
COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

701 OCEAN STREET, qTH FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA95060 
(831 ) 454-2580 FAX (831) 454-21 31 TDD (831) 454-2123 . .  . .  
KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PERIOD 

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 

APPLICANT: Lonq Tran (Kimson Monastery) 

APPLICATION NO.: 07-0613 

PARCEL NUMBER (APN): 030-112-05 

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

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

XX Mitigations will be attached to the Negative Declaration 

No mitigations will be attached. 

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

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

Review Period Ends: 

Staff Planner: Samantha Hascherl 

Januarv 6,201 1 

Phone: (831) 454-3214 

Date: December 6,2010 



NAME: Kimson Monastery 
APPLICATION: 07-061 3 
A.P.N: 106-121-45. 46 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION MITIGATIONS 

1. In order to ensure new lighting does not significantly impact adjacent 
forest habitat, the property owner shall submit an exterior lighting plan that 
shields light away from the forested areas for review and approval by the 
Environmental Planning Staff prior to building permit issuance. 

2. In order to ensure that parking and traffic impacts associated with the 
proposed large events are less than significant, the following mitigations 
are required: 

a. The applicant shall contract with a professional parking service to 
direct the parking at large events and drive the shuttle vans; 

b. A detailed parking operations plan shall be submitted which 
includes the following information: details regarding the number of 
staff required to drive shuttles and direct traffic at both the Mt. 
Madonna School and Conference Center and the Kirnson 
Monastery, protocol for staff to communicate between sites to 
ensure that vehicles are not directed to proceed to Kirnson if the 
parking lot is full which would back up traffic on Summit Road 
between Mt. Madonna School and Kimson, a set schedule for the 
shuttle pick-up and drop off, and enforcement procedures for any 
vehicles parked along Summit Road. The detailed parking plans 
shall be signed by a representative of Mt. Madonna School and 
Conference Center for authorization; 
Establish an advance notification program for local residences 

which indicates specific dates and times for each event to provide 
awareness of additional traffic and parking operations; 

d. Establish a Traffic and Parking Operations Monitoring Program in 
order to record event attendance, peak parking demands, and 
traffic flows to determine the effectiveness of the parking plan. 

c. 

3. In order to ensure that there are no off-site impacts related to excessive 
noise during each of the three large events, the property owner shall 
submit a noise study conducted by a licensed acoustic engineer to 
evaluate sound levels at the north, east, and south property lines. One 
noise study shall be conducted during each of the three annual events and 
shall be evaluated by County Planning Staff to determine if additional 
conditions or modifications are required to obtain compliance with the 
County General Plan Noise Ordinance. 



4. In order to mitigate the impacts of temporary construction debris to less 
than significant, the applicant will be required 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. 
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County of Santa Cruz 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

(831) 454-2580 FAX (831)454-2131 Tuu (831) 454-2123 
701 OCEAN STREET 4TH FLOOR SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 

KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR 
www.sccoplanning.com 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW INITIAL STUDY 

Date: November 8,2010 

Staff Planner: Samantha Haschert 

Application Number: 07-061 3 

I. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 

APPLICANT: Long Tran APN(s): 106-121-45 & 46 

OWNER: Vietnamese Sangha 
Congregation America 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

Property located on Summit Road about 4 miles northwest of the intersection of Summit 
Road and Highway 152 (574 Summit Road). 

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Proposal to construct a two story meditation hall of about 24,000 square feet to replace 
a previously demolished meditation hall (#I51 948). Requires an Amendment to 
Commercial Development Permit 92-0817 and a Design Exception to exceed the 28 
foot height limitation. 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: All of the following 
potential environmental impacts are evaluated in this Initial Study. Categories that are 
marked have been analyzed in greater detail based on project specific information. 

SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 2nd (Pirie) 

GeologylSoils Noise 

[x1 HydrologyWater Supp/yWater Quality Air Quality 

u Biological Resources 0 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

0 Agriculture and Forestry Resources Public Services 

Mineral Resources 0 Recreation 

0 Visual Resources &Aesthetics Utilities & Service Systems 

0 Cultural Resources Land Use and Planning 
0 Hazards 8, Hazardous Materials Population and Housing 

Transportation/Traffic 0 Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL(S) BEING CONSIDERED: 

0 General Plan Amendment 0 Coastal Development Permit 

0 Land Division Grading Permit 

0 Rezoning c] Riparian Exception 

[XI Development Permit Other: 

NON-LOCAL APPROVALS 

Other agencies that must issue permits or authorizations: 

May require a Construction Activities Storm Water General NPDES Permit from State 
Water Resources Control Board if construction activity results in land disturbance 
greater than one acre. 

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the lead agency) 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

a 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 revisions in 
the project have been made or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

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

c] I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact' or 
"potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least 
one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to 
applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures 
based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. 

0 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed 
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable 
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are 

sed project, nothing further is required. 
/ f /  zq/,o/, 

/ Matthewzhnston Dat& 
Environmental Coordinator 



CEQA Envimnmenfal Review Initial Study 
Page 3 

II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS 
Parcel Size: 26 acres (APN's 106-121-45 & 46 are one parcel) 
Existing Land Use: Vietnamese Buddhist Retreat with an existing Main Hall of 
approximately 16,000 square feet (includes a dining hall, kitchen, library, offices, 
dormitory areas, storage and an outdoor deck/pavilion), various seclusion huts, two 
ponds, and a single family dwelling. 
Vegetation: Mixed ForesffChaparral 
Slope in area affected by project: 
Nearby Watercourse: Gamecock Canyon Creek located over 1000 feet west of the 
project site. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS 
Water Supply Watershed: Mapped 
Groundwater Recharge: Not mapped 
Timber or Mineral: Mapped resource on 
APN 106-121-46; no new development 
proposed on parcel 46. 
Agricultural Resource: Not mapped 

0 - 30% 0 31 - 100% 

Fault Zone: Not mapped 
Scenic Corridor: Not mapped 
Historic: None 

Archaeology: Mapped archaeological 
resource; location of proposed 
development already disturbed. 
Noise Constraint: Surrounding 
residences; large holyday events to 
occur 7 days per year between the hours 
of 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. 
Electric Power Lines: Existing power 
pole to be relocated approximately 40 
feet east of the proposed meditation hall 
to avoid grading activities. 
Solar Access: Excellent; proposed 
building located on a ridge in a cleared 
area. 

Erosion: Mapped for erosion; property owner Solar Orientation: Front of structure 
will be required to submit erosion control would be south facing. 
plans for review and approval by the 
Planning Department prior to building permit 
issuance. 
Landslide: Not mapped 
Liquefaction: Not mapped Other: None 

SERVICES 
Fire Protection: Pajaro Valley FD 
School District: PVUSD 
Sewage Disposal: Septic 

Biologically Sensitive Habitat: Southern 
portions of parcel mapped for Anderson's 
manzanita. Biotic resources not visible in 
area of disturbance. 
Fire Hazard: Mapped fire hazard area. 

Floodplain: Not mapped 

Hazardous Materials: None 

Drainage District: Zone 7 
Project Access: Summit Road 
Water Supply: Private well 

Application Number: 07-0613 
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PLANNING POLICIES 
Zone District: 
APN 106-121-45: RA (Residential Agriculture) 
APN 106-121-46: TP (Timber Production) 
General Plan: Both APN's: R-M (Mountain Residential) 
Special Designation: None 
Urban Services Line: 0 Inside Outside 
Coastal Zone: 0 Inside [XI Outside 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES: 

The subject property is located in a rural area at the northeastern boundary of Santa 
Cruz County, south of Summit Road. The property is used as a Vietnamese Buddhist 
Retreat and is split zoned RA (Residential Agriculture) and TP (Timber Production); 
however, the majority of the parcel is zoned RA. A boundary adjustment between the 
subject parcel and the southwest adjacent parcel (now APN 106-121-44) was approved 
in 2007 which transferred 3.3 acres of TP (Timber Production) zoned land to the subject 
parcel. The transferred land (TP zoned) is heavily wooded and is developed with 
various seclusion huts associated with the Buddhist retreat. 

Parcels to the north and south of the subject parcel which front on Summit Road are 
zoned RA (Residential Agriculture), with the exception of the north adjacent parcel 
which is zoned A (Agriculture). These parcels are developed with single family dwellings 
at rural densities. Parcels to the west are zoned TP (Timber Production) and are 
heavily wooded with steep slopes. 

Approximately 11 acres of the 26 acre parcel is cleared and/or developed with 
structures, access roads, or parking areas. An approximately 16,000 square foot Main 
Hall was constructed under building permit 120107; however, the building permit was 
never finaled. The Main Hall contains a kitchen, a dining hall, dormitories, offices and a 
large deck/pavilion. Additionally, there is a single family dwelling, seclusion huts, and 
two ponds located on the property, all of which are all associated with the Buddhist 
retreat. 

PROJECT BACKGROUND: 

The proposal is to construct an approximately 24,419 square foot, two story Meditation 
Hall to be located just southeast of the existing Main Hall. A Meditation Hall previously 
stood at the proposed building site; however, that building was demolished in 2009 
under permit 151 948. 

The existing Main Hall was constructed under discretionary permit 92-0817. A building 
permit was issued (1201 06) and construction was completed, however, the building 
permit was never finaled. Therefore, the applicant will be required to obtain a final on 
building permit 120106 and the associated building permit 120107, prior to building 
permit issuance of the proposed Meditation Hall. 

Application Number: 07-0613 
6 / 1 1 1  
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DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The first story of the proposed Meditation Hall (labeled as a basement on the plans) 
would have an approximately 6,900 square foot Meditation Seminar room, two lounges 
of approximately 440 square feet and 880 square feet, a storage room of approximately 
2800 square feet, and an break roomlstaff lounge of approximately 1200 square feet. 
The basement floor also includes approximately 2,736 square feet of covered porch 
area, men's and women's restrooms, and a utility room. 

The second floor of the proposed Meditation Hall (labeled as a first floor on the plans) 
would consist of the following rooms (approximately measurements): a 7,260 square 
foot meditation hall/ founder's room, a 320 square foot drum room, a 260 square foot 
office, a 420 square foot bell room, a 490 square foot bookstore, a 350 square foot 
flower shop, and a 1,140 square foot library. The first floor includes about 9,900 square 
feet of covered and uncovered decks, porches, and courtyard area. 

The south elevation is the only side which exposes the entire first level of the meditation 
hall. The vertical distance of the south side elevation is approximately 40 feet as 
measured from finished grade to the top of the proposed roof ornaments. The proposed 
building site meets the requirements for increased setbacks to allow for the overheight 
structure as per County Code Section 13.10.323. The roof steps back and measures a 
maximum of 28 feet from finished grade at the east, west, and north elevations. An 18 
foot tall cupola is located at the center of the proposed building to provide a clerestory. 
The cupola meets the extended height requirements permitted under County Code 
Section 13.10.510. 

The center of the property is currently disturbed and has been cleared, graded, and/or 
built upon. Disturbance includes a large man-made pond located on the east side of the 
proposed structure, a smaller pond and alter located south of the proposed structure, 
several huts located on the south and west portions of the property, base rock and dirt 
access roads and parking areas throughout the property, cut slopes with rock retaining 
walls, and other various outbuildings. The eastern portion of the property adjacent to 
Summit Road has been used as pedestrian trails and overflow parking areas. This 
portion of the property is now designated as a "revegetation area" which shall remain 
undisturbed to allow for natural revegetation. Additionally, most of the existing huts will 
be demolished as a condition of the permit. All huts proposed to remain must shall be 
inspected to ensure compliance with California Building Code requirements and with 
septic capacity. 

Permit 92-0817 permitted six special events per year with a maximum daily total of 500 
guests per event. The current proposal is to hold three annual special events seven 
days per year with the following increase in number of guests per day: 

1) Chinese New Year - 3 days per year - 2500 d'aily maximum attendance 

2) Buddha's Birthday - 2 days per year - 1500 daily maximum attendance 

3) Buddha's Mother's Day - 2 days per year - 2000 daily maximum attendance 
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111. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

A. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Would the project: 

1. Expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

A. Rupture of a known earthquake 0 El 
fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or 
based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Refer 
to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42. 

B. Strong seismic ground shaking? 0 0 El 

C. Seismic-related ground failure, 0 €4 
including liquefaction? 

D. Landslides? 0 O [XI 
Discussion (A through D): The project site is located outside of the limits of the State 
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone (County of Santa Cruz GIS Mapping, California 
Division of Mines and Geology, 2001); however, the project site is approximately two 
miles southwest of the San Andreas fault zone, and approximately 18 miles and 11 
miles southwest of the Hayward and Calaveras fault zones, respectively. The 
potentially active Sargent fault is located approximately 1.5 miles northeast of the 
subject property. There are no mapped faults on or adjacent to the subject property; 
therefore, ground rupture of a known earthquake fault was not an area of concern in 
the geotechnical engineering report submitted for the site (Murray Engineers, Inc, 
dated January 2005; Attachment 3).The Geotechnical Engineering Report 
recommends that all planned improvements are designed to resist seismic shaking. It 
is recommended that the proposed meditation hall utilize a spread footing foundation 
or a mat slab foundation bearing in the underlying bedrock with drilled, cast-in-place 
concrete friction piers. The foundation for the proposed structure and associated 
retaining walls must be designed in accordance with the most recent California 
Building Code (CBC). The applicant would be required to submit an update to the 200 
soils report that reflects the requirements of the most current CBC prior to building 

Application Number: 07-0613 
81111 
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Less than 

Polenti.lly Pith Le55 than 
Sig"ifiCl"t 

signiarant Mitigation Significn", 
Imparl Inrarp0'.fPd Impact No Impact 

permit issuance 

No groundwater or loose uniformly graded sand was encountered in the borings, 
therefore, the liquefaction is not an area of concern for the proposed project. 

There is a low potential for landslides on or adjacent to the meditation hall given the 
surrounding gentle slopes. 

El 2. Be located on a geologic unit or soil 
that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

Discussion: The geotechnical report cited above did not identify a significant potential 
for damage caused by any of these hazards. The report provides recommendations for 
grading and foundation design and the applicant would be required to submit an 
update to the 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 building 
permit issuance. 

3. Develop land with a slope exceeding 0 0 El 0 so%? 
Discussion: There are slopes that exceed 30% on the property, however, no 
improvements are proposed on slopes in excess of 30%. 

Result in substantial soil erosion or the 0 0 El 0 4 .  
loss of topsoil? 

Discussion: Some potential for erosion exists during the construction phase of the 
project, however, this potential is minimal because standard erosion controls are a 
required condition of the project and prior to approval of a grading or building permit, 
the project must have an approved Erosion Control Plan, which will specify detailed 
erosion and sedimentation control measures. The plan will include provisions for 
disturbed areas to be planted with ground cover and to be maintained to minimize 
surface erosion. 

5. Be located on expansive soil, as 0 0 0 El 
defined in Section 1802.3.2 of the 
California Building Code (2007), 
creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

Discussion: The geotechnical report for the project did not identify expansive soils at 

Application Number: 07-0613 
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the proposed site. 

6. Place sewage disposal systems in 0 0 [XI 0 
areas dependent upon soils incapable 
of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks, leach fields, or alternative 
waste water disposal systems where 
sewers are not available? 

Discussion: The proposed project would use an onsite sewage disposal system and 
County Environmental Health Services has determined that site conditions are 
appropriate to support such a system for regular use. Portable restrooms will be 
brought in for special events. 

7 .  Result in coastal cliff erosion? 0 0 0 (XI 
Discussion: The proposed project is not located in the vicinity of a coastal cliff or bluff; 
and therefore, would not contribute to coastal cliff erosion. 

B. HYDROLOGY, WATER SUPPLY, AND WATER QUALITY 
Would the project: 

1. Place development within a 100-year 0 0 [x1 
flood hazard area as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation map? 

Discussion: 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. 

2. Place within a 100-year flood hazard 0 0 €a 
area structures which would impede or 
redirect flood flows? 

Discussion: 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. 

3. Be inundated by a seiche, tsunami, or 0 0 0 
mudflow? 

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

4. Substantially deplete groundwater 0 0 El 0 
supplies or interfere substantially with 

Application Number: 07-0613 
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groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby 
wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses 
or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)? 

