j e c t  w i l l  be sub jec t  t o  two $15,000 smal l  p r o j e c t  fees f o r  a t o t a l  
o f  $30,000. should contac t  t h e  Housing Sect ion d i r e c t l y  a t :  454-2322. ========= UP- 
DATED ON AUGUST 28. 2008 BY PATRICK J HEISINGER ========= 
NO COMMENT 

roper t y  owner o f  t h e  
adjacent p roper t y .  It i s  my understanding t h a t  t h i s  owner w i l l  E e submi t t i ng  an ap- 

Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments 

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

by Robert L .  DeWitt and Associates dated March 2008 has been rece ived.  Please ad- 
dress t h e  f o l l o w i n g  completeness comments: 

REVIEW ON APRIL 8 ,  2008 BY ALYSON 8 TOM ========= App l i ca t i on  w i t h  p lans _________  _________ 

1) Add i t i ona l  survey i n fo rma t ion  i s  requ i red  per  t h e  CDC. Please inc lude  benchmark 
datum ( t o  a County datum) on t h e  p lans.  County p o l i c y  requ i res  topography be shown a 
minimum o f  50 f e e t  beyond t h e  p r o j e c t  work l i m i t s  so t h a t  l o c a l  drainage pa t te rns-  
a r e  c l e a r .  
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Discret ionary  Comments - Continued 

P r o j e c t  Planner: Samantha Haschert 
Appl ica t ion  No.: 08-0120 

APN: 049-221-20 

Date: A p r i l  28. 2009 
Time: 14:04:39 
Page: 4 

2 )  Please prov ide  a watershed map t h a t  inc ludes t h e  p r o j e c t  s i t e  as w e l l  as any 
upstream areas that d r a i n  t o  t h e  s i t e .  The map should inc lude e x i s t i n g  and proposed 
downstream drainage paths t o  p o i n t s  o f .  sa fe  re lease.  Provide map(s) showing e x i s t i n g  
and proposed watershed boundary areas on t h e  sub jec t  s i t e .  

3) It appears t h a t  t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  t h e  drainage f a c i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  proposed c u l -  
de-sac w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  a l o c a l  d i ve rs ion  o f  r u n o f f  as we l l  as awatershed d i v e r s i o n  o f  
r u n o f f  f rom areas t h a t  c u r r e n t l y  d r a i n  toward a i r p o r t  p roper ty  t o  Bowker Road. 
S u f f i c i e n t  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and a d e s c r i p t i o n  and ana lys is  o f  t h e  e n t i r e  d i v e r s i o n  path 
demonstrat ing adequacy i n  terms o f  capac i ty  and c o n d i t i o n  w i l l  be requ i red  i n  order  
t o  a l l ow  t h e  proposed l o c a l  d i v e r s i o n .  Please note that t h e  Carmela Court  s u b d i v i -  
s i o n  has no t  been y e t  been approved and associated improvements are n o t  const ructed.  
The ana lys i s  should assume no de ten t ion  on s i t e  and f u l l  b u i l d  ou t  o f  t h e  watershed. 
The p lans should inc lude t h e  replacementhpgrade o f  any downstream f a c i l i t y  that i s  
no t  adequate. The e x i s t i n g  drainage p a t t e r n  d ra in ing  t o  the  a i r p o r t  p roper t y  should 
be maintained i f  f e a s i b l e .  The app l ican t  should at tempt (and prov ide  documentation 
o f  t h i s  at tempt)  t o  o b t a i n  easements e t c .  t o  maintain e x i s t i n g  drainage p a t t e r n s  t o  
t h e  a i r o o r t  o rooer tv .  Provide a desc r iD t ion  and ana lys is  o f  t h e  downstream r u n o f f  

I .  

m o r t '  proDerty t o  a - s a f e  p o i n t  o f  re lease.  The as- , 
- 4 ~  ftm! LtlP t J x a r ~  

sessment should i nc lude  c o n d i t i o n  and caoac i tv  f o r  t h e  r e a u i r e n e s i q n  and o ~ F -  ~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ 

storms. The p r o j e c t  should i nc lude  upgrades, m i t i g a t i o n s  and easements as necessary 
based on the assessment. 

4)  A l l  p r o j e c t s  are requ i red  t o  l i m i t  pos t  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  t h e  10  year  storm. It appears that t h e  
p r o j e c t  i s  proposing p e r c o l a t i o n  p i t s  and pervious sur fac ing  as two m i t i g a t i o n s  f o r  
small s torm impacts due t o  development on t h e  s i t e .  Please c l e a r l y  show where per -  
v ious paving i s  proposed and prov ide  d e t a i l s  f o r  t h e  proposed p e r c o l a t i o n  p i t s  and 
safe over f low p rov i s ions .  The p r o j e c t  must a l so  prov ide  m i t i g a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  10  year 
peak f lows per t h e  CDC. Per a Memorandum o f  Agreement between t h e  Pub l i c  Works and 
Planning Departments, r e t e n t i o n  o f  t h e  10 year  storm i s  not  considered f e a s i b l e  on 
t h i s  s i t e  because t h e  NRCS s o i l s  survey shows s o i l s  w i t h  a pe rmeab i l i t y  l e s s  than 
t h e  requ i red  2 inches per  hour,  Please prov ide  m i t i g a t i o n s  measures t o  c o n t r o l  l a r g -  
e r  flows: t h e  a l lowable re lease r a t e  from t h i s  f a c i l t y ( i e s )  s h a l l  be l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  
10 year  predevelopment f l o w  r a t e ( s )  ( o r  l ess  based on t h e  downstream assessments 
completed as p a r t  o f  comment No. 3 ) .  Describe and analyze. i f  necessary. t h e  sa fe  
over f low path(s) f o r  t h e  proposed m i t i g a t i o n  system(s1. 

5) Provide an ana lys is  f o r  t h e  proposed on s i t e  stormwater f a c i l i t i e s  demonstrat ing 
compliance w i t h  CDC requirements. Provide watershed and subwatershed maps w i t h  t h e  
f a c i l i t y ( i e s 1  ana lys is  showing watershed areas d ra in ing  t o  t h e  f a c i l i t y ( i e s 1  and 
those t h a t  bypass. 

6) Plans should descr ibe how r u n o f f  from r o o f  areas and a l l  proposed impervious 
areas w i l l  be d i rec ted .  