I Discussion: The project would rely on a private well for water supply. Previous water 
yield tests are on file with the County Environmental Health Services Department 
which indicates that groundwater supply is adequate; therefore, the well will support 
day to day operations and partially support water demand associated with the large 
events. (Bottled water will also be utilized for large events.) The project is not located in 
a mapped groundwater recharge area. 

5. Substantially degrade a public or 0 0 €a 
private water supply? (Including the 
contribution of urban contaminants, 
nutrient enrichments, or other 
agricultural chemicals or seawater 
intrusion). 

Discussion: The project would not discharge runoff either directly or indirectly into a 
public or private water supply and no commercial activities are proposed that would 
generate a substantial amount of contaminants. The existing parking and driveway 
incrementally contribute urban pollutants to the environment; however, the contribution 
is minimal given the size of the driveway and parking area. Potential siltation from the 
proposed project will be addressed through implementation of erosion control 
measures. 

6. Degrade septic system functioning? 

Discussion: Approval of the proposed project would not increase the number of daily 
visitors and full-time residents; therefore, degradation of the existing septic system is 
not expected as a result of the project. Three annual large-scale events are proposed 
which could result in a maximum daily attendance of 2,500 people. For these events, 
portable restrooms will be provided onsite at an average of 20 units per 1000 visitors, 
which has been reviewed and approved by the applicant's septic consultant, Andrew 
Brownstone, and by the County Department of Environmental Health Services. In order 
to mitigate the potential of wastewater flows exceeding the number of portables onsite, 
conditions will require the property owner and their septic consultant to provide 
monitoring reports to the County Department of Environmental Health Services after 
each event for two years. Review of the monitoring reports may result in an increase 
or decrease in the number of portable restrooms provided on site during large events. 

Application Number: 07-0613 
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7 Substantially alter the existing 0 
drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding, on- or 
off-site? 

No Irnpsc't 

0 

Discussion: The proposed meditation hall and associated site improvements would 
add impervious surface to the site but will not substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site. Storm water runoff would be directed to downspouts and sheet flow 
downhill to the south and southwest of the building site. There are no streams or rivers 
nearby that would be flooded by the increased runoff. Drainage calculations, submitted 
by the applicant, have been reviewed and preliminarily approved by the Department of 
Public Works Storm water Management Staff and the property owner will be required 
to submit final drainage plans and calculations for review and approval by the Public 
Works Storm Water Management Department prior to buildinglgrading permit 
issuance. 

a. Create or contribute runoff water which 0 0 Kl 0 
would exceed the capacity of existing 
or planned storm water drainage 
systems, or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

Discussion: Drainage Calculations prepared by H T  Engineering dated February 18, 
2009 have been reviewed for potential drainage impacts and accepted by the 
Department of Public Works (DPW) .Drainage Section staff. The calculations show that 
additional impervious surface as a result of the project (7,089 square feet) will be 
adequately controlled by the proposed drainage plardsystem. The proposed drainage 
plan consists of eight discharge locations to be incorporated at the meditation hall and 
spread sheet flow. Final drainage calculations and plans must be reviewed and 
approved by Department of Public Works Storm Water Management staff prior to 
building permit issuance. Refer to response B-5 for discussion of urban contaminants 
and/or other polluting runoff. 

9. Expose people or structures to a 0 0 Kl n 
significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or 
dam? 

Discussion: There are no streams or rivers nearby that would be flooded by the 
increased runoff associated with the proposed project. 

I O .  Otherwise substantially degrade water 0 €3 0 
Application Number: 07-0613 
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quality? 

Discussion: Few pollutants would be added to the existing water supply as a result of 
this project in that the driveway and parking areas already exist and overflow parking at 
large events will be provided off-site. There is an existing well on site which, based on 
past water quality and yield tests, has been determined by the County Environmental 
Health Services Department (EHS) to be feasible for regular use. Water would be 
supplemented at large events' wikbottled water. 

C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 

- 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect, 0 0 IXI 
either directly or through habitat 
modifications, 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 U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

Discussion: According to the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB), 
maintained bv the California Department of Fish and Game, there are no known 

0 

special status plants or animal species in the site vicinity, and there were no special 
status species observed in the project area. 

2. Have a substantial adverse effect on 
any riparian habitat or sensitive natural 
community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations 
(e.g., wetland, native grassland, 
special forests, intertidal zone, etc.) or 
by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

0 0 0 

Discussion: The south portion of the property is mapped for Anderson's manzanita; 
however, no disturbance is proposed on this portion of the parcel. 

3. Interfere substantially with the 0 0 ixl 0 
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? 

Application Number: 07-0613 
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Discussion: The proposed project does not involve any activities that would interfere 
with the movements or migrations of fish or wildlife, or impede use of a known wildlife 
nursery site. 

4. El 0 0 Produce nighttime lighting that would 
substantially illuminate wildlife 
habitats? 

Discussion: The development area is adjacent to mixed conifer forest, which could be 
adversely affected by a new or additional source of light that is not adequately 
deflected or minimized. The applicant would be required to submit an exterior lighting 
plan for review and approval by the Planning Department prior to building permit 
issuance to reduce any potential nighttime lighting impacts to a less than significant 
level. 

5. Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (including, but not limited to 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

0 El 

Discussion: There are no mapped wetlands or wet areas on the subject parcel with 
the exception of a man-made permitted pond located outside of the proposed building 
area. 

6. Conflict with any local policies or 0 0 0 
ordinances protecting biological 
resources (such as the Sensitive 
Habitat Ordinance, Riparian and 
Wetland Protection Ordinance, and the 
Significant Tree Protection 
Ordinance)? 

Discussion: The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances 

7. Conflict with the provisions of an 0 0 0 El 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, 
or state habitat conservation plan? 

Discussion: The proposed project would not conflict with the provisions of any 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Therefore, no impact 

Application Number 07-0613 
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D. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining 
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state's inventory of forest land, including the 
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and 
forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board. Would the project: 

Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

1. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 0 0 0 El 

Discussion: The project site does not contain any lands designated as Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency. In addition, the project does not contain Farmland of 
Local Importance. Therefore, no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of 
Statewide or Farmland of Local Importance would be converted to a non-agricultural 
use. No impact would occur from project implementation. 

2. Conflict with existing zoning for 0 0 0 Ed 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

Discussion: The project site is zoned RA (Residential Agriculture) in the location of 
the building site, which is not considered to be a residential zone and not an 
agricultural zone. Additionally, the project site's land is not under a Williamson Act 
Contract; therefore, the project does not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, or a Williamson Act Contract. No impact is anticipated. 

3. Conflict with existing zoning for, or 0 0 1sJ 0 
cause rezoning of, forest land (as 
defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 12220(9)), timberland (as 
defined by Public Resources Code 
Section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by 
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Government Code Section 51 104(g))7 

Discussion: The proposed disturbance area is adjacent to land designated as Timber 
Resource; however, the project would not affect the resource or access to harvest the 
resource in the future. The timber resource may only be harvested in accordance with 
California Department of Forestry timber harvest rules and regulations. 

4. Result in the loss of forest land or 0 0 IXI 0 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? 

Discussion: No forest land will be disturbed as a result of the proposed project. No 
impact is anticipated. 

5. Involve other changes in the existing 0 0 El 
environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non- 
agricultural use or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 

Discussion: The project site and surrounding area within radius of 1 mile does not 
contain any lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of 
Statewide Importance or Farmland of Local Importance as shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to t.he Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency. Therefore, no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of 
Statewide, or Farmland of Local Importance would be converted to a non-agricultural 
use. In addition, the project site contains about 3.3 acres of forest land; however the 
existing forest land is not located within the building site or proposed area of 
disturbance; therefore, no conversion of forest land to a non-forest use will occur as a 
result of the project. 

E. MINERAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 

1. Result in the loss of availability of a 0 0 0 El 
known mineral resource that would be 
of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

Discussion: The site does not contain any known mineral resources that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of the state. Therefore, no impact is anticipated 
from project implementation. 

2. Result in the loss of availability of a 0 0 €4 
locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other 
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land use plan? 

Discussion: The project site is zoned Residential Agriculture (RA), which is not an 
Extractive Use Zone (M-3) nor does it have a Land Use Designation with a Quarry 
Designation Overlay (a) (County of Santa Cruz 1994). Therefore, no potentially 
significant loss of availability of a known mineral resource of locally important mineral 
resource recovery (extraction) site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or 
other land use plan would occur as a result of this project. 

F. VISUAL RESOURCES AND AESTHETICS 
Would the project: 

1. Have an adverse effect on a scenic 0 0 0 IXI 
vista? 

Discussion: Summit Road is not a designated scenic road in this location as per the 
County General Plan (1994) and the project would not impact any public scenic vistas. 

2. Substantially damage scenic 0 0 0 
resources, within a designated scenic 
corridor or public view shed area 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

Discussion: The project site is not located along a County designated scenic road, 
public viewshed area, scenic corridor, within a designated scenic resource area, or 
within a state scenic highway. Therefore, there is no impact. 

3. Substantially degrade the existing 0 0 0 
visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings, including 
substantial change in topography or 
ground surface relief features, andlor 
development on a ridgeline? 

Discussion: The subject parcel is currently developed as a Vietnamese Buddhist 
Monastery and is surrounded by heavily wooded forest land and a Meditation Hall 
stood previously in the proposed building location and was recently demolished. The 
proposed Meditation Hall is designed'and landscaped so as to fit into this setting and 
would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings. 

4. Create a new source of substantial 0 E4 0 0 
light or glare which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

Discussion: The proposed Meditation Hall is larger than the previous Meditation Hall; 
Application Number: 07-0613 
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therefore, there would be an increase in night lighting. However, this increase would be 
small, and would be similar in character to the lighting associated with the surrounding 
existing uses and to ensure that the impact is less than significant, a mitigation 
measure would require the property owner to submit an exterior lighting plan for review 
and approval by the Environmental Planning Staff prior to building permit issuance. 

G. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 

1. Cause a substantial adverse change in 0 0 
the significance of a historical resource 
as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5? 

0 [xi 

Discussion: None of the existing structures on the property are designated as historic 
resources on any federal, state or local inventory. 

2. Cause a substantial adverse change in 0 o La 0 
the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

Discussion: No archeological resources have been identified in the project area and 
the proposed building site is the location of the previous meditation hall, which was 
demolished in 2009; therefore, the building site and surrounding area is already 
disturbed. Pursuant to County Code Section 16.40.040, if at any time in the preparation 
for or process of excavating or otherwise disturbing the ground, any human remains of 
any age, or any artifact or other evidence of a Native American cultural site which 
reasonably appears to exceed 100 years of age are discovered, the responsible 
persons shall immediately cease and desist from all further site excavation and comply 
with the notification procedures given in County Code Chapter 16.40.040. 

3. Disturb any human remains, including 0 KI 0 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

Discussion: 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 0 0 ixl 
Applrcatiori Number: 07-0613 
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paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

Discussion: No unique paleontological resources, sites, or geological features have 
been identified within the proposed disturbance area. 

H. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Would the project: 

1. Create a significant hazard to the 0 0 IXI 
public or the environment as a result of 
the routine transport, use or disposal 
of hazardous materials? 

Discussion: No hazardous materials would be transported, used, or disposed as a 
part of the routine operation of the meditation hall. To ensure that paint, stains, and 
other materials used during construction are recycled at an appropriate facility after 
use, a mitigation measure would require the property owner to submit recycling 
receipts prior to building permit final. 

2. Create a significant hazard to the 0 0 El 
public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

Discussion: Construction and daily use of the meditation hall would not involve the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment which would create a significant 
hazard to the public or environment, therefore there is no impact. 

3. Emit hazardous emissions or handle 0 0 IXI 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

Discussion: No hazardous emissions, materials, substances, or waste are associated 
with the proposed meditation hall. 

4. Be located on a site which is included 0 0 0 El 
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? 

Discussion: The project site is not included on the September 3, 2010 list of 
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hazardous sites in Santa Cruz County compiled pursuant to the specified code 

5. 0 0 0 IXI For a project located within an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working 
in the project area? 

Discussion: The parcel is not located within an airport land use plan or within two 
miles of a public or public use airport; therefore there is no impact. 

6. 0 0 IXI For a project within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the project area? 

Discussion: The parcel is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip; therefore 
there is no impact. 

7. Impair implementation of or physically 0 0 KI 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

Discussion: The proposed project does not conflict with the County's adopted 
Emergency Management Plan (April 2002). Specific countywide evacuation routes are 
not designated in the Emergency Management Plan; rather, feasible routes are 
determined based on particular events. Therefore, the portion of Summit Road 
adjacent to the subject property could perform as a potential evacuation route in an 
emergency event. The proposal includes three large events which would occur seven 
days per year. The property owners submitted an agreement with Mount Madonna 
School (Attachment 7) which indicates that 150 parking spaces on the Mount Madonna 
School and Mt. Madonna conference center properties are authorized for Kimson's use 
during large events. Mount Madonna School is located approximately 1 mile south on 
Summit Road and the parking plan (Attachment 7) indicates that vanskhuttles would 
be used to transport guests from the offsite Mt. Madonna parking areas to the Kimson 
Monestary, therefore, vehicles will not block traffic on Summit Road. 

8. Expose people to electro-magnetic 0 0 0 1xI 
fields associated with electrical 
transmission lines? 

Discussion: The meditation hall project would not include the installation of electrical 
transmission lines; therefore, there is no impact. 
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Discussion: The project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code 
requirements and includes fire protection devices as required by the local fire agency. 
The closest fire station is located within a 10 minute response time and the applicant 
has provided a Fire Truck access plan which has been reviewed and approved by the 
County Fire Protection District (CalFire) for the discretionary stage. Eight fire hydrants 
are provided throughout the site and the existing pond has a water storage capacity of 
500,000 gallons. Therefore, the impact of the proposed large scale events on wildland 
fire safety is less than significant. 

I. TRANSPORTATlONlTRAFFIC 
Would the project: 

1. Conflict with an applicable plan, 
ordinance or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, 
taking into account all modes of 
transportation including mass transit 
and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, 
including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle 
paths, and mass transit? 

Discussion: No additional daily traffic would be generated as a result of daily use of 
the meditation hall because the number of daily residents and guests would not 
increase with the proposed construction. However, there are seven annual large 
events included in the project proposal which would create an increase in traffic on the 
surrounding road network on specific event days. Summit Road is an approximately 30 
foot wide paved roadway which provides through access from Mt. Madonna Road to 
Highway 17. Approval of the proposal would authorize 403 vehicles to be parked on 
the subject property and on the Mount Madonna School and Conference Center 
properties (approx. 1 mile south) a maximum of 7 days per year. The large events are 
religious holidays, specifically Chinese New Year (three days per year), Buddha's 
Birthday (two days per year), and Buddha's Mother's Birthday (two days per year) and 
the monastery is open to any member of the public for worship on those days. A Traffic 
and Parking Management Plan, prepared by Pinnacle Traffic Engineering, dated 
September 19, 2008 and a Parking Management Plan Addendum, dated March 4, 
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2010 (ATTACHMENT 6) were submitted to address impacts and provide 
recommendations. The reports indicate that the stretch of Summit Road from Mt. 
Madonna Road to the Mt. Madonna Center is a striped two-way road with 9'-10' travel 
lanes and that the road narrows to a width that varies between 12' to 16'from Mt. 
Madonna Center and the Kimson Monestary. In addition to narrowing, the edge and 
center striping end at the Mt. Madonna Center as well. 

The reports also provide a parking analysis based on traffic count data collected during 
the 2008 and 2009 Buddha's Mother's Day events. The report, in addition to a 
subsequent parking plan provided by the applicant (Attachment 7) indicates that there 
are 253 feasible parking spaces on the monastery site andl50 parking spaces 
available off site at the Mt. Madonna school and conference center. With a turnover 
rate of 2 - 2.5 over an eight hour period, the total on and offsite parking provided can 
accommodate a daily maximum of 806 vehicles over an eight hour period. 

On site Parking 

253 spaces x 2 turnover rate = 506 vehicles 

Mt. Madonna School Parking 

150 spaces x 2 turnover rate = 300 vehicles 

506 + 300 = 806 vehicles 

The following mitigations would be required to ensure that parking and traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed large events are less than significant: 

1. Kimson shall contract with a professional parking service to direct the parking at 
large events and drive the shuttle vans; and 

2. A detailed parking operations plan shall be submitted which includes the 
following information: details regarding the number of staff required to drive 
shuttles and direct traffic at both the Mt. Madonna School and Conference 
Center and the Kirnson Monastery, protocol for staff to communicate between 
sites to ensure that vehicles are not directed to proceed to Kimson if the parking 
lot is full which would back up traffic on Summit Road between Mt. Madonna 
School and Kimson, a set schedule for the shuttle pick-up and drop off, and 
enforcement procedures for any vehicles parked along Summit Road. The 
detailed parking plans shall be signed by a representative of Mt. Madonna 
School and Conference Center for authorization. 

In addition, the Traffic and Parking Plan provides the following recommendations to 
mitigate traffic and parking impacts to less than significant: 

1. Establish an advance notification program for local residences which indicates 
specific dates and times for each event to provide awareness of additional traffic 
and parking operations; and 

2. Establish a Traffic and Parking Operations Monitoring Program in order to 
record event attendance, peak parking demands, and traffic flows to determine 
the effectiveness of the parking plan. 
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2. Result in a change in air traffic 0 0 0 E! 
patterns, including either an increase 
in traffic levels or a change in location 
that results in substantial safety risks? 

Discussion: The proposed project does not impact air traffic patterns, therefore there 
is no impact. 

3. Substantially increase hazards due to 0 IXI 0 
a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

Discussion: The proposed monastery would be located where a previously approved 
monastery was recently demolished and on a parcel where an existing religious retreat 
and worship center currently exists; therefore impacts of increased hazards as a result 
of site design features or incompatible uses are less than significant. 

4. Result in inadequate emergency 0 El 0 
access? 

Discussion: Please refer to section H.7, H.9, and 1.1 above regarding emergency 
access and parking and traffic associated with large events. 

5. Cause an increase in parking demand 0 El 0 0 
which cannot be accommodated by 
existing parking facilities? 

Discussion: Please refer to section 1.1 above regarding parking associated with large 
events 

6. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, 0 El 0 0 
or programs regarding public transit, . .  
bicycle, or pedestrian-facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the performance 
or safety of such facilities? 

Discussion: Please refer to section 1.1 above regarding the establishment of a traffic 
and parking program to ensure that bicycles and pedestrians on Summit Road are not 
impacted by large events. No public transit facilities serve this portion of the County. 

7. Exceed, either individually (the project 0 El 0 0 
alone) or cumulatively (the project 
combined with other development), a 
level of service standard established 
by the County General Plan for 
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designated intersections, roads or 
highways? 

Discussion: Please refer to section 1.1 for traffic and road impacts associated with 
large events. 

J. NOISE 
Would the project result in: 

1. A substantial permanent increase in 0 !XI 
ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without 
the project? 

Discussion: During the seven annual large events, there would be an increase in the 
existing noise environment given the large number of guests, vehicles, and shuttles; 
however, this increase is temporary in that it would only occur seven days per year and 
would be similar in character to noise generated by large events at the Mt. Madonna 
Center or other facilities in the surrounding area and similar to large events held at 
private residences; therefore the impact is less than significant. 

2. Exposure of persons to or generation 0 0 0 ixI 
of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

Discussion: No groundborne vibrations or noise levels will be created as a result of 
the proposed meditation hall or large events; therefore there is no impact. 

3. Exposure of persons to or generation 0 [x1 0 0 
of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the General Plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

Discussion: Per County policy, average hourly noise levels shall not exceed the 
General Plan threshold of 50 Leq during the day and 45 Leq during the nighttime. 
Impulsive noise levels shall not exceed 65 db during the day or 60 db at night. Noise 
associated with operation or use of the meditation hall would not increase noise levels 
above those required in the County General Plan in that the structure is primarily 
offices and worship facilities that do not generate loud noise. In order to ensure that 
noise associated with the large events meets County General Plan requirements, 
mitigations shall restrict the site to non-amplified sounds. 

Due to the remote setting, it is not anticipated that sound levels beyond the property 
boundaries will exceed standards; however, to ensure that there are no off-site impacts 
during each of the three events, the property owner shall submit a noise study 
conducted by a licensed acoustic engineer to evaluate sound levels at the north, east, 
and south property lines. One noise study shall be conducted during each of the three 
annual events and shall be evaluated by County Planning Staff to determine if 
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additional conditions or modifications are required to obtain compliance with the 
County General Plan Noise Ordinance. 

4 .  A substantial temporary or periodic E! 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

Discussion: Noise generated during construction of the meditation hall would increase 
the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas. Construction would be temporary, 
however, and given the limited duration of this impact it is considered to be less than 
significant. Please refer to section J.3 above regarding noise levels and mitigations 
associated with large events at the site. 

5. For a project located within an airport 0 0 0 Ix1 
land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area 
to excessive noise levels? 

Discussion: The project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two 
miles of a public airport, therefore, there is no impact. 

6. For a project within the vicinity of a 0 0 Ix1 
private airstrip, would the project 
expose people residing or~working in 
the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

Discussion: The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
therefore, there is no impact. 

K .  AIR QUALITY 
Where available, the significance criteria 
established by the Monterey Bay Unified 
Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) may be relied 
upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 

1. Violate any air quality standard or 0 0 El 0 
contribute substantially to an existing 
or pfojected air quality violation? 

Discussion: The North Central Coast Air Basin does not meet state standards for 
ozone and particulate matter (PMla). Therefore, the regional pollutants of concern that 
would be emitted by the construction associated with the meditation hall are ozone 
precursors (Volatile Organic Compounds [VOCs] and nitrogen oxides [NO,]), and dust. 
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Given the temporary nature of the increase in new traffic that would be generated by 
the seven annual large events, there is no indication that new emissions of VOCs or 
NO, would exceed 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. However, standard dust control best management practices, such 
as periodic watering, will be implemented during construction to reduce impacts to a 
less than significant level. 

2. Conflict with or obstruct 0 0 IXJ 0 
implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

Discussion: The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
regional air quality plan. See K- I  above. 

3. Result in a cumulatively considerable 0 0 [x1 0 
net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non- 
attainment under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

Discussion: See K- I  above 

4. Expose sensitive receptors to 0 0 ISI 0 
substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Discussion: No substantial pollutant concentrations would be emitted during or as a 
result of the proposal, with the exception of CO2 emissions from construction vehicles 
and large events, which would be temporary and not substantial. 

5. Create objectionable odors affecting a 0 0 0 [XI 
substantial number of people? 

Discussion: No objectionable odors would be created during construction or as a 
result of the proposed project; therefore there is no impact. 

L. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
Would the project: 

1. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, 0 H 
either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

Discussion: The proposed project, like all development, would be responsible for an 
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incremental increase in green house gas emissions by usage of fossil fuels during the 
site grading and construction. At this time, Santa Cruz County is in the process of 
developing a Climate Action Plan (CAP) intended to establish specific emission 
reduction goals and necessary actions to reduce greenhouse gas levels to pre-1990 
levels as required under AB 32 legislation. Until the CAP is completed, there are no 
specific standards or criteria to apply to this project. All project construction equipment 
would be required to comply with the Regional Air Quality Control Board emissions 
requirements for construction equipment. As a result, impacts associated with the 
temporary increase in green house gas emissions are expected to be less than 
significant. 

2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy 0 0 H 0 
or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of 
greenhousegases? 

Discussion: See the discussion under L - I  above. No significant impacts are 
anticipated 

M. PUBLIC SERVICES 
Would the project: 

1. Result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new 
or physically altered governmental 
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? 

b. Police protection? 

c. Schools? 

d. Parks or other recreational 
activities? 

0 0 H 0 

0 0 

0 0 Ixl 

0 0 Ixl 
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e. Other public facilities; including 0 [XJ 0 
the maintenance of roads? 

Discussion (a through e): While the proposal to allow large events seven days per 
year represents a contribution to the need for services, the increase would be 
temporary. Moreover, the project meets all of the standards and requirements 
identified by Pajaro Valley Fire District and the construction of a Meditation Hall would 
not increase the number of residents and visitors at the site. 

N. RECREATION 
Would the project: 

1. Would the project increase the use of 17 0 0 !XI 
existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated? 

Discussion: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing 
neighborhood or regional park; therefore, there will be no impact. 

2. Does the project include recreational 0 0 0 [XI 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

Discussion: The project does not include recreational facilities; therefore, there is no 
impact. 

0. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
Would the project: 

1. Require or result in the construction of 0 0 El 0 
new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

Discussion: A drainage plan and drainage calculations submitted by HTT Engineering 
indicate a 7,089 square foot increase in impervious area as a result of the project 
which does not require construction of a new storm water drainage facility or expansion 
of existing facilities that could cause environmental impacts. Rather, the proposed 
meditation hall will incorporate downspouts and splashboxes that spread sheet flow, a 
concrete ditch behind a proposed retaining wall at the east side of the structure, and a 
catch basin piped to riprap on the southeast side of the structure to reduce water flow. 

2 Require or result in the construction of I3 0 
Application Number: 07-0613 
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new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

Discussion: The project septic consultant, Biosphere Consulting, conducted a site 
evaluation of the subject parcel which analyzed soil characteristics and wastewater 
flow rates. The analysis concludes that the construction of a new engineered onsite 
wastewater treatment and dispersal system would be required to serve the entire 
facility due to the combination of enhanced flows (approximately 7500 gallons per day 
average expected flow) and moderate to low soil permeability. As per County 
Environmental Health Services requirements, any project upgrade that is expected to 
increase the total wastewater flow rate over 2,000 gallons per day is required to 
provide enhanced treatment to reduce nitrogen, Total Suspended Solids (TSS), and 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) in the sewage effluent prior to discharge to the 
soil at the site. The proposed enhanced treatment system (Exhibit A Sheets I ,  2 &3 ) 
would consist of a 30,000 gallon settling tank, three treatment pods, a 12,000 gallon 
processing/holding tank, three 500 gallon dosing tanks and pressurized piping to six 
zones of three 100 foot long dispersal trenches at the southwest side of the meditation 
hall. The new enhanced wastewater system would ensure that the site soils are not 
contaminated by untreated or concentrated effluent which reduces the environmental 
impact on the parcel. Final septic system design would be required to obtain approval 
from the County Environmental Health Services Department. 

3. Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

Discussion: 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 Environmental Health 
Services Department for final septic system design prior to building permit issuance to 
ensure compliance with County and State requirements for wastewater treatment. 
Refer to Section 0 . 2  for construction of an enhanced treatment septic system. 

4. Have sufficient water supplies 0 0 IXI 
available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? 

Discussion: The County Department of Environmental Health Services (EHS) has 
conducted two routine water system inspections and completed a thorough records 
search to determine that there are two wells that currently exist on the site. The most 
recent well is active and past yield tests and water quality tests indicate that the active 

Application Number: 07-0613 
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SiE"iIita"1 

Polentially with 1 . e ~ ~  than 
Sienificsnt Mitigation Significant 

1mpsrt Incorporated 1mpbWt No Impart 

well can support the proposed day to day operations at the monastery and can serve 
large events with the addition of bottled water; therefore, water supply on site is 
feasible to serve to proposed project. It is unclear if the other older well is active in that 
there are no records of the well with the EHS Department. A condition of approval 
would require the applicant to submit a comprehensive systematic of the entire water 
system prior to building permit issuance. 

5. Result in determination by the 0 0 €3 0 
wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the 
project's projected demand in addition 
to the provider's existing 
commitments? 

Discussion: Refer to Section 0.2. for a discussion of the new enhanced treatment 
wastewater system. 

6. Be served by a landfill with sufficient 0 [XI 0 0 
permitted capacity to accommodate 
the project's solid waste disposal 
needs? 

Discussion: The project would make a one-time contribution to the reduced capacity 
of regional landfills during 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. 

7. Comply with federal, state, and local 0 I8 0 
statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

Discussion: Solid waste accumulation is anticipated to increase slightly as a result of 
the new uses the would occur within the meditation hall structure, however, the 
building would be primarily used for meditation and trash accumulation from the small 
offices, bathrooms and bookshop would be minimal and is not anticipated to result in a 
breach of federal, state, or local statutes and regulations. 

P. LAND USE AND PLANNING 
Would the project: 

1. Conflict with any applicable land use 0 0 1xI 0 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project 

Application Number: 07-061 3 
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lmplc t  Incorpurated Imparl Y O  lmplr l  

(including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

Discussion: The proposed project does not conflict with regulations or policies 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect in that 
mitigations would be required to ensure: public health and safety regarding geologic 
site conditions, structural safety, effective storm water management, reduced noise 
and air quality impacts, and minimization of nighttime lighting. 

2. Conflict with any applicable habitat 0 0 lsi 
conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 

Discussion: There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community 
conservation plans in effect on the site, therefore, there is no impact. 

3. Physically divide an established lsi 0 
community? 

Discussion: The project would not include any element that would physically divide an 
established community. 

Q. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
Would the project: 

1. Induce substantial population growth 
in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

0 0 lsi 0 

Discussion: The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in 
an area because the project does not propose any physical or regulatory change that 
would remove a restriction to or encourage population growth in an area .The 
proposed project is designed at the density and intensity of development allowed by 
the General Plan and zoning designations for the parcel. Additionally, the project does 
not involve extensions of utilities (e.g., water, sewer, or new road systems) into areas 
previously not served. Consequently, it is not expected to have a significant growth- 
inducing effect. 

2. Displace substantial numbers of 0 0 0 
existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

Application Number: 07-06 13 
311111  
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Discussion: Construction of the proposed meditation hall would not displace any 
existing housing since the proposed building site is currently vacant. One existing 
residence would be converted to an office building as a part of the project, however, 
the permanent residents would be transferred to the existing permitted dormitory 
structure on site; therefore, existing residents would not be displaced. 

3. Displace substantial numbers of 0 0 0 
people, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere? 

Discussion: The proposed project would not displace a substantial number of people. 
Refer to Section Q.2. 

Application Number 07-0613 
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R. MfiNDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

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, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

Less than 
Potentially Significanl with 1 , ~ ~ s  thin 
Sig"iREa"f Mitigalion Significant 

Imps<, lncnrparated lmpncl K O  1mprct 

0 !XI 0 0 

Discussion: 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, reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory were 
considered in the response to each question in Section 111 of this Initial Study. Potentially 
significant impacts as a result of the project include excessive nighttime lighting, 
degradation of archaeological resources, inadequate wastewater treatment and water 
capacity, and solid waste disposal. However, mitigations have been included that clearly 
reduces these effects to a level below significance. These mitigations include: 

The property owner shall submit an exterior lighting plan for review and approval by 
the Planning Department prior to building permit issuance to reduce any potential 
nighttime lighting impacts to a less than significant level. 

If at any time in the preparation for or process of excavating or otherwise disturbing 
the ground, any human remains of any age, or any artifact or other evidence of a 
Native American cultural site which reasonably appears to exceed 100 years of age 
are discovered, the responsible persons shall immediately cease and desist from all 
further site excavation and comply with the notification procedures given in County 
Code Chapter 16.40.040. 

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 
to minimize impacts to the landfill as a result of construction debris. 

As a result of this evaluation, there is no substantial evidence that, after mitigation, 
significant effects associated with this project would result. Therefore, this project has 
been determined not to meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance. 

Application Number: 07-06 13 
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2. 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, 
the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 

L r s $ t h s n  
Polrnlially Significant with Less than 
SignifiCB", Mitigntio" Sipifican, 

Impact Inc"orpan1ed Impact No Impart 

L r s $ t h s n  
Polrnlially Significant with Less than 
SignifiCB", Mitigntio" Sipifican, 

Impact Inc"orpan1ed Impact No Impart 

[XI 0 0 

Discussion: In addition to project specific impacts, this evaluation considered the 
projects potential for incremental effects that are cumulatively considerable. As a result 
of this evaluation, there were determined to be potentially significant cumulative effects 
related to transportation and traffic. However, mitigation has been included that clearly 
reduces these cumulative effects to a level below significance. As a result of this 
evaluation, there is no substantial evidence that, after mitigation, there are cumulative 
effects associated with this project. Therefore, this project has been determined not to 
meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance. 