See m i  sce l  1 aneous comments 

date t o  prev ious comment No. 2 .  Fer d iscuss ion  with Pub l ic  Works D i r e c t o r .  a s i t e  
s p e c i f i c  s o i l s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  may be used i n  l e i u  o f  t h e  NRCS s o i l s  survey g iven t h a t  
t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  f o r  pe rmeab i l i t y  r a t e  fo l lows an appropr ia te  standard t e s t i n g  

UPDATED ON MAY 2. 2008 BY ALYSON B TOM =======E= The f o l l o w i n g  i s  an up- ______-_- ___  ___-_- 
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methodology (which i s  inc luded with t h e  signed repo r t  a long with a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  
any v a r i a t i o n s  from t h e  standard method and j u s t i f i c a t i o n  as t o  why t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i s  
needed). The design pe rmeab i l i t y  r a t e  should be ca l cu la ted  based on t h e  volume o f  
water ( t a k i n g  i n t o  account gravel  volumes) perco lated per  t h e  wetted su r face  area 
per t ime .  

comments. 
UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 8. 2008 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= See miscel laneous 

Dpw Drainage Miscellaneous Comments 

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

REVIEW ON APRIL 8.  2008 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= Please address t h e  f o l -  
lowing compliance and in fo rmat iona l  comments p r i o r  t o  recordat ion  o f  t h e  f i n a l  map: 

1) A l l  runoff from park ing  and driveway areas should go through water q u a l i t y  t r e a t -  
ment p r i o r  t o  discharge from t h e  s i t e .  Consider ou ts lop ing  .driveways t o  d r a i n  t o  
landscaued areas f o r  f i l t e r i n q  u r i o r  t o  discharoe from t h e  s i t e .  I f  s t r u c t u r a l  

___---_-_ ______--- 

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

- ,  
nt i q  D r  Pd recorded maintenance aqreement(s) a r e  requ i red .  The CDC has a 

sample a g r e e m k n r h i c h  can be updated f o r  use on t h i s  p r o j e c t .  This agreement shoula 
be signed, no tor ized .  and recorded. and a copy o f  t h e  recorded agreement should be 
submit ted t o  t h e  County Department o f  Pub l ic  Works. 

2 )  The app l ican t  i s  responsib le  f o r  ob ta in ing  any and a l l  necessary easements/access 
agreements, e t c .  t o  complete t h e  work shown on t h e  p lans and prov ide  a l l  necessary 
long term maintenance o f  proposed drainage f a c i l i t i e s .  

3) A l l  r u n o f f  from park ing  and driveway areas should go through water q u a l i t y  t r e a t -  
ment p r i o r  t o  discharge from t h e  s i t e .  Consider ou ts lop ing  driveways t o  d r a i n  t o  
landscaped areas f o r  f i l t e r i n g  p r i o r  t o  discharge from t h e  s i t e .  I f  s t r u c t u r a l  
t reatment  i s  proposed, recorded maintenance agreement(s1 are  requ i red .  Attached i s  a 
sample agreement which can be updated f o r  use on t h i s  p r o j e c t .  This agreement should 
be signed, no tor ized .  and recorded, and a copy o f  t h e  recorded agreement should be 
submi t t e d  t o  t h e  County Department o f  Pub1 i c  Works. 

4 )  Please submit a review l e t t e r  from t h e  Geotechnical engineer approving o f  t h e  
f i n a l  drainage p l a n .  The l e t t e r  should r e f e r  t o  dated p lans .  

1 Please prov ide  permanent markings a t  each i n l e t  that read: -NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO 
B A Y - ,  o r  equ iva len t .  The proper ty  owner i s  responsib le  f o r  ma in ta in ing  these mark- 
i ngs 

6)  Submit d e t a i l e d  plans and suppor t ing c a l c u l a t i o n s  demonstrat ing t h a t  t h e  o n - s i t e  
storm water  system meets design c r i t e r i a  requirements (capac i ty ,  safe over f low,  
f reeboard,  v e l o c i t y ,  e t c .  ) .  

7 )  Zone 7 fees w i l l  be assessed on t h e  ne t  increase i n  permi t ted  impervious area due 
t o  t h e  p r o j e c t .  

8) Please show p r i v a t e  drainage easements f o r  a l l  common drainage f a c i l i t i e s .  Th is  
easements must be recorded p r i o r  t o  map f i n a l i z a t i o n .  The easement should i d e n t i f y  
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which p r i v a t e  e n t i t i e s  w i l l  be responsib le  f o r  t h e  long term maintenance o f  t h e  
f a c i  1 i t i e s  . 

9)  Recorded maintenance agreement(s) are needed f o r  any s t r u c t u r a l  de ten t i on ,  re ten -  
t i o n ,  o r  water q u a l i t y  t reatment f a c i l i t y .  

10) Plans should c l e a r l y  i d e n t i f y  who w i l l  be responsib le  f o r  ma in ta in ing  each 
e x i s t i n g  and proposed drainage f a c i l i t y  as  w e l l  as gu ide l ines  f o r  maintenance. 

11) The f i na l  stormwater management plan s h a l l  be cons is ten t  with o the r  p r o j e c t  
p lans i n c l u d i n g  grading.  landscaping e t c .  

12) Construct ion a c t i v i t y  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a land  disturbance o f  one acre o r  more, o r  
l ess  than one acre bu t  p a r t  o f  a l a r g e r  common p l a n  o f  development o r  s a l e  must ob- 
t a i n  t h e  Const ruc t ion  A c t i v i t i e s  Storm Water General NPDES Permi t  from t h e  S ta te  
Water Resources Contro l  Board, Construct ion a c t i v i t y  inc ludes c l e a r i n g ,  g rad ing ,  ex. 
cavat ion.  s t o c k p i l i n g ,  and recons t ruc t i on  o f  e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  i n v o l v i n g  removal 
and rw lacement .  For more in fo rmat ion  see: 

A t p :  lhw.  swrcb.ca.sov/stormwtr/constfaq. html 
UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 8, 2008 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= Please address t T i i - -  -__-____- _________ 

f o l l o w i n g  compliance and in fo rmat iona l  comments p r i o r  t o  reco rda t ion  o f  t h e  f ina l  
map: 

A p p l i c a t i o n  w i t h  p lans and drainage ana lys is  by Robert L .  DeWitt and Associates 
dated August 2008 has been received.  Please address t h e  f o l l o w i n g  comments: 

COMPLIANCE: 

1) Per t h e  drainage ana lys is  t h e  downstream r u n o f f  pa th  f o r  t h e  area d r a i n i n g  t o  t h e  
"Calabasas Watershed" i s  adequate. The proposed drainage p l a n  should maintain 
drainage t o  t h i s  watershed so t h a t  over f low from l o t  4 i s  n o t  be d i v e r t e d  t o  t h e  
Bowker Road system. Please design t h i s  system t o  m i t i g a t e  up t o  t h e  1 0  year  storm 
and so over f low sheet f lows t o  f o l l o w  na tu ra l  drainage pa t te rns .  