0 [XI 0 0 3. Does the project have environmental effects 
wh.ich will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

Discussion: In the evaluation of environmental impacts in this Initial Study, the potential 
for adverse direct or indirect impacts to human beings were considered in the response 
to specific questions in Section 111. As a result of this evaluation, there were determined 
to be potentially significant effects to human beings related to noise and 
traffic/transportation associated with large events. However, mitigation has been 
included that clearly reduces these effects to a level below significance. This mitigation 
includes: 

The property owner shall contract with a professional parking service to direct the 
parking at large events to reduce impacts from overflow parking to a less than 
significant level. 
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The property owner shall submit a detailed parking operations plan which provides 
details regarding the number of staff required to drive shuttles and direct traffic at 
both the Mt. Madonna School and the Kimson Monastery, protocol for staff to 
communicate between sites to ensure that vehicles are not directed to proceed to 
Kimson if the parking lot is full which would back up traffic on Summit Road between 
Mt. Madonna School and Kimson, a schedule for the shuttle pick-up and drop off, 
and enforcement procedures for any vehicles parked along Summit Road. 

The property owner shall establish an advance notification program for local 
residences which indicates specific dates and times for each event to provide 
awareness of additional traffic and parking operations. 

The property owner shall establish a Traffic and Parking Operations Monitoring 
Program in order to record event attendance, peak parking demands, and traffic 
flows to determine the effectiveness of the parking plan. 

The site shall be restricted to non-amplified sounds. 

The property owner shall submit a noise study conducted by a licensed acoustic 
engineer to evaluate sound levels at the north, east, and south property lines during 
each of the three annual events. The noise study shall be evaluated by County 
Planning Staff to determine if additional conditions or modifications are required to 
obtain compliance with the County General Plan Noise Ordinance. 

As a result of this evaluation, there is no substantial evidence that, after mitigation, there 
are adverse effects to human beings associated with this project. Therefore, this project 
has been determined not to meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance. 

Application Number: 07-06 13 
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IV. TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission 
(APAC) Review 

Archaeological Review 

Biotic ReporVAssessment 

Geologic Hazards Assessment (GHA) 

Geologic Report 

Geotechnical (Soils) Report 

Riparian Pre-Site 

Septic Lot Check 

Other: 

REQUIRED 
DATE 

COMPLETED 

January 2005 

Application Number: 07-0613 
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V. REFERENCES USED IN THE COMPLETION OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL 
REVIEW INITIAL STUDY 

County of Santa Cruz 1994. 
1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz, 
California. Adopted by the Board of Supervisors on May 24, 1994, and certified by 
the California Coastal Commission on December 15, 1994. 

VI. ATTACHMENTS 

1. Vicinity Map, Map of Zoning Districts; Map of General Plan Designations; and 
Assessors Parcel Map. 

2 Project Plans, prepared by Charette Designs, Inc. dated 4/14/10 & HTT 
Engineering, dated 5/25/10. 

3. Discretionary Application Comments 

4. Geotechnical Investigation, prepared by Murray Engineers, Inc. dated January 
2005. 

5. Drainage Calculations, prepared by HTT Engineering, dated December 2008 

6. Traffic, Site Distance, and Parking Analyses, prepared by Pinnacle Traffic 
Engineering 

a. Traffic and Parking Management Plan, dated September 19, 2008 (Site 
Distance Section) 

b. Updated Report, dated October 19, 2009 

c. Traffic and Parking response letter, dated May 4, 2010 

7. Parking Contract with Mount Madonna School and Parking Plan, dated October 
21,2010. 

8. Public Comment 

Application Number: 07-0613 
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C O U N T Y  O F  S A N T A  C R U Z  
D i s c r e t i o n a r y  A p p l i c a t i o n  C o m m e n t s  

Project Planner: Samantha Haschert 
Application NO.: 07-0613 

APN: 106-121-45 

Date: September 21, 2010 
Time: 10:18:36 

Page: 1 

Environmental Planning Completeness Comments 

R E V I E W  ON OCTOBER 30 ,  2007 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ========= 
_______  __ ___  ______  

1. The grading p l a n  submit ted has no earthwork q u a n t i t i e s  l i s t e d .  Please p rov ide  
earthwork ca lcs  (cub ic  yards)  f o r  review. NOTE: Dur ing t h e  environmental review 
process we w i l l  be l ook ing  a t  ways t o  minimize s i t e  d is turbance and grading quan 
t i t i e s .  

2 .  Sheet f l ow  o f  drainage down t h e  proposed f i l l  slopes i s  unacceptable. Please con 
s u l t  w i t h  your p r o j e c t  geotechnical  engineer on how t o  e f f e c t i v e l y  capture and 
re lease r u n o f f  from t h e  proposed devel opment 

3. Please prov ide d e t a i l s  f o r  t h e  new r e t e n t i o n  pond shown on sheet "MP" .  Show 
ex is t ing/proposed contours.  and grading q u a n t i t i e s .  

4 .  It appears t h a t  t h e  "proposed p a v i l i o n "  p laced i n  t h e  e x i s t i n g  pond has a l ready 
been const ructed.  Please submit d e t a i l e d  cons t ruc t i on  p lans t o  t h e  b u i l d i n g  counter  
o f  t h e  Planning Department i n  order  t o  t r y  and recognize what has been cons t ruc ted  
thus f a r .  Inc lude cons t ruc t i on  d e t a i l s  f o r  any f u r t h e r  cons t ruc t i on  y e t  t o  be com- 
p l e t e d .  The p r o j e c t  geotechnical  engineer must p rov ide  a l e t t e r  descr ib ing  a l l  
observat ion work completed du r ing  t h e  cons t ruc t i on  o f  t h e  p a v i l i o n .  

5 .  The grading and revegeta t ion  issues associated w i t h  t h e  two f o l l o w i n g  app l i ca -  
t i o n s  (05-0230 & 554585) must be resolved be fore  Environmental Planning can deem 
t h i s  apDl ica t ion  comDlete. ========= UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 1, 2008 BY ROBERT S LOVE , ,  LAND ========= 

1. Cut and f i l l  q u a n t i t i e s  were prov ided:  5,246 cubic  yards o f  c u t  and 4.567 cubic  
yards o f  f i l l .  

2 .  I tem 2 above i s  acceptable f o r  completeness 

3 .  I tem 3 above s t i l l  needs t o  be addressed 

Items 4 & 5 w i l l  be discussed a t  an upcoming meeting w i t h  t h e  app l i can t .  ========= 

UPDATED ON MAY 19, 2008 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ========= 

Items above have e i t h e r  been addressed now or can be addressed through "Condi t ions 
o f  Approval" and t h e  b u i l d i n g  permi t  process. 

Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments 

R E V I E M  ON OCTOBER 30. 2007 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ========= 
____. ~ _________  

Condi t ions o f  Approval : 

1.  Submit a s o i l s  r e p o r t  ( 3  copies)  completed by a C a l i f o r n i a  l i censed  geotechnical  
engineer f o r  rev ieh  and approval 

*Ti !,;-'I :, . , , . :- -7 : _ _  l , i i i c i : , ' . l r ' ,  ,8 # , ,  
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l i m e :  10:18:36  

Page: 2 

2 .  Submi t  a grading and drainage p l a n  completed by a l i censed c i v i l  engineer f o r  
review and approval 

3 .  Submit an erosion/sedirnent c o n t r o l  p l a n  f o r  review and approval 

Code Compliance Cnmpleleness Comments 

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE SOTYET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS  AGENCY 

REVIEld ON OCTOBER 22. 2007 BY JACOB RODRIGUEZ ========= 

No comment =====I=== UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 1, 2010 BY JACOB RODRIGUEZ ========= 

no comments 

_ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Code Compliance Miscellaneous Comments 

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOTYET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY 

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 22. 2007 BY JACOB RODRIGUEZ ========= 

No comment. ========= UPDATED ON FEBRUARY I ,  2010 BY JACOB RODRIGUEZ ========= 

no comments 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments 

R E V I E W  ON OCTOBER 26,  2007 BY DAVID W S I M S  ========= 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
1 s t  Review Completeness Comments have been saved i n  a separate document. ========= 

2nd Review Summary Statement: The present development proposal does no t  adequately 
con t ro l  stormwater impacts.  The Stormwater Management sec t i on  cannot recommend ap- 
proval  o f  the  p r o j e c t  as proposed. 

Po l i cy  Compliance I tems: P r i o r  I tem 1) I tem has no t  been adequately addressed. 
Please see p r i o r  comments and comments below. P r i o r  I tem 2 )  I tem has n o t  been ad 
dressed. Please see p r i o r  comments. 

I n fo rma t ion  I t e m s :  P r i o r  I tem 3 )  Incomplete. I tem has not  been addressed. Please see 
p r i o r  comments. Contrary t o  t h e  design engineer ’s  response, t h e  s i t e  ponds a r e  being 
used i n  assoc ia t ion  w i t h  proposed/recognized development so t h e  i tem issues are  per -  
t i n e n t .  P r i o r  I tem 4 )  Incomplete.  I tem has n o t  been adequately addressed. Please see 
p r i o r  comments. Topography i s  not  prov ided t o  t h e  co r rec t  ex ten ts  on sheets C-2 and 
C-3 where i t  i s  needed f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  w i t h  p r o j e c t  d e t a i l s .  Lack o f  s c a l i n g  
prevents use o f  t h e  data t h a t  i s  presented. The work l i m i t s  boundary does no t  appear 
t o  encompass a l l  p r i o r  cons t ruc t i on  t o  be recognized. A l l  references t o  t h e  previous 
inaccura te  v e r t i c a l  datum and i n c o r r e c t  spot e leva t i ons  have no t  been removed from 
t h e  drawings. P r i o r  I tem 5)  Incomplete.  I tem no t  c o r r e c t l y  addressed. See p r i o r  com- 
ments. The hydrology and de ten t i on  c a l c u l a t i o n s  on sheet C2 s t i l l  do no t  f o l l o w  
County design c r i t e r i a ,  have subs tan t i a l  e r r o r s  and must be rev ised.  The f a c i l i t y  
con f igu ra t i on  shown on t h e  p lan  does not  a l l ow  a proper form o f  opera t ion  f o r  o u t l e t  
re lease and c o n t r o l  o r  a temporary storage pool t h a t  w i l l  s a t i s f y  m i t i g a t i o n  r e -  
quirements and s i g n i f i c a n t  design a l t e r a t i o n s  w i l l  be necessary. P r i o r  I tem 6 )  I n -  
complete. lt,em not  c o r r e c t l y  addressed. See p r i o r  comments. Impervious sur fac ing 
i t e m i z a t i o n  found on sheet C - l  i s  i n  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  i t e m i z a t i o n  on sheet 

UPDATED ON JANUARY 2 9 ,  2008 BY DAVID W S IMS ========= 

, .  
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21. 2010 

M H . 2 .  There i s  inadequate t o  non-ex is ten t  l a b e l i n g  and d e l i n e a t i o n  o f  boundaries on 
t h e  p lans i n  support o f  the  i t em iza t i ons  such t h a t  they cannot be v e r i f i e d  i n  
review. A l l  p r i o r  s t ruc tu res  and p r i o r  paving o f  any type t h a t  w i l l  remain, and are  
To be now recognized as l ega l  permi t ted  cons t ruc t i on ,  must be shown. These recog- 
n ized impervious areas w i l l  a l s o  be sub jec t  t o  impact m i t i g a t i o n  requirements.  
Please r e v i s e .  P r i o r  I tem 7 )  Incomplete. App l ican t  has not  prov ided suppor t ing  
documentation t h a t  subs tan t ia tes  t h e  proper s ta tus  o f  t h e  o lde r  development on t h e  
s i t e .  Lacking such documentation, a l l  s i t e  development must be assumed by t h e  
designer t o  r e q u i r e  f u l l  m i t i g a t i o n s .  The present proposal and c a l c u l a t i o n s  do not  
address t h i s  d e f a u l t  s ta tus  and they are  the re fo re  no t  approvable. P r i o r  I tem 8 )  I n -  
complete. The app l i can t  has removed t h e  proposal f o r  sheet f l ow  o f  downspout water 
i n  favor  o f  p i p i n g .  While t h i s  i s  a l lowab le ,  i t  does no t  reso lve  t h e  requirement t o  
prov ide e f f e c t i v e  r u n o f f  m i t i g a t i o n  f o r  smal ler  storms. Such m i t i g a t i o n  must, be 
achieved by some means o ther  than s o l e l y  t h e  proposed de ten t ion  c o n t r o l ,  which is  
l i m i t e d  t o  t r e a t i n g  on ly  a l a r g e  storm. Please prov ide  f o r  t h i s  m i t i g a t i o n  c o n t r o l  
and show how i t  w i l l  be achieved. P r i o r  I tem 9)  Incomplete. I tem not  addressed. See 
i tem 7 .  See p r i o r  comments. P r i o r  I tem 10)  Incomplete. I tem no t  addressed. See p r i o r  
comments. P r i o r  I tem 11) Completed. 

New I tem 12)  Incomplete. Provide a v i c i n i t y  map t h a t  e a s i l y  loca tes  t h e  p r o j e c t  s i t e  
i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  o the r  County land fea tures .  

New I tem 13) Incomplete.  Provide a l l  p l a n  sheets w i t h  proper sca l i ng .  ========= UP- 
DATED ON MAY 15. 2008 BY LOUISE B DION ========= 

The present  development proposal does no t  adequately con t ro l  stormwater impacts.  The 
Stormwater Management sec t i on  cannot recommend approval o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  as proposed. 
P r i o r  I tem 1)  I tem has no t  been addressed. Please see p r i o r  comments. P r i o r  I tem 2 )  
I tem has not  been addressed. Please see p r i o r  comments. P r i o r  I tem 3) I tem has not  
been addressed. Please see p r i o r  comments. P r i o r  I tem 4 )  I tem has no t  been ad- 
dressed. Please see p r i o r  comments. P r i o r  I tem 5)  I tem has no t  been addressed. 
Please see p r i o r  comments. A d d i t i o n a l l y  sheets C2 and C3 show c o n f l i c t i n g  drainage 
p lans.  P r i o r  I tem 6 )  I tem has not  been addressed. Please see p r i o r  comments. P r i o r  
I tem 7 )  I tem has no t  been addressed. Please see p r i o r  comments. P r i o r  I tem 8 )  I tem 
has not  been addressed. Please see p r i o r  comments. P r i o r  I tem 9 )  I tem has no t  been 
addressed. Please see p r i o r  comments. P r i o r  I tem 10)  I tem has no t  been addressed. 
Please see p r i o r  comments. Provide one c i v i l  sheet f o r  e x i s i t n g  and one f o r  proposed 
c l e a r i n g  d e l i n e a t i n g  a l l  fea tures  i n c l u d i n g  bu t  no t  l i m i t e  t o  b u i l d i n g s ,  paved 
areas, p a t i o s ,  walkways. drivewdys ponds, decks e t c . .  P r i o r  I tem 11) Completed. 
P r i o r  I tem 12) I tem has no t  been addressed. Please see p r i o r  comments. P r i o r  I tem 
13) Completed. 

I f  you have quest ions,  p lease contac t  me a t  831-233-8083. ========= UPDATED ON SEP 
TEMBER 14, 2008 BY LOUISE B DION ========= 

x x  4 t h  Drainage Review Comments ~ LBD xx 

Revised p lans w i t h  c i v i l  sheets dated 7 /7 /2008 have been reviewed. Please address 
t h e  f o l  1 owing comments : 

1) Revise a l l  app l i cab le  sheets t o  correct , ly  represent what i s  be ing proposed f o r  
t h i s  a p p l l c a t l o n .  Do no t  i nc lude  anyth ing ou ts ide  o f  t h e  proposed work. f o r  example 
sheets i n d i c a t e  a p a v i l i o n  i s  proposed f o r  t h e  l a r g e  pond. I f  t h i s  work i s  not  i n  
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f d C t  proposed remove a l l  references t o  i t  unless you r e f e r  t o  t h e  work as  f u t u r e .  
Otherwise i t  becomes very unclear what i s  proposed f o r  t h i s  s p e c i f i c  a p p l i c a t i o n .  

2 )  A r c h i t e c t u r a l  and S t r u c t u r a l  Sheets need not  be submit ted,  on ly  t h e  s i t e  and 
c i v i l  sheets a re  necessary f o r  our rev iew.  

3) C i v i l  sheets should c l e a r l y  i d e n t i f y  a l l  new sur face proposed as paver,  aspha l t ,  
concrete 

4 )  Plans must  a t  a minimum i n d i c a t e  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  proposed r u n o f f  management. Plans 
i n d i c a t e  sur face i n f i l t r a t i o n  i s  proposed. Please prov ide necessary c a l c u l a t i o n s  
which show t h a t  t h e  r u n o f f  from t h e  proposed impervious areas w i l l  be re ta ined  on- 
s i t e  long enough t o  a l l ow  f o r  s u f f i c i e n t  pe rco la t i on  o f  t h e  r u n o f f  back i n t o  t h e  
water t a b l e  be fore  reaching the  proper ty  l i n e .  Perco la t ion  w i l l  be deemed s u f f i c i e n t  
once i t  i s  demonstrated t h a t  t h e  proposed r u n o f f  r a t e  ( i n  cubic  fee t  per  second) 
from t h e  s i t e  w i l l  no t  be any grea ter  than t h e  e x i s t i n g  r u n o f f  r a t e  f o r  a 10 year 
storm. 

Please r e f e r  t o  t h e  County Design C r i t e r i a  P a r t  3 .  Stormwater Management, Sect ion H 
f o r  in fo rmat ion  on s o i l  pe rco la t i on  r a t e s .  You may no t  have t o  use pe r fo ra ted  p ipe  
prov ided it can be demonstrated t h a t  t h e  r u n o f f  from t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  g u t t e r s  i s  
managed adequately.  

5) Show pathways o f  p o t e n t i a l  over f low r u n o f f  from l a r g e r  storms ( i e  25 year  storm) 
beyond t h e  proper ty  boundary. What i s  t h e  topography l i k e  below the  sub jec t  
p roper ty?  

What i s  t h e  u l t i m a t e  o f f s i t e  d e s t i n a t i o n  o f  r u n o f f ?  Show a l a r g e r  area making it 
c l e a r  tha t  s i t e  over f low r u n o f f  w i l l  en te r  a na tu ra l  drainage courseway o r  w i l l  be 
conveyed t o  a safe re lease p o i n t  downstream. Rev-ision should demonstrate con- 
c l u s i v e l y  t h a t  any r u n o f f  w i l l  not  adversely impact roads o r  downslope p r o p e r t i e s .  

Submit ta l  d i d  no t  i nc lude  drainage study r e p o r t .  Report submit ted t o  me by app l i can t  
on Monday January 19. I w i l l  r e q u i r e  an extenion o f  i n  o rder  t o  review. 

UPDATED ON JANUARY 23 ,  2009 BY LOUISE B D I O N  ========= ~ - ____  - _________  

UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 9 ,  2009 BY ILOUISE B D I O N  ========= _________  
~~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Based on review o f  documents submit ted v i a  emai l ,  our concerns regard ing t h e  
f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  drainage p lan  have been addressed and t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  deemed 
comp1et.e w i t h  respect  t o  the  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  permi t  a p p l i c a t i o n  stage. 

Applicant, should submit hard copy o f  e l e c t r o n i c  documents f o r  our f i l e s .  Please 
rou te  t o  me once you have received them. 

UPDATED ON MARCH 14, 2009 BY LOUISE B D I O N  ========= 

Hard cop1 es have been received . Appl i c d t i  on i s complete. 
_________  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Dpir Drainage MbceUaneoiis Comnrcnts 
-~ 

- 
I 
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REVIEW ON OCTOBER 26, 2007 BY D A V I D  W SIMS ========= ~ _ _ _ _ ~ ~ ~ ~  
A )  Maintenance procedures f o r  t h e  drainage f a c i l i t i e s  and m i t i g a t i o n  measures must 
be prov ided on t h e  p lans.  B )  Please note on t h e  plans p rov i s ion  f o r  permanent bo ld  
Tarkings a t  each i n l e t  t h a t  read: "NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO BAY" .  Upon approval ,  a 
recorded maintenance agreement may be requ i red  f o r  c e r t a i n  stormwater f a c i l i t i e s .  A 
drainage impact fee  w i l l  be assessed on t h e  ne t  increase i n  impervious area .  The 
fees are  c u r r e n t l y  81.00  per  square f o o t ,  and are assessed upon permi t  issuance. 
Reduced fees are assessed f o r  semi-pervious su r fac ing  t o  o f f s e t  costs  and encourage 
more extens ive use o f  these n ia te r ia ls  

You may be e l i g i b l e  f o r  fee  c r e d i t s  f o r  p r e - e x i s t i n g  impervious areas t o  be 
demolished. To be e n t i t l e d  f o r  c r e d i t s  f o r  p r e - e x i s t i n g  impervious areas, p lease 
submit documentation o f  permi t ted  s t ruc tu res  t o  e s t a b l i s h  e l i g i b i l i t y .  Documenta- 
t i o n s  such as assessor 's  records.  survey records.  o r  o ther  o f f i c i a l  records t h a t  
w i l l  he lp  e s t a b l i s h  and determine t h e  dates they were b u i l t  o r  demolished, t h e  
s t r u c t u r e  f o o t p r i n t ,  o r  t o  conf i rm i f  a b u i l d i n g  permi t  was p rev ious ly  issued i s  
accepted. N o t  a l l  e x i s t i n g  pavements may be recognized a s  exempt from m i t i g a t i o n ,  o r  
c r e d i t e d  against  impact fees .  

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  of a l a r g e r  common p lan  o f  development o r  s a l e  must o b t a i n  
t h e  Construct ion A c t i v i t i e s  Storm Water General NPDES Permit from t h e  S t a t e  Water 
Resources Control  Board. Construct ion a c t i v i t y  inc ludes c l e a r i n g ,  grading,  excava- 
t i o n ,  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 in fo rmat ion  see: 
h t t p :  / / w . s w r c b . c a  .gov/s tormwtr /const faq.  html 

Because t h i s  a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  incomplete i n  addressing County requirements,  r e s u l t i n g  
rev i s ions  and add i t i ons  w i l l  necess i ta te  f u r t h e r  review comment and poss ib l y  d i f -  
f e ren t  o r  add i t i ona l  requirements. A l l  resubmi t ta ls  s h a l l  be made through t h e  Plan- 
n ing  Department. Ma te r ia l s  l e f t  w i t h  Pub l ic  Works w i l l  not  be processed o r  re turned.  
Please c a l l  t h e  Dept. o f  Pub l ic  Works, Stormwater Management Sect ion,  from 8:OO am 
t o  12:OO noon i f  you have quest ions.  ========= UPDATED ON MAY 15, 2008 BY LOUISE B 
D I O N  ========= A l l  previous rniscel laneous comments s t i  11 apply .  ========= UPDATED ON 
SEPTEMBER 14,  2008 BY LOUISE B D I O N  ========= 

Miscellaneous comments t o  be addressed dur ing  b u i l d i n g  permi t  a p p l i c a t i o n :  

1)  F i l l  s lopes proposed are  approximately 4 0 % .  A l e t t e r  from t h e  geotechnical  en- 
g ineer  accept ing t h e  f i n a l  drainage p lan  and s t a t i n g  t h a t  i t  w i l l  not  cause any ero-  
s ion  o r  s t a b i l i t y  problems is  requ i red  p r i o r  t o  b u i l d i n g  permi t  issuance. 

2 )  Provide ca l cu la t i ons  demonstrating t h a t  concrete swale has s u f f i c i e n t  capac i ty  t o  
handle r u n o f f  froni a 10 year  storm. Consider us ing a na tura l  swale r a t h e r  than con- 
c r e t e .  

3 )  Please consider us ing pervious concrete inst.ead o f  concrete f o r  wa lkways  as  a 
best  management p r a c t i c e .  

4 )  B u i l d i n g  p lans should i nc lude  d e t a i l ( s )  f o r  pavers and perv ious concrete i f  used. 
Does t h e  compaction requ i red  a l l ow  t h e  pavers t o  rernairi semi perv ious / perv ious 
such t h a t  r u n o f f  i s  s t i l l  ab le  t o  i n f i l t r a t e ?  
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t a n t  obta ins an e l e c t r i c a l  perm'it 

This p r o j e c t  i s  now approved by EHS w i t h  t h e  above c o n d i t i o n  t o  be s a t i s i f e d  p r i o r  
t o  t h e  issuance o f  a B P .  This w i l l  r e q u i r e  an EH B u i l d i n g  c learance a t  t h i s  fu tu re  
phase. 
EHS approves t h e  p r o j e c t  f o r  completeness. 

UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 4 ,  2010 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= For t h e  i n i t i a l  
study t h e  app l i can t  should r e v i s e  t h e  t h e  grading and d ra in iage  p lan  by drawing t o  
sca le ALL components o f  t h e  o n s i t e  sewage d isposal  system (and riot j u s t  the septic 
tank as shown on t h e  cu r ren t  copy) 

_________  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

I 
i 

Project Planner: Samdntha Haschert 
Application No.: 07 .0613 

APN: 106-121-115 

1 Environmental Health Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 25, 2007 BY J1M G SAFRANCK ======;== It does n o t  appear _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

t h a t  t h e  Commercial Dev permi t  fee was c o l l e c t e d  f o r  EHS Payable t o  Planning ASAP 

Date: September 21, 2010 
Time: i0:18:36 

Page: 6 

5)  Provide maintenance requirements f o r  t h e  paver areas and  perv ious concrete,  i f  
used, on the  p r o j e c t  p lans.  

Dpw Road Engineering Completeness Comments 

R E V I E W  ON NOVEMBER 1, 2007 BY GREG J M A R T I N  ========= 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _  ~ _ _ _ _  

This p o r t i o n  o f  S u m i t  Road i s  non-County maintained. A s i g h t  d is tance ana lys i s  i s  
recommended f o r  each driveway onto Summit Road by a reg i s te red  c i v i l  o r  t r a f f i c  en- 
g ineer .  Please contact, Greg Mart,in a t  831-454-2811 w i t h  any ques t ions .  ========= UP 
DATED ON JANUARY 9. 2008 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 

NO COMMENl- Engineering Report reviewed s i g h t  d is tance and found i t  t o  be adequate. 

NO COMMENT 
UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 16, 2010 BY RODOLFO N R I V A S  ========= 

Dpw Road Engineering iMkceUaneoiis Commenls 

REVIEW ON NOVEMBER 1. 2007 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 

UPDATED ON JANUARY 9 ,  2008 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 

UPDATED ON JANUARY 8 .  2009 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
_________  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
_________  _________  

UPDATED ON FEBRUARV 16 .  2010 BY RODOLFO N R I V A S  ========= _________  _ _ _ _ _ _  

NO COMMENT 

Environmental Hfdlth Completeness Comments 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  REVIEW ON OCTOBER 25. 2007 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= Appl .  i s  incom- 
p l e t e .  Contact t h e  D i s t r i c t  REHS for  i n fo rmat ion  on s e p t i c  system reqs f o r  t h e  
proposal .  The I n d i v i d u a l  Water System permi t  f o r  t h i s  parce l  was never completedas 
w e l l .  f o r  both i ssues :  Ruben Sanchez, REHS 454-2751. 

UPDATED ON MAY 14 ,  2008 BY JIM G SAFRANEti ========= Sept ic  a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  
not  approved as o f  t h i s  date 

SDec ia l i s t  reDorted t h a t  t h e  seDt ic  system permi t  can be approved once t h e  consul 
UPDATED ON JANUARY 20 2009 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= The County EH _ _  _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

,Appl icant must o b t a i n  ar l  e l e c t r i c a l  permi t  fo r  t h e  t ype  o f  sep t i c  system proposed on 
the  o n s i t e  sewage disposal  permi t  a p p l i c a t i o n .  

UPDATED ON JUNE 7 ,  2010 BY J I M  G SAFRANEK ========= 
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UPDATED ON MAY 14 ,  2008 BY J I M  G SAFRANEK ========= 

UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 4 .  2 0 1 0  BY J I M  G SAFRANEK ========= 

_ _ _  _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

See Oct 25 review comment and conf i rm payment 
_________  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Pajaro Valley Fire District Completeness Comment? 

LATEST COMMENIS HAVE NOTYET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR T H I S  AGENCY 

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 1 7 ,  2 0 0 7  BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 

UPDAIED ON OCTOBER 1 7 ,  2007 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _________  

_ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _  _________  

DEPARTMENT NAME: PAJARO VALLEY F I R E  
NO NEW F I R E  COMMENTS AT T H I S  T I M E .  A L L  F I R E  DEPARIMENT REQUIREMENTS HAVE BEEN SHOWN 
ON THE PLANS. ========= UPDATED ON OCTOBER 18. 2007 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  UPDATED ON MAY 7 ,  2 0 0 9  BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 

DEPARTMENT NAME: PAJARO VALLEY F I R E  D I S T R I C T / C A L F I R E  
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  B u i l d i n g  
Permit phase. 
Plan check i s  based upon plans submit ted t o  t h i s  o f f i c e .  Any changes o r  a l t e r a t i o n s  
s h a l l  be re -submi t ted  f o r  review p r i o r  t o  cons t ruc t i on .  
72 
N o E :  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  respons ib 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 f u r -  
t h e r  agree t o  c o r r e c t  any d e f i c i e n c i e s  noted by t h i s  review, subsequent rev iew.  i n -  
spect ion o r  o the r  source, and, t o  ho ld  harmless and w i thout  p re jud i ce ,  t h e  rev iewing 

UPDATED ON JUNE 17, 2010 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  

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 .  

agency 

A l l  requirements have been met f o r  Pajaro Va l ley  F i r e .  Water Storage requirements 
a re  s t i l l  t o  be determined. 

UPDATED ON JUNE 1 7 ,  2010 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= _________  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  __ 

Pajaro Valley Fire District hlktellaneous Cornmen& 

L.AIEST COMMENTS HAVE NOTYET BEEN S E N 1  I O  PLANNER FOR T H I S  AGENCY 

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 1 7 ,  2 0 0 7  BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 

UPDATED ON MAY 7 ,  2009 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 

UPDATED ON JUNE 1 7 .  2010 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
- .. _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
____  _ _  - _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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From: Jim Safranek 

Sent: 

To: Samantha Haschert 

Subject: FW: Kim Son 

Wednesday, August 11, 2010 10:36 AM 

The only clarification I have to add has to do with Troy's last sentence. The project is now approved and 'completeness' 
has been achieved for EHS reqs. 
The remaining community water supply 'misc' issues below must be satisfied to the satisfaction of EHS prior to the 
issuance of an EH Building Clearance. 

Jim Safranek 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Troy Boone 
Sent: Wednesday, August 11, 2010 10:17 AM 
To: Jim Safranek 
Cc: lohn Hodges 
Subject: Kim Son 

My findings regarding the newly proposed Meditation Center at the Kim Son Monastery are as follows: 

-Yield Test: because they are not proposing to increase residential capacity, I will not require a yield test for their water 
source/s. The newly proposed Meditation Center will host temporary events which typically deal with increased drinking 
water needs by offering bottled drinking water. The pond water (surface water) cannot be used as an approved drinking 
water source because the center lacks approved filtration and disinfection treatment for treating surface water. If they 
want to use the pond for fire fighting purposes, then they need to seek approval form the appropriate fire fighting agency 
in their area. I can only recommend that they get a yield test on their sourcels in order to get a good gauge on how the 
static water level in their well. If they it is found to be insufficient, then adding another well/source would be a good idea. 

-Water Wells: During the last two routine water system inspections, when the Kim Son Monastery was asked only one 
water source was identified. Upon doing a thorough record search, I came across records that show a well being drilled in 
1973 and another in 1994. I presume that the newer well is the one that is currently active. This needs to be verified 
along with the following: 

-What is the use status of the older well? 
-If it is active, what is it being used for? 
-If it is tied to the domestic water supply, then all the relevant water quality tests need to be performed in order to 

-If it is being used for irrigation only, then we need to verify that it is not tied in to the domestic water supply or an 

-if is is not being used, then Kim Son needs to apply for a Well Destruction Permit, and have the well properly 

bring it up to current standards. 

approved backflow prevention device (RP) needs to be installed 

destroyed. 