2) Provide ana lys is  o f  t h e  e n t i r e  d i v e r s i o n  pa th  f o r  t h e  Bowker road system t o  d i s -  
charge t o  t h e  channel. While a drainage study f o r  t h e  Carmela Court s u b d i v i s i o n  
dated 11/12/04 by Roper Engineering was inc luded i n  t h e  l a s t  submi t ta l  it d i d  n o t  
con ta in  an ana lys is  o f  t h e  proposed p ipe  system i n  Bowker Road, freedom Boulevard o r  
t h e  o u t f l o w  system. Please note that t h e  Carmela Court subd iv i s ion  has no t  been y e t  
been approved and associated improvements a re  n o t  const ructed.  The ana lys i s  should 
assume no de ten t i on  on s i t e  and f u l l  b u i l d  out  o f  t h e  watershed. The ana lys i s  should 
be on Figure  SWM-6 and f o l l o w  CDC and F igu re  SWM-7 gu ide l ines .  The ana lys i s  should 
inc lude eros ion  and s t a b i l i t y  ana lys is  o f  t h e  proposed o u t l e t  t o  t h e  creek.  

3 )  The proposed r e t e n t i o n  t renches and perv ious driveways appear adequate f o r  
m i t i g a t i n g  impacts from smal ler  storms. As designed t h e  r e t e n t i o n  t renches do n o t  
meet CDC requirements f o r  m i t i g a t i o n  o f  t h e  10 year  storm. To use t h e  spreadsheets 
from t h e  CDC f o r  de ten t i on  t o  determine t h e  requ i red  storage volume t h e  re lease r a t e  
f o r  t h e  system should be s e t  a t  the  r a t e  a t  which stormwater w i l l  i n f i l t r a t e  i n t o  
t h e  system ( i n  t h e  ana lys is  prov ided f o r  l o t  2 t h i s  r a t e  was 0.00028 c f s ) .  Based on 
t h e  ana lys is  prov ided i t  appears t h a t  r e t e n t i o n  o f  stormwater f o r  t o  t h e  10 year  
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storm i s  not  f e a s i b l e  and t h a t  de ten t ion  w i l l  be requ i red .  Provide ana lys i s  f o r  t h e  
proposed de ten t ion  f a c i l i t y  demonstrating compliance wi th t h e  CDC. The a l l owab le  
re lease r a t e  should be based on the  predevelopment area t h a t  dra ined t o  the Bowker 
watershed. 

4 )  Provide f inal  p lans,  d e t a i l s  and ana lys is  f o r  t h e  proposed on s i t e  stormwater 
f a c i l i t i e s  demonstrating compliance w i t h  CDC requirements.  Provide watershed and 
subwatershed maps w i t h  t h e  f a c i l i t y ( i e s )  ana lys i s  showing watershed areas d r a i n i n g  
t o  t h e  f a c i l i t y c i e s )  and those t h a t  bypass. 

INFORMATION : 

1) A l l  r u n o f f  from park ing  and driveway areas should go through water q u a l i t y  t r e a t -  
ment p r i o r  t o  discharge from t h e  s i t e .  Consider ou ts lop ing  driveways t o  d r a i n  t o  
landscaped areas f o r  f i l t e r i n g  p r i o r  t o  discharge from the  s i t e .  

2 )  Please update t h e  d e t a i l  f o r  t h e  proposed pervious driveways so t h a t  t h e  base 
ma te r ia l  i s  i n s t a l l e d  w i t h  a f l a t t e r  s lope i n  o rder  t o  f u r t h e r  r e t a r d  f l o w s .  

3) The app l i can t  i s  responsib le  f o r  ob ta in ing  any and a l l  necessary easements/access 
agreements. e t c .  t o  complete t h e  work shown on t h e  plans and p rov ide  a l l  necessary 
long term maintenance o f  p ro  osed drainage f a c i l i t i e s .  The f i n a l  p lans should show 

4 )  Please submit a review l e t t e r  from t h e  Geotechnical engineer approving o f  t h e  
f i na l  drainage p lan .  The l e t t e r  should r e f e r  t o  dated p lans .  

5) Zone 7 fees w i l l  be assessed on t h e  ne t  increase i n  permi t ted  impervious area 
area due t o  t h e  p r o j e c t .  Semi pervious su r fac ing  w i l l  be assessed a t  50%. 

6) Recorded maintenance agreement(s1 are needed f o r  any s t r u c t u r a l  de ten t i on ,  re ten -  
t i o n ,  o r  water q u a l i t y  t reatment f a c i l i t y .  The p lans should p rov ide  gu ide l i nes  f o r  
long term maintenance o f  drainage f a c i l t i e s  ( i n c l u d i n g  t h e  erv ious  pavement) as 

agreement which can be updated f o r  use on t h i s  p r o j e c t .  Th is  agreement should be 
signed, no tor ized ,  and recorded, and a copy o f  t h e  recorded agreement should be sub- 
m i t t e d  t o  t h e  County Department of Pub l ic  Works. 

7 )  The f i n a l  stormwater management p l a n  s h a l l  be cons is ten t  w i t h  o the r  p r o j e c t  plans 
i n c l u d i n g  gradi  ng , 1 andscapi ng e t c  

8) Construct ion a c t i v i t y  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a land d is turbance o f  one acre o r  more. o r  
l ess  than one acre bu t  p a r t  o f  a l a r g e r  common p l a n  o f  development o r  s a l e  must ob- 
t a i n  t h e  Construct ion A c t i v i t i e s  Storm Water General NPDES Permit  f rom t h e  S ta te  
Water Resources Contro l  Board. Construct ion a c t i v i t y  inc ludes c l e a r i n g ,  g rad ing .  ex- 
cavat ion ,  s t o c k p i l i n g ,  and recons t ruc t ion  o f  e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  i n v o l v i n g  removal 
and replacement. For more i n fo rma t ion  see: 
h t t p :  //w. swrcb. ca . gov/stormwtr/constfaq . html 

9)  As proposed t h e  r e t e n t i o n  trenches may be regu la ted  by t h e  EPA as a Class V i n -  
j e c t i o n  w e l l .  The appl icant/owner i s  responsib le  f o r  meeting t h e  EPA’s requirements.  

a l l  easements and i d e n t i f y  w R o i s  responsib le  f o r  maintenance. 

we l l  as i d e n t i f y  who i s  responsib le  f o r  t h i s  maintenance. T R e CDC has a sample 

I 

8 1 / 9 0  



Discretionary Comments - Continued 

Project Planner: Samantha Haschert 
Application No.: 08-0120 

APN: 049-221-20 

Date: A p r i l  28.  2009 
Time: 14 :04 :39  
Page: 8 

i f  necessary. For more in fo rmat ion  see: h t t p :  //www.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/swclassvwel l s -  
f s .  p d f  

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Completeness Comments 

UPDATED ON MARCH 25, 2008 BY D A V I D  GARIBOTTI ========= _________  _________  
No comment, p r o j e c t  invo lves  a subd iv is ion  or  MLD. 