-An accurate schematic of the water system needs to be submitted to EHS and verified so we can have an accurate 
record of the water system and all of it's appurtances (Le. the previously unidentified, uppermost tank and booster pump 
system next to the illegal units) 

-The uppermost water tank should be kept online and not destroyed (as proposed in the plans) to help ensure adequate 
water storage capacity during temporary events. It's connections need to be detailed on the revised water System 
schematic. Yesterday during my field inspection was the first time I came across this aspect of the water System. 

7 1 1 1 1 1  
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I would like to suggest that Kim Son submit all of the above docurrientation and have it approved before permission IS 

granted for the new development. If I can be of further assistanc,e. please let me know, 

Troy Goone TI, REHS, MPH 

Senior Environmental Health Specialist 

Drinking Water Program 

County of Santa Cruz, EHS 
701 Ocean Street, Rm. 312 
Santa Cruz, CA 95073 
Tel. 8311454-3069 
Fax 831/451-3128 

I w e  Pilp=r.TJiinkBr~obrcYou Print 
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Accessibility: Project Comments for Development Review 
County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 

Date June 16,2010 
Planner Samantha Haschert 
Project Kim Son Meditation Center 

Application Number: 07-0673 
APN : 106-121-43 

Dear Kim Son Monastery Meditation Center, 

A preliminary review of the above project plans was conducted to determine accessibility issues. The following comments 
are to be applied to the project design. 
Note: Santa Cruz County wil l  adopt a new California Building Code, with the effective date January 1, 2008. 
Building Permit Applications made on  or after January 1, 2008 will be subject to the new codes. 
Please refer to the attached brochure entitled Accessibility Requirements - Building Plan Check whlch can also be found 
at the County of Santa Cruz Planninq Department website 

Completeness Items: 
i 

The submittal appears to address all of the major issues raised during this accessibility review. I 
I Compliance Issues: 

. New Sheet ACC.l: The lower deck elevation is show as 2036. The concrete walk adjacent is shown as 2037. 
This discrepancy is unacceptable; this is supposed to be the accessible exit from the lower level. Detail the 
transition from the deck to the walk. Then, over by the existing main hall, the walk is shown as 2038. Is this a 
mistake? Additional grading may be required. 

Permit ConditionslAdditionaI Information: 

The following issues shall be addressed during the building permit submittal: - The elaborate, decorative nature of the building design raises concern about the ability to comply with CBC 
chapter 7A for ignition resistant construction in a wildland area. The exterior of the building must ignition 
resistant material. Eaves and soffits must comply. 
Detectable warning devices are required at the edge of the entry where pedestrians enter the driveway radius. 
Detectable warning devices are not required in the walkway in front of the accessible parking spaces. 

Please contact me with any questions regarding these comments. 

Laura Brinson 
Building Plans Examiner 
County of Santa Cmz Planning Depaitment 
(831) 454-3151 
pln631 @co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

7 3 / 1 1 1 
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Samantha Haschert 

From: Long Tran [pltranlO@gmail.com] 

Sent: 

To: Walters, Chris 

cc: Samantha Haschert 

Subject: Re: Revised Site Plan 

Tuesday, May 18, 2010 11:25AM 

Hi Chris, 

Thank you very much for your feedback. As you requested, we'll incorporate the appropriate notes and resubmil 
our final plans to Samantha immediately. 

Regards, 

Long 

n Tue;May 18, 201 0 at 10:06 AM, Walters; Chris <C~s~,Wa!t~rs@fire.ca.gov> wrote: 
Long, 
I went over the fire engine access plan with the chief. It meets the access standards per the fire code. We will need 
you to include the appropriate notes on water storage, clearance around the buildings etc. and resubmit the plans to 
the county. 
Thanks, 

Chris Walters 

L FIR 
Deputy Fire Marshal 
Santa Cruz County Fire 
San Mateo/Santa Cruz Unit 
Phone (831) 335-6748 
Cell (831) 254-1726 
Fax (831) 335-4053 

From: Long Tran [rnai l to:p~O@grnai l .comj 
Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2010 7:27 AM 
To: Walters, Chris 
Subject: Re: Revised Site Plan 

Chris, 

Please let me know if you think it would be more convenient for you lo go over the plan with us in person 
We would be more than happy to come see you again 

Even prior to that, if your plotter person is still out of the office; we can also plot out and then "messenger" 
the plan to you immediately. Anything you think we can do to help, please do not hesitate to ask. 

Thariks and regards, 

7 4 1 1 1 1  
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I .  The plans are not clear how parking area “G” will be configured / graded. The 
portion of parking area “G” below the proposed iMeditation Hall is not a flat area 
and will require extensive grading. The parking area location shown on sheet C-I 
is also in conflict with the location shown on sheet C-3 in that the parking area is 
shown where the meditation hall will be 

2. The plans need to show a driveway profile for the driveway that accesses parking 
area “E’ (Area “G” doesn’t look like it’s going to work). All grades in excess of 
15% will require paving with asphalt concrete. .All grades in excess of 5% will 
require baserock plus oil and screenings. 

3. Parking area “F” as shown on the plans does not match what is actually in the 
field. This area will require extensive grading that will need to be shown on the 
plans. Retaining walls may be required as well. 

4. If fire truck access is required all the way around the existing / ur-finaled Main 
Hall, grading and drainage plans will be required to show this area will be graded 
to meet the Fire requirements. A soils report and possibly engineering geology 
report (depending on the extent of grading required) will need to address this area. 

Other comment ~ If possible, EP would prefer to not allow parking in areas D, F, and 
G, and instead allow the “Natural Revegetation” area north of parking area “C” to be 
used instead. We like areas D and G to be planted with native vegetation. 



I 
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Samantha Haschert 

From: Louise 8. Gary [barnyard@cruzio.com] 

Sent: 

To: Samantha Haschert 

Subject: App 07-0613 - Kimson Meditiation Center 

" .. ~ ~ ~ .. .. ~ . ~- 

Friday, February 05, 2010 7:23 PM 

. . .. 

Samantha 

Per our phone conversation I have the following comments to make: 

I have no additional comments to make regarding the discretionary permit -nothing has changed regarding the 1) 
design 

2) 
area. The new submittal indicates 56,000 square feet. Also the areas do not agree within the c-sheets you most recently 
routed. This also changes the total impervious and pervious area values as well. 

3) 

4) 

Please call me if you've any questions (233-8083). Not sure if this is an ALUS routing or not. Let me know whether or not 
I need to enter comments in ALUS. 

Louise 

However the last submittal I received (routing #6 in 2009) indicated approximately 42,600 square feet of total site 

The total amount of added impervious area is the same though in both submittals 4792 square feet 

The drainage calculations should be corrected and submitted during building permit review. 

7 6 / 1 1 ]  
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THIS REPORT HAS BEEN PREPARED FOR 

REVEREND TINH TU 

c/o CHARRETTE DESIGN INC. 

ATTN: MR. THUYEN NGWENPHUC, MA 

3866 GLENGROVE WAY 

SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 95121 

JANUARY 2005 

11 ENGlNeRS INC /I 
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Reverend Tinh Tu 
c /o  Charrette Design, Inc. 
Attu: hlr. Thuyen Nguyenphuc, AIA 
3866 Glengrove Wail 
San Jose, California 95121 

Janua? 28, 2005 
Project No. 244-1R1 

RE: GEOTECMNICAL INVESTIGATION, 
PROP 0 SED MEDITATION HALL, 
AND RECTORY, 
KIM Soh' MEDITATION CENTER, 
574 SUMMIT ROAD, 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

Dear Reverend Tu: 

We are pleased to present the results of our geotechnical investigation relating to the design 
and constructlor of the proposed meditation hall and I-ectoi?; at the I G n  Son Meditation 
Center located at 574 Summit Road in unincorporated Santa Cmz County, California. This 
report summarizes the results of our field, laboratoq, and engineeringwork, and presents 
geotechnical recoinmendations for the design and construction of the proposed 
Improvements. 

If you have any questions concerning our investigation, please call 

Very truly pours, 

MURRAY ENGINEERS, INC.  

Mark F. Baumann, C.E.G. 1787 
Principal Engineering Geologist 

Principal Engineer 

Copies: Sdd i -essee  (7)  
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amounts of fill and/oi colluviutn overlljmg bedrock of thc hlount Madonna region a t  depths 
ranglng from 2 and 5 feet 

In the area of the proposed rectory, Boring B-l (located on the uphill side of the pad) 
encountered severely weathered siltstone bedrock at the surface. Borings B-2 through B-4, 
which were located along the downhill edges of the pad, encountered between 1.5 to 2 feet 
of stiff sand7 silt fill underlain by appro.ximately 1.5 to 2 feet of colluvium consisting of YCIT 

stiff clayey and sandy silt with sandstone fragments. Below these surficial layers, Borings B-2 
through B-4 encountered hlount Madonna bedrock consisting of siltstone with interbeds of 
sandstone. In general, the silt.stone is relatively soft and severely weathered and the 
sandstone is moderately hard and moderately weathered. 

Sieve analyses of the surficial materials encountered in Borings B-2 through B-4 yielded 
results ranging from 31 to 65 percent passing the No. 200 sieve. Attcrberg Limits testing on 
the surilcial fd encountered in Borvlg B-4 yielded a plasticity index of 23 percent and a 

liquid limit of 45 percent, indicating fines with a moderate potential for espansion (see 
Plasticity Chart and Data, Figure C-1). 

In the area of the new meditation hall, Borings B-5 through B-7 encountered 1 to 1.5 feet of 
sandy silt fill at the ground surface. In Borings B-5 and B-6, the fill is underlain by 1.5 to 2 
feet of clayey silt to silty sand colluvium. Below these surficial layers, Borings B-5 through 
B-7 encountered hlount Madonna bedrock consisting of sandstone and siltstone, similar to 
that encountered in Borings R-1 through B-4. Two sicve analyses of the bcdrock yielded 45 
percent passing the No. 200 sieve. 

Groundwater 

No free groundwater was encountered in any of the exploratory borings during drilling. We 
note that fluctuations in the level of groundwater can occur due to variations in rainfall, 
temperature, landscaping, and other factors that may not have been evident at the time out 
observations were made. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on our investigation, it is our opinion that from a geotechilical perspective, the 

proposed improvements may be constructed essentially as planned, provided that &e 
recommendations contained in this report are implemented in the desjgn and construction 
of the proposed project. The piimaiy geotechnical constraints to the proposed 
improvements include the hyer of non-supportive surticjal fa and colluvium that blankets 
portions of the building sites, the stccp slopes to the south and east of the proposed rectoiy 
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building and the potential for landslidmg in this area, and the potential for strong ground 
shakmg as a result of a moderate to large earthquake on the San Andreas fault. Because of 
the steep slopes along the downhdl side of the proposed rectory site the surficial fdl and 
colluvium h this area are subject to downhill creep under the force of gravity. Therefore, 
these materials should not be relied on for support of the foundations of the proposed 
improvements or to support fiu material generated from on-site cuts. The surticial fd and 
colluvium are underlain by siltstone and sandstone bedrock at relatively shallow depths. In 
our opinion, the bedrock should provide adequate support for the foundations of the 
proposed improvements as well as properly keyed and benched engineered fill. 

Geologic Hazards 

As part o f  our investigation, we evaluated the potential for geologic hazards to impact the 
proposed improvements. The results of our review are presented below: 

@ Landsliding - Based on our investigation, in our opinion the site does not appear to 
he impacted by large-scale landsliding. Because the relatively gentle slopes on the 
subject property in the area of the proposed mechation hall, in our opinion, the 
potential for a landslide on or adjacent to the meditation hall site is low. However, a 

moderately large landslide is located on the slope below and to the south of the 
proposed rcctoq. This landslide appears to have been caused by poorly controlled 
surface run-off along the dut road, which crosses the slope. It should he anticipated 
that this active landslide uiill continue to expeiience episohc movement primarily 
during periods of heavy rainfall. In OUI opinion, because of the steep slopes below 
the proposed rectory building and the presence of up to appro-cnately 5 feet of fd 
and colluvial soil, reuograde failure of the active landslide or the occurrence of a new 
landslide on the slope below the rectory site could pose a risk to the proposed 
stmcture or the proposed fiu along the downhdl side of the structure. A new 
shallow landslide could he tiggered by excessive precipitation or strong ground 
shaking associated with an earthquake. In our opinion, the existing landslide or a 
new shallow landslide should not pose a significant hazard to the proposed rectory 
or the associated improvements, provided that the improvements, includmg the 
earthwork repair, are desiped and constructed in accordance with the  
recommendations of this report. It should he noted that although our knowledge of 
the causes and niechanisms of landslidcs has gready increased in recent years, it is 
n o t  yet possible to predict with certainy exactlv when and where all landslides will 
occur. At some tune over the span of thousands of years, most hillsides will 
experience landslide movement as mountalils are reduced to plains. Therefore, an 
unknown level of risk is always present to structures located in hilly terrain. Owners 
of property located in these arcas must he aware of and bc willing to accept this risk. 



0 Fault Rupture - Based on our invcstigation, it is our opmion that no active or 

potentially active faults cross the subject property Therefore, in our opinion the 
potential for fault rupture to occur at the site is negligible. 

Ground Shaking - A s  noted in the Seismicity section above, moderate to large 

earthquakes are probable along several active faults in the greater Bay Area. 
Therefore, strong ground shaking should be expected at some time during the design 
life of the proposed improvements. We recommend that the proposed 
improvements he designed in accordance with the 1997 UBC guidelines and design 
parameters presented in this report. 

Differential Compaction - During moderate and large earthquakes, soft or loose, 
natural or fd soils can become densified and consolidate, often unevenly across a 
site. Since the soils encountered at the site were generally medium dense to dense 
and very stiff to hard, in our opinion, the potential for such damage to the planned 
improvements is low, provided that they are designed and constructed in accordance 
with the recommendations presented in this report. 

Liquefaction - Liqucfaction is a process by whch  geologically recent soil deposits 
generally consisting of very loose or loose, uniformly graded, clay-free sand and silt 
below the water table temporarily lose strength and behave as a viscous liquid rather 
than a solid, typically during a moderate to large earthquake. Structures founded in 
or above such temporarily liquefied soils may sink or nlt, causing significant 
structural damage. Since we d ~ d  not encounter groundwater or loose uniformly 
graded sand in our borings, in our opinion, the potential for liquefaction to occur at 
the site is negligible. 

0 

0 

0 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the partial basement for the medxation hall be supported on either a 

spread footing foundation or a mat slab foundation bearing in the underlying bedrock. The 
partial basement for the rectory should be supported on a mat slab foundation bearing in the 
underlying bedrock. At-grade portions of both of these structures should be supported on 
drilled, cast-in-place concrete friction piers gaming support in the underlying bedrock. In 
general, site retaining walls should he supported on d d e d  piers. However, becausc of thc 
relatively shallow depth to bedrock, retaining walls supporting cuts into bedrock mag be 
supported on conventional spread footing foundations. We should evaluate appropriate wall 
foundation types once a final grading plan showing wall locations has been completed. .A 
substantial amount of earthwork is planned as part of the proposed project. In  addition to 
the exthwork associated with the proposed improvements, w e  recommend that thc active 
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landslide on the slope below the rectory be repaired with a conventional buttress fd. 
detailed recommendations are presented in the following sections of this report. 

Our 

UBC (1997) EARTHQUAKE DESIGN PARAMET- 

Rased on the Maps of Known Active Fault Near-Source Zones in California and Adjacent 
Portions of Nevada (California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and 
Geology, 1998), the site is approximately 3.4 kilometers from the San Andreas fault v y p e  A) 
and 2.5 kilometers from the Sargent fault ( T p e  B) (see Figure A-9, UBC Active Fault Near- 
Source Zones). In accordance w-Ith guidelines presented in the 1997 Uniform Huildmg Code 
(LJSC), the following seisnuc design parameters will apply: 

o 

0 

3 Near Source Factors: Na 1.4 (Table 16-S) 

Seismic Zone Factor (Z) = 0.4 (Zone 4) 

Soil Profile Type = Sc, Verv llense Soil and Soft Rock (Table 16-J) 

Nv = 1.8 (Table 16-T). 

FOUNDATIONS 

Basement Mat Foundation 

‘We recommend that the rectory basement be supported on a reinforced concrete mat 
foundation with a thickness of a t  least 10 inches bearing on the underlying bedrock. The 

mat m a y  be designed for allowable bearing pressures of 2,500 pounds per square foot for 
combined dead plus live loads, with a o n e - t h d  increase allowed for transient loads, 
including wind and seisnic forces. The project structural engineer should design the mat 

reinforcing based on structural requirements, including anticipated use and loading. 
As indicated above, the meditation hall basement may be supported on a similar foundation, 
if desired. 

Lateral loads may be rcsisted by friction between the mat and the supporting subgrade using 
a frictional resistance of 0.30. In addition, lateral resistance may be provided by passive 
pressures acting against basement retaining walls using an equjvalent fluid pressure of 300 
pounds per cubic foot. 

The basement mat should bc provided with a subchain system designed in accordance with 
the Basement S labhfa t  Subdrainage section below. The basement mat subdrainage and 
basement retaining mall drainage (see below) should be designed as an integral system. The 
mat slab should be underlain by not less than 8 inches of Caltrans Class 2 Permeable 
Material 01. by a combinntion of ’% to %-inch clean crushed rock underlain by fdter fabric. 
To lunir slab dampness fi-om soil moisture vapors, you may also wish to place a vapor barrier 
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consisting of a durable, impermeable mcmbrane above the Class 2 Permeable Material or 
crushed rock. Please refer to the Vapor Barrier Considerations section below for additional 
information. Please note that thesc recommendations do not comprise a specification for 
“waterproofing.” For greater protection against concrete dampness, we recommend that a 

waterproofmg consultant be retained. 

Our representative should obsewe the basement excavation upon its completion and prior 
to placement of  the  slab subdrainage system to evaluate the conhtion of the subgrade soil 
and to make sure that the conditions are consistent with those anticipated from our borings. 
It may be necessary to compact the subgrade soil in the basement excavation, if loose or 
disturbed areas are created or encountered during construction. 

Thrty year differenual movement due to stauc loads i s  not expected to exceed %-inch 
across the mat-supported basement. 

Spread Footings 

Ah noted above, spread footings may be used for meditation hall basement and site retaining 
walls supporting cuts into bedrock. We recommend that spread footings for site retaining 
walls (where acceptable) be embedded a minimum of 12 inches into the underlying bedrock 
and have a minimum width o i  15 inches. The footings should he designed using an 
allowable bearing pressure of 2,500 pounds per square foot for dead plus live loads, with a 
one  third increase allowed for transient loads, including wind or seismic forces. 

All footings located adjacent to utilitv lines or other footings should bear below a 1:l plane 
extended upward from the bottom edge of the u&ty trench or footing. We also suggest that 
all continuous footings be reinforced with a minimzmm of iwo No. 4 reinforcing bars, top and 
bottom, to provide structural continuity and to peimut spanning of local irregularities. The 
project structural engineer should determine actual footing reinforcing. 

Lateral loads may be resisted by friction between the footings and the supporting subgrade 
using a friction coefficient of 0.30 for concrete formed on bedrock. In adhtion t~o the 
above, lateral resistance may be provided by passive pressures acting against foundations 
poured neat in footing excavations into bedrock. We recommend that an equivalent fluid 

pressure of 300 pounds per cubic foot be used in design. 

Our representative should observe the footing excavations prior to placing reinforcing steel 
or concrete forms to see thnt they are fouiicled in competent bearing rnatnlals :md have 
been properly cleaned. 

EX31111 
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Drilled, Cast-in-Place Concrete Piers 

We recommend that the at-grade portions of the rectory and meditation hall, and site w-alls 
constructed at existing grades and on sloping ground be supported OII a t  least 16-inch 
diameter driUed, cast-in-place concrete friction piers. Drilled piers should extend at least 8 
feet into the underlying bedrock or to a depth equal to the depth of any noti-supportive 
overburden. Drilled piers should be spaced no closer t h a n  three pirr-diameters, center-to- 
center. 

Vertical loads may he resisted based on a skin friction-value of 500 pounds per square foot 
acting on the length of the pier in the bedrock with a one-third increase for transient loads, 
mcluding wind and seismic forces. The colluvial soil, fill, and any point-bearing resistance 
should be neglected for support of vertical loads. 

Piers located in areas blanketed by fdl and colluvial soil should be designed to resist active 
loads from soil creep acting on the upper 4 feet of the piers and any embedded portion of 
grade beams that are transverse to the slope direction. Active loads from soil creep should 
be calculated on the basis of an equivalent fluid weight of 100 pcf taken over 1.5 pier 
diameters and the embedded depth of the grade beam. 

Lateral loads may be resisted by passive earth pressure based upon an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 300 pounds per cubic foot acting on 1.5 times the projected area of the piers for 
the depth of the pier in the supportive bedrock. 

The bottoms of the pier excavations should he substantially free of loose cuttings and soil 
slough prior to the installation of reinforcing steel and the placement of concrete. In  
addition, any accumulated water in the pier excavations should he hsplaced using thc treinie 

method when placing concrete. Our representative should observe pier drilling to establish 
that piers axe founded in the bedrock and that the pier excavations are properly cleaned. 
Pier exca>-ations should be poured as soon as practical after drilling to minimize the potential 
for caving of the pier holes. 

Piers should he provided with steel reinforcing cages for the full depth of the piers. The 
pro~ect structural engineer should design the cages based on the precedmg design criteria 
and structural requirements. 

‘lhkty-year differential movement due to uplift and/or siatic loads, while difficult to estunate 
on a site like this, Is not expected to esceed approxknatelp ’iz-inch ilcross new pier-supported 
stiuc tures. 



At a minimum, grade beams should be reinforced with top and hottom reinforcement to 
provide structural coiitinuiq and to permit the spanmg of local irregularities. In addtion, 
good strucmral continuity should be provided between the grade beams and the piers. The 
bottom of the perimeter grade beams should extend at least 8-inches below the crawlspace 
grade (or bottom of slab subgrade) to help mitigate the infdtration of surface runoff under 
the structures. 

BASEMENT AND SITE RETAINING WALLS 

Basement and site retaining walls should be supported on foundations designed in 
accordance with the recommendations provided above. 

Lateral Earth Pressures 

Basement and site retaining walls should be designed to resist lateral earth pressures from 
the adjoining natural soils, backfill, and any anticipated surcharge loads. Assuming that the 
backfill behind waUs will be level (e-g., not slopmg upward) and that adequate drainage wdl 
be incorporated as recommended below, we recommend that unrestrained retaining walls be 
designed to resist an equivalent fluid pressure of 45 pounds per cubic foot @cf) plus one- 
third of any anticipated surcharge loads. Walls restrained from movement a t  the top should 
be designed to resist an equivalent fluid pressure of 45 pcf plus a uniform pressure of 8H 
pounds per square foot @sf), where H is the height in feet of the retained soil. Restrained 
walls should also be designed to resist an additional uniform pressure equal to one-half of 
any surcharge loads applied at the surface. 

Where backfill behind the wal l  will be sloping upward from the wall, we 1-ccommend that the 
equivalent fluid pressures gven above be increascd to 65 pcf for sloping conditions up to 2:l 
(horizontal to verncal). For sloping conditions steeper than 2:1, we should review the 
proposed design when it is available and provide specific lateral pressure recommendations 

upon completion of our review. 

Retaining Wall Drainage 

We recornmend that retaining malls include a subsurface drainage system to mitigate buildup 
of water pressure from surface water infiltl-ation and/or other possible sources of water. 
This system should consist of a minimum 4inch diameter, perforated PVC pipe (SUR 35 or 
better) with the perforations facing down, resting on a 2- to 3-inch thick layer of crushed 
rock. The pipe and underlying crushed rock should be located in a minimurn 8-inch deep b y  
12-inch wide trench excavated around the perlmcter of the basement or at the base of site 
walls. 



W i t h  the trench, the pipe should be backfdled w t h  free-drzining material, either Caltrans 
Class 2 Permeable Material or 5%- to %-inch clean crushed rock. I f  crushed rock is used, it 
should be completely enclosed in a geosynthetic filter fabric, such as TC bLirafi 140N or 
equivalent. The perforated pipe itself should nor be wrapped with filter fabric because, in 
our opinion> t h s  practice increases the likelihood of clogging of the small perforations in the 

pipe. The free-draining backfdl should extend vertically to within 2 feet (no highei-) of t h e  
finished grade and laterally at least 12 inches from the wall. The upper 2 feet of backfill 
should consist of on-site soil, compacted to at  least 90 percent relative compaction (l%S-ml 
D1557-00) to mitigate surface water infiltration into the subdrain system. 

. .  
Subdrain pipes should he provided with a m u m  percent slope and should be provided 
with cleanout risers at their up-gradient ends and at  most sharp directional changes to 
facilitate maintenance. Perforated subdrain pipes should he connected to solid (non- 
perforated) discharge pipes to convey any collected water to discharge onto m energy 

dissipater at a suitable location downslope and away from proposed structures. 'l'he roof 
downspouts and any surface area drains should be kept completely separate from the 
retaining wall drainage system. 

Miradrain, Enkadrain or other geosynthetic drainage composite approved by our office may 
he used in lieu of the upper drain rock section for waU drainage. If used, the drainage panel 
should extend from a depth of 24-inches from f s s h  grade (no higher) to the drainpipe at 
the base of the wall. If a drainage composite is used, a m u m  of 12 inches of drain rock 
(Class 2 Permeable Material or %- to %-inch clean crushed rock and filter fabric) should be 
placed around the drainpipe, as discussed ahovc. 

. .  

Damp proofing of wails should be included in areas where wall moisture would be 
undesirable, such as a t  living spaces. For greater protection against concrete dampness, w e  
recommend that a waterproofmg consultmt he retained. 

Backfill 

The hasement retaining walls should be backfilled piior to constructing the first floor 
diaphragm. Backfill placed behind retaking malls should be compacted to a t  least 90 
percent relative compaction, using light compaction equipment. lf  heavy compaction 
equipment is used, the walls should be tcmporardy braced. 

-. SLABS-ON-GRADE 

It  is anticipated that conventional slabs-on-grade ma\: he used for the meditation hall 
basement floor, patios, walkways, and possibly for d t iwmxys  and parkmg areas. A mat slab 
is recommended for the rectory building. I f  a slab floor is used at  the meditation hall, w e  



recommend that i t  be provided with a subdrain system designed in accordance with the 

recommendauons provided below. In general, we recommend that at-grade (non-basement) 
slabs-on-grade he underlain by a t  least 6 inches of select granular fa, such as Class 2 
aggregate base. In general, we recommend that slabs-on-grade be structurally isolated from 
adjacent grade beams or footings and that control joints be used at spacing of not more than 
about 10 feet. If it is preferable to suucturally connect slabs-on-grade to adjacent 
foundations, we recommend that these slabs he underlain by at least 12 inches of select 
granular fd. If slab surface moisture is a significant concern, we recommend that the upper 
4 inches of t h e  select fill consist of 5’2- to %-inch crushed rock to sewe as a capdlaiy break 

from soil moisture. l o  limit slab dampness from sod moisture vapors, a vapor harrier 
comistkg of a durable, impermeable membrane may be placed above the crushed rock. 
Please refer to the Vapor Barrier Considerations section below for additional information. 

Basement Slab/Mat Subdrainage 

In our opinion, while it is unlikely that groundwater wdl rise to the level of the basement slab 
or mat, seepage within the soil and rock at the basement level is possible and perhaps even 
Wrely to occur. Therefore, we recommend that  a subsurface drainage system be 
incorporated below the basement slab or mat. The slab subdrainage system should consist 
of a minimum 8-inch blanket of Eree draining gravel, such as Caltrans class 2 permeable 
material (or %- to %-inch clean crushed rock underlain by fdter fabric). Prior to rock 
placement, the subgrade soil below the slab should be sloped at an inclination of a t  least 2 
percent to subdrain pipes running the full length of the basement and spaced at not more 
than 20 feet on  center. The subdrain(s) should consist of .?-inch diameter perforated PVVC 
pipes (SDR 35 or better), with perforations placed down. The pipe(s) should be sloped to 
discharge via gravity to a suitable dtscharge location downslope of the structures (or to a 
sump below the finished basement floor. To minitlllze vapor transmission, a vapor barrier 
should be placed over the drainrock. Please refer to the Vapor Barrier Considerations 
section below for additional information. 

Vapor Barrier Considerations 

Based on our understandng, two opposiiig schools of thought cuirently prevail concerning 
protection of the vapor barrier during construction. Some believe that 2 inches of sand 
should he placed ahove the vapor barricr to protect ir from damage dullng construction and 
also to provide a smaU reservoir of moisture (when slightly wetted just prior to concrete 
placement) to benefit the concrete curing process. Stdl others believe that protection of the 
vapor barricr and curing of concrete ai-e not as critical in design when compared to the 
possibility of entrapment of moisture in the sand above the vapor barrier and below the slab. 
The presence of moisture in the s a i d  could lead to post-construction absorption of the 
trapped moisture through the slab and resulr in mold or &dew forming at the upper surface 
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of the slab. We recommend that you consult with other members of your design team, such 
as your structural engineer, architect and warelproofing consultant, for further guidance on  
this matter. 

ASPHALTIC CONCRETE PAVEMENTS 

The pavement subgrade conditions at  the site are likely to be hghly variable, ranging from 
sandstone to sandy silt. For our pavement design puiposes, however, we have estimated an 
R-value of 8 for the sandy silt sods encountered at the site. Following Procedure 608 of 
Caltrans Highway Design Manual we have developed the pavement sections presented in 
Table 1. The traffic inhces used in our pavement design are considered reasonable values 
for this development and are based upon engineering judgment rather than a detailed traffic 

study. Asphaltic concrete and aggregate base should conform to and be placed in 
accordance with the requb-ements of the California Department of Transportation, Standard 
Specifications, latest ehtion, except that the compaction standard should bc A S T M  D 1557. 

Table 1. Asphaltic Concrete Pavement Sections 
Kim Son Meditation Center 

Santa Cruz County, California 

Design 
Traffic Asphaltic 

Location Index Concrete 
(Inches) 

Automobile 3.5 2.5 
Parking 

Automobile 4.5 2.5 
Access 

Truck 5.0 2.5 
Access & 5.5 2.5 
Parking 6.0 3.0 

7.0 3.0 

*Caltrans Class IJ Aggregate Rase (minimum R-value of 78). 

Aggregate* Total 
Baserock Thickness 
(Inches) (Inches) 

6.0 9.0 

9 .0 11.5 

10.5 13.0 
12.5 15.0 
13.0 16.0 
17.0 20.0 
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PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE PAVEMENTS 

Our Portland cement concrete (PCC) pavement section is based on the Caltrans Highway 
Design Manual assuming an R-value of 8 for the subgrade sojls and a 28-day unconfined 
compressive strength for concrete of at least 3,500 pounds per square inch. Assuming a 

traffic index C1-I) in the range of 6 to 7 ,  we recommend a PCC pavement thickness of 6 
inches underlain by a minimum of 7 inches of Class I1 aggregate base (minimum R-value of 
78). PCC pavements should be laterally constrained with curbs or shoulders. In addition, 
sufficient control joints and construction joints should be incorporated in the design to 
limit/control cracking. 

EARTHWORK 

A significant amount 01 earthwork is anticipated as part of the proposed construction. As 
currently proposed, the earthwork will mclude the escavations for the basement, at-grade 
foundations, and site retaining xvalls; and fiU is planned in the areas of  the proposed rectory 
and meditation hall. In addition, we recommend that the landslide on the slope below the 
proposed rectory be repaired by removing the landslide debris and replacing it as an 
engineered ftU, keyed and benched into supportive material. All earthwork and site drainage 
should be designed and constructed in accordance with the reconmendations presented 
below. 

Clearing & Site Preparation 

Prior to construction, buildmg areas and any areas to be graded should be cleared of all 
surface and subsurface obstructions, including blush, trees not designated to remain, and 
their roots. Excavations resulting from this work that extend below &shed grade should be 
backfilled with compacted structural fill, as discussed below. 