Dpw Driveway/Encroachnent Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON MARCH 25. 2008 BY DAVID GARIBOTTI ========= __--_____ _____-___ 
No comment. 

Dpw Road Engineering Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON APRIL 10,  2008 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= _---_____ _________  
08-0120 ..................................................................... 

should be cons is ten t  w i t h  t h e  c i v i l  sheets. 

These comments ..................................................................... 

sh-aping. e tc  

..................................................................... 
INCOMPLETE 

1. The r i g h t -  
of-way and proper ty  l i n e s  are unc lear  on Sheet C2. C3. C5, and C 7 .  I f  necessary each 
l i n e  should be  s p e c i f i c a l l y  labe led  t o  denote r i g h t - o f - w a y ,  easements, e t c .  

minor land d i v i s i o n  i s  shown on t h e  S t ree t  Improvements and U t i l i t y  Plan on Sheet 
C3. A separate dedicated sheet o r  view i s  requ i red  t o  show t h e  p o t e n t i a l  development 
o f  t h e  adjacent l o t .  No other  sheet should show it. This  a l s o  app l ies  t o  t h e  o the r  
- f u t u r e -  minor l and  d i v i s i o n  shown on t h e  San i ta ry  Sewer D e t a i l  on Sheet C3 

repo r t  f o r  each t r e e  should be prov ided.  

should be dimensioned f o r  a l l  curved curbs on t h e  S t r e e t  Improvement Plan. 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

2. A - f u t u r e -  ..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

3 .  An a r b o r i s t  

4 .  Rad i i  

COMPLIANCE 

BOWKER ROAD 

4 .  Bowker Road 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

i s  recommended t o  be brought up t o  standard f o r  an Urban Local S t ree t  w i t h  Park ing 
f o r  a h a l f  w idth o f  t h e  road. The standard cons is t s  o f  two 12 f o o t  t r a v e l  lanes ,  6 
feet. on each s ide  f o r  park ing.  and separated sidewalks on each s ide .  The r i g h t - o f -  
way requirement f o r  t h i s  road sec t i on  i s  56 f e e t .  The r i g h t - o f - w a y  d e d i c a t i o n  fo r  
Bowker Road t o  t h e  County should be independent o f  o ther  easements and p o s s i b l e  
ded ica t ions  and inc lude  i n  f r o n t  o f  t h e  proposed p r o j e c t  road.  
..................................................................... 
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5 .  The p r o j e c t  
proposes frontage improvements on Bowker Road on the  adjacent parce l  owned by t h e  
a p p l i c a n t .  A r i g h t - o f - w a y  ded ica t i on  and improvements are recommended cons is ten t  
w i t h  t h e  p rev ious l y  recommended requirements f o r  Bowker Road above. The r i g h t - o f - w a y  
i s  recommended t o  be a separate dedicat ion.  

6. Asphal t  
concrete t r a n s i t i o n s  from t h e  sidewalk a r e  requi red a t  t h e  end o f  the  s idewalk.  

7 .  The curb 
re tu rns  f o r  the  encroachment o f  t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  w i t h  Bowker Road are recommended t o  
be 20 f e e t .  P lease  dimension t h e  r a d i i  on the  p lans.  

8 .  Handicapped 
ramps a t  t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  w i t h  Bowker Road are recormended a s  we l l  as a s top  s i g n ,  
stop bar .  and stop legend. A double ye l l ow  s t r i p e  f o r  50 f e e t  from t h e  s top  bar i s  
recommended as w e l l .  

9. It appears 
a t r e e  prevents t y p i c a l  pedes t r ian  access across t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n .  We recommend 
e i t h e r  t h e  t r e e  be removed o r  i f  poss ib le  an a l t e r n a t i v e  be designed which provides 
pedest r ian  access and maintains t h e  same l e v e l  o f  pedes t r ian  s a f e t y .  

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... - 

..................................................................... 

PROJECT ROAD ..................................................................... 

10.  The ..................................................................... 

p r o  osed p r o j e c t  road i s  recommended t o  be a t  the  standard f o r  an Urban Local S t r e e t  

f o r  park ing .  and separated sidewalks on each s ide .  The r i g h t - o f - w a y  requirement f o r  
t h i s  road sec t i on  i s  56 f e e t .  The road i s  recommended t o  be center  crowned w i t h  
cross slopes of  2 percent .  Please r e f e r  t o  the  County Design C r i t e r i a  f o r  t h e  design 

It should be 
noted t h a t  the  app l i can t  p rev ious l y  d i d  a l o t  l i n e  adjustment between two pa rce l s  
under t h e i r  ownership t h a t  se t  t h e  stage f o r  t h i s  minor land d i v i s i o n .  This r e s u l t e d  
i n  t h e  40 foo t  r i g h t - o f - w a y  p r o v i d i n g  access t o  t h e  bulk  o f  t h e  i n t e r i o r  l o t  t h a t  i s  
now proposed t o  be d iv ided.  This 40 f o o t  r i g h t - o f - w a y  i s  below t h e  recommended 56 
fee t  and would on l y  be s u i t a b l e  f o r  a road serv ing f o u r  u n i t s ,  i f  a d j o i n i n g  
p r o p e r t i e s  are b u i l t - o u t  i n  accordance w i t h  t h e  General P lan and i t  i s  not  poss ib le  
t o  design access t o  meet the  l o c a l  s t r e e t  standard. 

proposed road alignment does not  p roper l y  address t h e  12 f o o t  s h i f t  i n  t h e  road 
al ignment. New roads are recommended t o  have h o r i z o n t a l  curves f o r  al ignment changes 
not hinge po in ts .  The County Design C r i t e r i a  requi res a minimum radius o f  75 f e e t  
f o r  h o r i z o n t a l  curves for a road serv ing 25 l o t s  o r  less .  

12. ' Park  i ng 
spaces should no t  be i d e n t i f i e d  o r  numbered on t h e  proposed road. Only o n - s i t e  park-  
i ng  spaces which are requi red f o r  should be numbered and dimensioned. 

w i t  R Parking. The standard consis ts  o f  two 12 foo t  t r a v e l  lanes, 6 fee t  on each s ide  

of new Toads. ..................................................................... 
..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

11. The ..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 
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13 .  No 
driveways f o r  t h e  - f u t u r e -  minor land d i v i s i o n  s h a l l  be al lowed. 

14. A v a l l e y  
g u t t e r  across t h e  proposed road i s  no t  recommended. New roads should on ly  have v a l -  
l ey  g u t t e r s  a t  t h e i r  i n t e r s e c t i o n  w i t h  other  roads i f  necessary. Standard drainage 
improvements are recommended. 

15.  The bu lb -  
out f o r  t h e  t r e e  along t h e  p r o j e c t  road can be reduced t o  a contiguous sidewalk so 
parking may be al lowed, The road width may be 33-34 f e e t  wide which i s  s t i l l  s u f f i -  
c i e n t  t o  a l l o w  pa rk ing  on both s ides .  

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

._._..._.._..__..__.____________________..~.~..~~~.------------------ 

..................................................................... 

CUL DE SAC 

16. No parking 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

signs are requi red i n  the  cul-de-sac i n  compliance w i t h  t h e  MUTCD. 
..................................................................... 

..................................................................... DRTVFWAYS 

..................................................................... 

17. Driveways ..................................................................... 

should have a minimum i n s i d e  t u r n i n g  rad ius o f  15 fee t  and a minimum outs ide  t u r n i n g  
radius o f  25 f e e t .  Each requi red parking space should be numbered and dimensioned. 

18. The s t r u c -  
t u r a l  sec t i on  o f  each driveway should be shown on the  p l a n s .  

Greg M a r t i n  

These comments 
p e r t a i n  t o  the c i v i l  sheets on l y ,  a l l  o ther  sheets,  a r c h i t e c t u r a l ,  landscaping, e t c .  
should be consis tent  w i t h  t h e  c i v i l  sheets. 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

831-454-2811 ========= UPDATED ON AUGUST 29. 2008 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 
..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

INCOMPLETE 
1. The r i g h t -  

of-way and property l i n e s  are unclear on Sheet C2. C3. C5. and C 7 .  I f  necessary each 
l i n e  should be s p e c i f i c a l l y  labeled t o  denote r i g h t - o f - w a y ,  easements, e t c .  

2 .  A - f u t u r e -  
minor land d i v i s i o n  i s  shown on t h e  S t ree t  Improvements and U t i l i t y  Plan on Sheet 
C3. A separate dedicated sheet o r  view i s  requi red t o  show the  p o t e n t i a l  development 
o f  the  adjacent l o t .  No o the r  sheet should show i t .  This a l s o  app l i es  t o  t h e  other  
- f u t u r e -  minor l a n d  d i v i s i o n  shown on t h e  Sani tary  Sewer D e t a i l  on Sheet C3  

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

COMPLIANCE 

BOWKER ROAD 

3 .  The curb 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

returns  f o r  the  encroachment o f  the  i n t e r s e c t i o n  w i t h  Bowker Road are recommended t o  

..................................................................... 4. A s top  s ign  
be 20 f e e t ,  ..................................................................... 
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a t  t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  w i t h  Bowker Road i s  recomended. A l t e r n a t i v e  ma te r ia l  i n  t h e  
crosswalk i s  no t  recommended. 
..................................................................... 

PROJECT ROAD 

5. The 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

proposed p r o j e c t  road i s  recommended t o  be a t  t h e  standard f o r  an Urban Local  S t r e e t  
w i t h  Park ing.  The standard cons is t s  o f  two 12 f o o t  t r a v e l  lanes,  6 f e e t  on each s ide  
f o r  pa rk ing ,  and separated sidewalks on each s ide .  The r i gh t -o f -way  requirement f o r  
t h i s  road sec t i on  i s  56 f e e t .  Please r e f e r  t o  t h e  County Design C r i t e r i a  f o r  t h e  
design o f  new roads. 

be noted that t h e  app l i can t  p rev ious l y  d i d  a l o t  l i n e  adjustment between two parce ls  
under t h e i r  ownership t h a t  s e t  t h e  stage f o r  t h i s  minor land d i v i s i o n .  Th is  r e s u l t e d  
i n  t h e  40 f o o t  r i g h t - o f - w a y  p rov id ing  access t o  t h e  bu lk  o f  t h e  i n t e r i o r  l o t  t h a t  i s  
now proposed t o  be d i v ided .  This  40 f o o t  r i gh t -o f -way  i s  below t h e  recommended 56 
f e e t  and i s  on ly  be s u i t a b l e  f o r  a road serv ing  f o u r  u n i t s .  Th is  does no t  p rov ide  
f o r  t h e  ad. io in inq proper ty  t o  be b u i l t - o u t  i n  accordance w i t h  t h e  General ~. Plan . and 
l oca l  s t r e e t  standards.  

..................................................................... 

6 .  It should ..................................................................... 

7 .  The ..................................................................... 

proposed road alignment does n o t  p roper ly  address t h e  12 f o o t  s h i f t  i n  t h e  road 
al ignment.  New roads are  recommended t o  have h o r i z o n t a l  curves f o r  al ignment changes 
not hinge po in ts :  The County Design C r i t e r i a  requ i res  a minimum rad ius  o f  75 f e e t  
f o r  h o r i z o n t a l  curves f o r  a road serv ing  25 l o t s  o r  l e s s .  The c e n t e r l i n e  s t r i p i n g  
should extend through t h i s  t r a n s i t i o n .  
..................................................................... 

8 .  The bu lb -  
out f o r  t h e  t r e e  along t h e  p r o j e c t  road can be reduced t o  a cont iguous s idewalk  so 
park ing may be  a l lowed.  The road w id th  may be 33-34 f e e t  wide which i s  s t i l l  s u f f i -  
c i e n t  t o  a l l ow  pa rk ing  on bo th  s ides .  

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

DRIVEWAYS ..................................................................... 

9. The ..................................................................... 

driveways appear poo r l y  designed and cou ld  be conf igured  t o  increase t h e  amount o f  
driveway cu t .  This w i l l  make it eas ie r  f o r  veh ic les  t o  get  i n  and o u t .  Driveways 
should have a minimum i n s i d e  t u r n i n g  rad ius o f  15 f e e t  and a minimum ou ts ide  t u r n i n g  
rad ius o f  25 f e e t .  Each requ i red  park ing  space should be numbered and dimensioned. 

10. The s t r u c -  
t u r a l  sec t i on  o f  each driveway should be shown-on t h e  p lans .  

Greg Mar t i n  

1. These comments p e r t a i n  t o  t h e  c i v i l  sheets on l y ,  a l l  o the r  sheets,  a r c h i t e c t u r a l ,  
landscaping, e t c .  should be cons is ten t  with t h e  c i v i l  sheets. Th is  has no t  been 
done. The The a r c h i t e c t u r a l  sheets cont inue t o  show t h e  p o t e n t i a l  development on t h e  
adjacent p roper ty .  

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

831-454-2811 ========= UPDATED ON DECEMBER 23, 2008 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 
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..................................................................... 

INCOMPLETE 2. 
A - f u t u r e -  minor land d i v i s i o n  i s  shown on t h e  S t ree t  Improvements and U t i l i t y  Plan 
on t h e  a r c h i t e c t u r a l  sheets .  A separate dedicated sheet o r  view i s  requ i red  t o  show 
t h e  p o t e n t i a l  development o f  t h e  adjacent l o t .  No o the r  sheet should show i t .  3.  A 
c l e a r l y  i d e n t i f i e d  road sec t i on  along Bowker Road and t h e  newly proposed road i s  r e -  
qu i red .  S t a t i o n i n g  i s  requ i red  along t h e  newly proposed road. 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

COMPLIANCE 

BOWKER ROAD 

4 .  The curb  

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

re tu rns  f o r  t h e  encroachment o f  t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  with Bowker Road a r e  recommended t o  
be 20 f e e t .  This has been done, however an a r b o r i s t  r e p o r t  has no t  been prov ided f o r  
t h e  two t rees  which have a f f e c t e d  t h e  curb l i n e  proposed. One t r e e  i s  a t  t h e  corner  
o f  t h e  new road and Bowker Road and t h e  other  i s  along t h e  new road. 

a t  t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  w i t h  Bowker Road i s  recommended. ATterna t ive  ma te r ia l  i n  t h e  
crosswal k i s  not recommended. 

..................................................................... 

5.  A s top  s i g n  ..................................................................... __ 

..................................................................... 

PROJECT ROAD ..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

6. The ..................................................................... 

proposed p r o j e c t  road i s  recommended t o  be a t  t h e  standard f o r  an Urban Local  S t ree t  
w i t h  Parking. The standard cons is ts  o f  two 12 f o o t  t r a v e l  lanes,  6 f e e t  on each s ide  
f o r  pa rk ing ,  and separated sidewalks on each s ide .  The r i gh t -o f -way  requirement f o r  
t h i s  road s e c t i o n  i s  56 f e e t .  Please r e f e r  t o  t h e  County Design C r i t e r i a  f o r  t h e  
design o f  new roads. 

be noted that t h e  app l i can t  p rev ious l y  d i d  a l o t  l i n e  adjustment between two parce ls  
under t h e i r  ownership t h a t  s e t  t h e  stage fo r  t h i s  minor land d i v i s i o n .  Th is  resu l ted  
i n  t h e  40 foo t  r i g h t - o f - w a y  p r o v i d i n g  access t o  t h e  bu lk  o f  t h e  i n t e r i o r  l o t  that i s  
now proposed t o  be d i v ided .  Th is  40 f o o t  r i gh t -o f -way  i s  below t h e  recommended 56 
f e e t  and i s  o n l y  be s u i t a b l e  f o r  a road serv ing  f o u r  u n i t s .  Th is  does no t  p rov ide  
f o r  t h e  a d j o i n i n g  p roper t y  t o  be b u i l t - o u t  i n  accordance wi th t h e  General P lan and 
l o c a l  s t r e e t  standards 

proposed road al ignment conta ins a 12 f o o t  s h i f t  i n  t h e  road a l ignment .  The center -  
l i n e  s t r i p i n g  should extend through t h i s  t r a n s i t i o n .  

9. The bu lb -  
out  f o r  t h e  t r e e  along t h e  p r o j e c t  road can be reduced t o  a cont iguous sidewalk so 
park ing  may be a l lowed.  The road w id th  may be 33-34 f e e t  wide which i s  s t i l l  s u f f i -  
c i e n t  t o  a l l ow  pa rk ing  on bo th  s ides .  

Dpw Road Engineering Miscellaneous Comments 

..................................................................... 

7 .  It should ..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

8 .  The ..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 
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Dpw S a n i t a t i o n  Completeness Comments 

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

REVIEW ON APRIL 9. 2008 BY DIANE ROMEO ========e No. 1 Review Summary ___--____ _________  
Statement: APN:49-221-57; Appl. No. 08-0120 : 

Sewer se rv i ce  i s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t  prov ided t h a t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  completeness 
issues a r e  addressed. The Proposal i s  ou t  o f  compliance w i t h  D i s t r i c t  o r  County 
s a n i t a t i o n  p o l i c i e s  and t h e  County Design C r i t e r i a  (CDC) P a r t  4 .  San i ta ry  Sewer 
Design, June 2006 e d i t i o n ,  and a l so  l acks  s u f f i c i e n t  i n fo rma t ion  f o r  complete 
eva lua t i on .  The D i  s t r i  c t lCounty S a n i t a t i o n  Engineering and Envi ronmenta 1 Compliance 
sect ions cannot recommend approval the  p r o j e c t  as proposed. 

Reference f o r  County Design C r i t e r i a :  h t t p :  / / w . d p w . c o . s a n t a -  
cruz.ca .us/DESIGNCRITERIA. PDF 

.- 
Completeness Items: 

I tem 1) This review n o t i c e  i s  e f f e c t i v e  f o r  one year  from t h e  issuance da te  a l l ow  
t h e  app l i can t  t h e  t i m e  t o  rece ive  t e n t a t i v e  map, develo ment o r  o ther  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  

from t h e  Planning Department, a new a v a i l a b i l i t y  l e t t e r  must be obta ined by  t h e  ap- 
p l i c a n t .  Once a t e n t a t i v e  map i s  approved t h i s  l e t t e r  s h a l l  apply u n t i l  t h e  t e n t a -  
ti ve map approva 1 expi  res .  

I n fo rma t ion  I tems:  

I tem -1) A complete engineered sewer p lan ,  addressing a l l  issues requ i red  by D i s t r i c t  
s t a f f  and meeting County -Design C r i t e r i a -  standards (unless a var iance i s  al lowed),  
i s  requ i red .  D i s t r i c t  approval o f  t h e  proposed d i s c r e t i o n a r y  permi t  i s  w i thhe ld  un- 
til t h e  p lan  meets a l l  requirements,  The f o l l o w i n g  items need t o  be shown on t h e  
p lans : 

The proposed p r o j e c t ,  .as  submit ted,  appears t o  be t h e  p r o j e c t  t h a t  w i l l  i n s t a l l  
sewer improvements t h a t  w i l l  share a sewer system with add i t i ona l  MLDs. Th is  p r o j e c t  
inc ludes t w o  p re l im ina ry  a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  sewering one proposed minor l and  d i v i s i o n  
and n e i t h e r  plan i s  complete. The Department Pub l i c  Works w i l l  r e q u i r e  t h a t  an i m -  
provement p lan be approved p r i o r  t o  approval o f  an a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  land  d i v i s i o n s .  

A l o t  l i n e  adjustment i s  requ i red  f o r  t h e  proposed c o n f i g u r a t i o n  o f  t h e  pa rce l s  and 
i t  i s  no t  shown c l e a r l y  on t h e  s u b m i t t a l .  

Plans s h a l l  i n c l u d e  accurate surveyed e leva t i ons .  F in ished f l o o r  e leva t i ons  shal l  be 
prov ided on t h e  p lan  and i t  s h a l l  be s p e c i f i e d  which l o t s  s h a l l  r e q u i r e  a sewer 
backf low o r  over f low device 

The sewer i n  Bowker Road s h a l l  be replaced as a c o n d i t i o n  o f  development i f  t h i s  MLD 
i s  t o  sewer t o  Bowker Road. No l a t e r a l s  f o r  a f u t u r e  MLO s h a l l  be a l lowed t o  be coil- 

permi t  approval .  I f  a f t e r  t h i s  t ime frame t h i s  p r o j e c t  R as no t  received approval 

8 7 / 9 0  



Discret ionary  Comments - Continued 

Pro jec t  Planner: Samantha Haschert 
Appl ica t ion  No.: 08-0120 

APN: 049-221-20 

Date: A p r i l  28, 2009 
Time: 14 :04 :39  
Page: 14 

s t ruc ted  as a p a r t  o f  t h i s  sewer p lan .  

The sewer improvement p lan  submit ted f o r  t h i s  MLD ( 4  l o t s )  s h a l l  not  i nc lude  
l a t e r a l s  for any f u t u r e  land d i v i s i o n s .  The i n c l u s i o n  o f  sewer improvements f o r  a 
phased development f o r  m u l t i p l e  land d i v i s i o n s  s h a l l  n o t  approved. 

The f u l l  extent  o f  t h e  sewer requ i red  t o  connect t o  Calabasas Road s h a l l  be shown i n  
p l a n  and p r o f i l e  i f  t h i s  MLD i s  t o  sewer t o  Calabasas Road. No l a t e r a l s  f o r  a f u t u r e  
MLD s h a l l  be a l lowed t o  be const ructed as a p a r t  o f  t h i s  sewer p lan .  A manhole s h a l l  
be cons t ruc ted  on t h e  upstream end o f  t h e  sewer improvements (c leanouts a r e  not  a l -  
lowed on the end o f  sewer mains). 

Use c u r r e n t  ve rs ion  o f  S a n i t a t i o n  -General Notes. -  Note 19. Sheet C3 needs r e v i s i o n  

Show proposed sewer l a t e r a l s  ( i n c l u d i n g  length  o f  p ipe ,  p ipe  m a t e r i a l ,  c leanouts l o -  
cated maximum o f  100- feet  apar t  along w i t h  ground and i n v e r t  e leva t i ons )  and s lope 
noted (minimum 2%) and connect ion t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  p u b l i c  sewer. New l a t e r a l s  f o r  the  
OrODOSed subd iv i s ion  s h a l l  no t  be connected t o  t h e  s ide  yard sewer ou ts ide  o f  t h e  ~~ ~ 

I r ~ ~ - .  

ved nsh t  o f way. Note i n  d e t a i l  ( t ype  o f  p i p e  and concrete cap o r  encasement) and ___ f m i t s  spec ia l  p rov i s ions  i n  F i g .  S S - 1 1  f o r  sewer ma ins f l a te ra i s  w i t h  I ess than 
minimum cover 

The f o l l o w i n g  no te  s h a l l  be added t o  t h e  sewer improvement p lan :  -Ex t ra  precaut ions 
and i nspec t i on  w i l l  be requ i red  t o  insure t h a t  sewer l i n e s  are  cons t ruc ted  as 
designed and t o  meet l ess  than minimum s lope.  E levat ions a t  upstream and downstream 
ends o f  proposed sewer s h a l l  be surveyed p r i o r  t o  cons t ruc t i on  o f  sewer and again 
p r i o r  t o  sewer improvements s i g n  o f f  and acceptance.- 

The s i d e  yard  sewer easement s h a l l  be exc lus ive  t o  t h e  Freedom County S a n i t a t i o n  
D i s t r i c t  and no o the r  u t i l i t i e s  o r  p ipe l i nes  s h a l l  be loca ted  w i t h i n  t h e  20 f o o t  
easement. Add no te  t o  f ina l  map: -Permanent improvements and t r e e s  s h a l l  n o t  be 
p laced i n  the  20 f e e t  wide wide sewer easement.. The f u l l  20 f e e t  wide easement f o r  
the s ide  yard sewer s h a l l  be o f fe red  t o  t h e  D i s t r i c t  w i t h  t h i s  MLD a p p l i c a t i o n  i f  
MLD i s  t o  be sewered t o  Calabasas Road. 

Proposed l o c a t i o n  o f  o n - s i t e  sewer l a t e r a l ( s ) .  c lean -ou t (s ) ,  and connect ions(s1 t o  
e x i s t i n g  pub l i c  sewer must be shown on t h e  p l o t  p lan .  

Construct ion o f  sewer improvements. i n v o l v i n g  m u l t i p l e  parce ls  and m u l t i p l e  owners, 
i s  requ i red  t o  b r i n g  a sewer t o  t h i s  p roper t y .  The appl icants /developers a r e  respon- 
s i b l e  f o r  a l l  cos ts  r e l a t e d  t o  extending t h e  sewer i n c l u d i n g  and approval o f  t h e  
sewer improvement p lan  s h a l l  no t  be approved u n t i l  i t i s  complete, and a l l  easements 
t o  a f u l l  20 f e e t  w id th  as requ i red  by t h e  County-s Design C r i t e r i a  a re  shown on the  
improvement p l a n  and map. i n c l u d i n g  e n t i r e  paved r i g h t  o f  way i f  no t  accepted by 
County r maintenance. 

A t tach  an approved (s igned by t h e  D i s t r i c t )  copy o f  t h e  sewer system p l a n  t o  t h e  
b u i l d i n g  permi t  submi t ta l .  A c o n d i t i o n  o f  t h e  development permi t  s h a l l  be t h a t  Pub- 
l i c  Works has approved and signed t h e  c i v i l  drawings f o r  t h e  land d i v i s i o n  improve- 
ment p r i o r  to  f i l i n g  o f  t h e  f ina l  map and s h a l l  be 
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Any quest ions regard ing t h e  above c r i t e r i a  should be d i r e c t e d  t o  Diane Romeo o f  t h e  
S a n i t a t i o n  Engineer ing d i v i s i o n  a t  (831) 454-2160. 

There a r e  no miscellaneous comments. 
No. 2 Review Summary Statement: APN:49-221-57: No. 08-0120 : 

Sewer se rv i ce  i s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t  prov ided t h a t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  completeness 
issues are  addressed. The Proposal i s  out  o f  compliance w i t h  D i s t r i c t  o r  County 
s a n i t a t i o n  p o l i c i e s  and t h e  County Design C r i t e r i a  (CDC) P a r t  4 .  San i ta ry  Sewer 
Design, June 2006 e d i t i o n ,  and a l s o  lacks  s u f f i c i e n t  i n fo rma t ion  f o r  complete 
eva lua t ion .  The D i  s t r i  c t lCounty S a n i t a t i o n  Engineering and Envi ronmental Compl i ance 
sec t ions  cannot recommend approval t h e  p r o j e c t  as proposed. 

Reference f o r  County Design C r i t e r i a :  
cruz.ca.us/DESIGNCRITERIA.PDF 

h t t p :  / /ww.dpw. co.santa-  

Completeness Items : 

Th i?  rwiw n o t i c e  i s  e f f e c t i v e  f o r  one year from t h e  issuance date t o  a l l o w  t h e  ap- 
p l i c a n t  t h e  time t o  receive t e n t a t i v e  map. development o r  o ther  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  p e ~ r m i t -  
approval .  I f  a f t e r  t h i s  t ime  frame t h i s  r o j e c t  has no t  received approval from t h e  

Once a t e n t a t i v e  map i s  approved t h i s  l e t t e r  s h a l l  apply u n t i l  t h e  t e n t a t i v e  map ap- 
proval  expi  res .  

I n fo rma t i  on I tems : 

A complete engineered sewer p lan .  addressing a l l  issues requ i red  by D i s t r i c t  s t a f f  
and meeting County -Design C r i t e r i a -  standards (unless a var iance i s  a l lowed) ,  i s  
requ i red .  O i s t r i c t  approval o f  t h e  proposed d i s c r e t i o n a r y  permi t  i s  w i thhe ld  u n t i l  
t h e  p l a n  meets a l l  requirements.  The f o l l o w i n g  items need t o  be shown on t h e  p lans :  

A l l  l a t e r a l s  proposed under t h i s  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  permi t  s h a l l  i nc lude  a backf low or 
over f low prevent i o n  dev ice.  

Sewer l a t e r a l s  s h a l l  be 6 - inch  and s h a l l  meet Design C r i t e r i a  requirements f o r  cover 
and s l o w  

Planning Department. a new a v a i l a b i l i t y  7 e t t e r  must be obta ined by t h e  a p p l i c a n t .  

The f u l l  ex ten t  o f  t h e  sewer requ i red  t o  connect t o  Calabasas Road s h a l l  be shown i n  
p l a n  and p r o f i l e  i f  t h i s  MLD i s  t o  sewer t o  Calabasas Road. 

Sewer l a t e r a l  se rv ing  t o t  2 s h a l l  be connected t o  sewer main (no t  sewer manhole). 
Use c u r r e n t  v e r s i o n  o f  S a n i t a t i o n  -General Notes.-  Note 19, Sheet C3 needs r e v i s i o n  

The f o l l o w i n g  no te  s h a l l  be added t o  t h e  sewer improvement p lan :  -Ex t ra  precaut ions 
and inspec t i on  w i l l  be requ i red  t o  i nsu re  t h a t  sewer l i n e s  are  const ructed as 
designed and t o  meet less  than minimum s lope.  E levat ions a t  upstream and downstream 
ends o f  proposed sewer s h a l l  be surveyed p r i o r  t o  cons t ruc t i on  o f  sewer and again 
p r i o r  t o  sewer improvements s i g n  o f f  and acceptance.. 
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The s i d e  yard  sewer easement s h a l l  be exc lus ive  t o  t h e  Freedom County S a n i t a t i o n  
D i s t r i c t  and no o the r  u t i l i t i e s  o r  p i p e l i n e s  s h a l l  be loca ted  w i t h i n  t h e  20 f o o t  
easement. Add note t o  f i n a l  map: -Permanent improvements and t r e e s  s h a l l  n o t  be 
p laced i n  the 20 f e e t  wide wide sewer easement.. The f u l l  20 f e e t  wide easement f o r  
the  s i d e  yard  sewer s h a l l  be o f f e r e d  t o  t h e  D i s t r i c t  and f i n a l  maps f o r  a l l  proposed 
MLDs and Subd iv is ion  s h a l l  not  be approved by D i s t r i c t  and recorded by owner w i thout  
ded ica t i on  t o  D i s t r i c t .  At tach an approved (s igned by t h e  D i s t r i c t )  copy o f  t h e  
sewer system plan t o  t h e  b u i l d i n g  permi t  s u b m i t t a l .  A l l  elements (notes and d e t a i l s )  
p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h e  sewer improvement p lan  s h a l l  be contained on sewer improvement 
p l a n  and s h a l l  be  t h e  same as  those approved under t h i s  pe rm i t .  S a n i t a t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
s igned copy shall be t h e  vers ion  approved along w i t h  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  approval .  Any 
changes subsequent t o  approved vers ion  s h a l l  be h i g h l i g h t e d  on plans and may r e s u l t  
i n  delay approving f i n a l  map. This s h a l l  be a c o n d i t i o n  o f  approval f o r  t h i s  permi t  
a p p l i c a t i o n  

Any quest ions regard ing t h e  above c r i t e r i a  should be d i r e c t e d  t o  Diane Romeo o f  t h e  
S a n i t a t i o n  Engineering d i v i s i o n  a t  (831) 454-2160. 

Thprp are no m i s c e l l m c u s  comments. ========= UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 10. 2008 BY 
D I A N E  ROMEO ========= 

Dpw S a n i t a t i o n  Miscellaneous Comments 

There are no S a n i t a t i o n  Engineering miscellaneous comments f o r  second rev iew 

Pajaro  Va l ley  Fire D i s t r i c t  Completeness Comments 

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

REVIEW ON MARCH 27. 2008 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 
DEPARTMENT NAME: PAJARO VALLEY F I R E  DISTRICT 
Add t h e  appropr ia te  NOTES and DETAILS showing t h i s  i n fo rma t ion  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 :  
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 ing  
Permit phase. 
72 hour minimum n o t i c e  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 c o n d i t i o n  o f  submi t ta l  o f  these p lans,  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  they  are s o l e l y  responsib le  f o r  
compliance w i t h  app l i cab le  Spec i f i ca t i ons ,  Standards, Codes and Ordinances, and fur -  
t h e r  agree t o  c o r r e c t  any de f i c ienc ies  noted by t h i s  review, subsequent rev iew,  i n -  
spec t i on  o r  other source, and, t o  ho ld  harmless and w i thout  p r e j u d i c e ,  t h e  rev iewing 
agency. 

______-__ _________  

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

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

R E V I E W  ON MARCH 27 ,  2008 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= ______-__ _ _ _  ______  
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