Following clearing, builchg areas and any areas to be graded should be stlipped to a 

sufficient depth to remove all surface vegetation and organic topsoil. Based on our 
investigation, we e s t i a t e  that a stripping depth of approximately 2 to 3 inches will be 
required. Stripped material should not be used as engineered ~LU; however, i t  may be used 
for landscaping purposes. 

Material for Fill 

All on-site soils below the stripped layer having an organic content 01 less than 3 percent 
organic material by volume (ASTM D 2974) should be suitable for use as engineered fill. In 
general, fill material should not contaic rocks or pieces larger than 6 inches in greatest 

dimension, and contain no more than 15 percent (by volume) larger than 2.5 inches. Any 
requked imported fill should be predominately granular, non-expansive material with a 
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plasticity index of less than 15 percent. Any proposed W1 for import should he approved by 
Murray Engineers, Inc. prior io mporting to the site. Out approval process may require 

index testing to estabhsh the expansiviq of the soil; therefore, it is important that me receive 
any such samples at least 3 days prior to planned importing. 

Class 2 Permeable Material and Class 2 Aggregate Base should meet the specifications 
outlined in the Calttans Standard Specifications (latest edition). Crushed rock, if used below 
the slabs and for retaining waU backdrains, should he ‘/- to -l/-inch in particle size range and 
contain not more than 5 percent passing a No. 200 sieve. 

Keyway and Benches 

Fill placed on slopes that are flatter than 5:l should he benched into supportive material 
Fill placed on slopes steeper than 5:l should he keyed and benched into supportive material 
to provide a f im,  stable surface on which to support the fdl. The fill to be placed in areas of 
construction should be keyed and benched in general accordance with the attached Typical 
Fill Slope Detail, Figure A-I 0. 

Prior to fdl placement on slopes steeper than 51, a construction keyway should be excavated 
a t  the toe of the f iU .  The keyway should he a minimum of 10 feet wide or of a width equal 
to half the height of the till slope, whichever is greater. The keyway should he excavated a 

minimum of 3 feet into supportive material, as measured on the downhill side of the 
escavation. The base of the keyway excavation should have a nominal slope of 
approximately 2 percent dipping toward the back (uphill side) of the key. Subsequent 
construction benches should be excavated to remove any non-supportive surficial sod and 
should also have a nominal slope of approximately 2 percent dipping in the uphill direction. 
Our representative should observe the completed keyway and bench excavations to confirm 
that they are founded in materials with sufficient supporting capacity. 

Subdrainage for Keyed and Benched Fills 

In general, Glls exceedmg 5 feet in depth should be provided with subdrainage to mitigate 
the build-up of hy&-ostatic pressure. The k q w a y  should be provided with a subdrab system 
consisting of a rigid, perforated pipe (Schedule 40 PVC or equivalent where embedded 10  
feet or less belom finished grade_ and Schedule 80 1’VC or equivalent where embedded more 
than 10 feet below finished grade) embedded in a 12-inch thick layer of drainrock (crushed- 
rock or gravel) placed against the back cut of the keyway as shown in Figure A-10, Typical 
F-ill Slope Detall. The drainrock should be encased in filter fabric, such as Mirail 14OK (or 
equivalent). The suhdrain pipe should he placed with the perforations down on  a 2- to 3- 
inch bed of drainrock a t  the base of the back cut and should be provided with a clean-out 
iiser a t  its up-gradient end or ends, and at any sharp changes in direction to facktate 
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maintenance. ?he subdrain pipe should he provided with a minimum 2% gradjent and 

should discharge onto an energy dissipater located a t  a suitably level (gently sloping or flatj 
area beyond the h t s  of the fill. 

Based on field conditions, additional subdrainage along construction benches may be 
necessary. Our representative should evaluate the need for additional subdrainage during 
construction. 

Trench Backfill 

,411 u d t y  trenches should be backfdled with compacted structural fill. Fill material should 

be placed and compacted in accordance with the recommendations provided above. In all 
pavement areas, trench backfill should he compacted to at least 95 percent relative 
compaction. 

Backfill of Temporary Basement Access Ramp (if any) 

In planning the location for any temporary basement access ramp(s), the contractor should 
consider the future location of any at-grade foundations and/or slabs. If possible, we 
recommend that the h t s  of any temporary ramps be kept outside of these areas. If this is 
unavoidable, it is imperative that the backfilled sods be compacted to at least 93 percent 
relative compaction over their full depth and that we observe and test the compaction. 
These recommendations should he referenced on the project structural plans. 

Compaction 

The scarified surface soils and all structural fill should be compacted in uniform lifts, no 
thicker than 8-inches in uncompacted thickness, condtioned to the appropriate moisture 
content, and compacted to the specifications for structural fdl, listed in Table 2 below The 
relative compaction and moisture content specified in Table 2 is relative to ASTM D 1557, 
latest edition. Compacted lifts should be flrm and non-yielding under the weight of 
compaction equipment prior to the placement of successive lifts. 

We note that crushed rock, which is a recommended alternative for slab-oil-grade 
underlayment, is by its nature a difficult material for which to establish a laboratory 
compacuon c w e  for comparison with field density tests. However, with muLunal 
compaction using a vibratoq plate on lifts no thicker than about 12 inches, this material can 
r eady  achieve a high percentage of relative compaction. 

J’agc 20 



Table 2. Compaction Specifications 
Kim Son Meditation Center 

Santa Cruz County, California 

Relative Comnaction* 

ScariGed subgrade in areas 
to receive structural fdl. 

General structural id. 90 percent 

90 percent 

Fills thicker than 5 feet. 95 percent 

AC & PCC Pavement Areas 
Cpper 6-inches of soil 
below baserock. 

Aggregate baserock and 95 percent 
Subbase. 

90 percent 

Utilitv trenches 
On-site soils 90 percent 

Imported sand 95 percent 

Moisture Content* 

3 to 5 percent 
above optimum 

3 to 5 percent 
above optimum 

3 to 5 percent 
above optimum 

3 to 5 percent 
above optimum 

A t  optimum 

3 to 5 percent 
above optimum 

At optimum 

* Rclauve to ASTM D 1557. latest eduon 

Final Slopes 

Final slopes cut into sandstone bedrock may he excavated as steep as 1:l (horizontal to 
vertical). Final slopes cut into siltstone and the surficial soil, and any proposed fill slopes 
should have gladients no steeper than 2 1  (horizontal to vertical). In general, aU fill slopes 
should be over-filled and then cut back to proposed fmal slope gradients. 

A U  graded surfaces or areas disturbed by construction should he revegetated prior to the 
onset of the rainy season following construction to rmrigate excessive soil erosion. If 
vegetation is not established, other erosion contlol pi-ovisions should be employed. Ground 
cover, once established, should be properly rnxintained to provide long-term erosion control. 
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Temporary Slopes, Trench Excavations, and Shoring 

The contractor should be responsible for all temporary slopes and trenches excavated at the 
site and design and construction of any required shormg. Protection of the remaining 
portion of the guesthouse and any other structures near the planned cut for the basement 
should also be the responsibhty of the contractor. Shoring and bracing should be provided 

in accordance with all apphcable local, state and federal safety regulations, iiicluding the 
current OSHA excavation and trench safety standards. Those excavations less than 4 feet 
high m a y  be cut vertical. If space allows, the upper 6 feet of higher unshored slopes up to 
10 feet deep may be cut at 1:1, with the lower portion vertical. Because of the variable 
nature of the existing soil, field modifications of temporary cut slopes inay be reqG-ed. 
Unstable materials encountered on the slopes during the excavation should be trimmed off 
even if h s  requires cutting the slope hack a t  flatter inclinations. 

SITE DRAINAGE 

Control of surface drainage is critical to the successful development of hillside properties. 
The results of improperly controlled run-off may include erosion. ponding, and potential 
slope instability. Rain and irrigation water should he prevented from ponding adjacent to 

structures or on flatwork. The hnishrd grades should be designed to drain surface water 
away from structures, patio slabs, driveway and parking areas. and yard areas to suitable 
discharge points. Ground surface slopes of a t  least 3 percent are recommended within 5 feet 
of the proposed structures. Where such surface grahents are difficult to achieve, we 
recommend that area drains bc installed to collect surface water. In addition, w-e 

recommend that the stiuctures be provided with roof gutters and downspouts. Water 
collected in the gutters should not h e  allowed to chscharge freely oiito the ground surface 
adjacent to the foundations of the proposed stmcmres, hut should be conveyed away from 
the structures by buried solid pipes (SDR 35 or better). Pavement and patio areas should be 
constructed for proper drainage by sloping away from structures and should be provided 
with area drains  to collect surface run-off. 

Siirface run-off should he prevented from flowing over the top of a n y  proposed cut or fd 
slopes. The ground surface at the top of these slopes should be graded to slope away from 

the cut and fill slopes or a berm or drainage swale should be constructed a t  the top of the 
slopes. In addition, site retaining walls should generally be provided with drainage swales 
along t h e  uphill sides to collect surface run-off. Drainage swales should he provided with 
catch basins connected to a closed pipe system to discharge any collected water. 

All of the surface drainage devices, including downspouts sho~ild be connected to a closed 
pipe system designed to convey m y  collected run-off to discharge onto energy dissipaters 
located on the lower portion of the property below the proposed improvements and outside 
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the limits of any fd.  As noted above, the surface drainage control system should be 

completely separate from the subdrain systems for the basement and sire retsning walls, and 
keyed and benched fills. 

While control of surface drainage should prevent water from pondmg in the crawlspace 
areas beneath structures, we also recommend that crawlspace areas be graded to slope to one 
or more low areas. These low areas should be provided wlth area drains to discharge by 

gravity any water that may accumulate in the crawlspace. 

We recommend that annual maintenance of the surface drainage systems be performed. This 
maintenance should include inspection and testing to make sure t h a t  roof gutters and 
downspouts are in good worlung order and do not leak; inspection and flushing of area 
drains to make sure that they are fi-ee of debris and are in good working order; and 
inspection of surface drainage outfall locations to verify that introduced water flows freely 
through the discharge pipes and that no excessive erosion has occurrcd. If erosion is 
detected, this office should be contacted to evaluate Its extent and to provide mitigation 
recommendations, as necessaq. 

FUTURE SERVICES 

Plan Review 

To better assure conformance of the final design documents with the recommendations 
contained in t h s  report, and to better comply with the County buildlflg department’s 
requirements, Murray Engmeers, Inc. must review the completed project plans prior to 
construction. The plans should be made available for our review as soon as possible after 
completion so that we can better assist in keeping your project schedule on track. We 
recommend that the following note be added to the architectural, structural, and civil plans: 

8 411 earthwork and site drainage, includmg basement excavation, pier dtfing, footing 
excavation, preparation of pavement and slab-on-grade subgrade, compaction of 
aggregate base  below pavements and slabs-on-grade, keying and benching of fllls on 
slopes, and placement and compaction of all engineered fd should be performed in 
accordance with the 1-ccommendations of the geotechnical report prepared by 
Murray Engineers, Inc., dated Januaiy 1 8 ,  2005. Murray Engineers, Inc. should he  
provided at least 48 hours advancc notiilcadon of any earthwork operations and 

should be prcsent to observe and/or test, as nccessaiy, the earthwork, foundation, 
and drainage installadon phases of the project. 
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Construction Observation Services 

Murray Engineers, Inc. should observe and test, as necessaiy, the earthwork, foundation, and 
drainage installation phases of construction in order to a) confKm that subsurface conditions 
exposed during construction are substantially the same as those interpolated from our 
limited subsurface exploration, on which the analysis and design were based; b) evaluate 
compliance with the geotechnical design concepts, specifications, and recommendations; 
and c) allow design changes in the event that subsurface conditions differ from those 
anticipated. The recommendations in this report are based on limited subsurface 
information. The nature and extent of variation across the site may not become evident 
until construction. If variations are exposed during construction, it may be necessary to re- 
evaluate our recommendations. 

LIMITATIONS 

This report has been prepared for the sole use of Reverend Tinh Tu and the IGm Son 
Meditation Center, specifically for developing geotechnical design criteria relating to design 
and construction of their rectory, meditation hall, and associated improvemenis, as discussed 
above, a t  574 Summit Road in Santa Cruz County, California. In  the event that any changes 
m the nature or locations of the proposed improvements are planned, the conclusions and 
recommendations of t h s  report shall not be considered valid unless such changes are 
reviewed, and the conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are moddied 
or verified in writing by this firm. 

The opinions presented in this report are based upon information obtained from bolings at 
widely separated locations, site reconnaissance, review of field data made available to us, and 
upon local experience and engineering judgment, and have been formulated in accordance 
with generally accepted geotechnical engineering practices that exkt in the San Francisco 
Ray Area at the time h s  report was prepared. Further, our recommendations are based on 
the assumption that soil and geologic conditions at or between borings do not deviate 
substantially from those encountered. In addition, geotechnical issues may arise during the 
course of construction that were not apparent a t  the time this report was prepared. No 
other warranty, expressed or implied, is made or  should be inferred. We are not responsible 
for data presented by others. 

The recommendauons provided in this report are based on the assumption that we will be 
retained to  providc thc b-uture Sewices desciibed above i n  order to evaluate compliance with 
our recommendations. If m c  are ilot retained for these sen-ices, Murray I<ngincci-s, Inc. 
cannot assume any  responsibility for any potential claims that may arise during or after 
construction, as a result of imsusc or nllsinterpretation of h s  report by others. 
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Furthennore, if another geotechnd consultant is retained for follow-up service to this 
report, Murray Engineers, Inc. wly at that tune cease to be the Engineer-of-Record. 

The opinions presented in this report are valid as of the present date for the property 
cvaluated. Changes in the c o d t i o n  of  a property can occur with the passage of time, 
whether due to natural processes or the works of man, on this or adjacent properries. In 
addition, changes in applicable standards of practice can occur, whether from legislation or 
the broadening of knowledge. Accordingly, the opinions presented in this report map be 
invalidated, wholly or partially, by changes outside of our control. Therefore, this report is 
subject to review and should not be relied upon after a period of three years. This report 
should not  be used and is not applicable for any property other than that evaluated. 
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May 4, 2010 

Mai Nguyen 
Kim Son Monastery 
574 Summit Road 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

Kim Son Monastery Meditation Hall Project; Santa Cruz County, California 
‘Traffic and Parking Management Plan - Report Supplemental Response to Comments 

Dear Mai, 

The following material has been prepared in response to comments received from the Santa Cruz 
County Planning Department (April 2: 2010, copy attached). The comments are based on 
material presented in the Traffic and Parking Management Plan (F‘innacle Traffic Engineering; 
Oct. 19, 2009), and a review of the project site. The Traffic and Parking Management Plan 
provides an evaluation of conditions associated with 3 annual holiday events at the monastery 
(ChineseNew Years, Buddha’s Birthday and Buddha’s Mothers Day). The plan presents various 
recommendations regarding the maximum daily attendance and traffic management strategies for 
each event. ‘The parking component was based on surveys of actual parking demands during the 
2008 and 2009 Mother’s Day event. The survey identified the various on-site parking areas (A- 
G), as illustrated on Figure 3 (copy attached). The parking capacity for each area was defined 
(total on-site capacity for 340 vehicles). 

Based on the County’s site review, staff has requested that Parking Areas F and G be excluded 
from the available capacity due to access constraints (capacity for 66 vehicles). In addition, it is 
my understanding that due to physical constraints (driveway slope) and the County improvement 
requirements continued use of Parking Area E will no longer be pursued by the monastery 
(capacity of 61 vehicles). However, County staff has determined that overflow parking in the 
“revegetation“ area north of the main driveway will be allowed during the holiday events (about 
0.29 acres). A preliminary layout of parking in this area was prepared using a standard parking 
stall dimension of 8.5’ by 1 X’, and a parking isle width of 24’ (copy attached). Parking in the 
“revegetation” area will be available for at least 40 vehicles. The revised total capacity for on- 
site parking is approximately 253 vehicles (34046-61+40). The Kim Son Monastery has 
recently received authorization Crom the Mount Madonna Center to utilize off-site parking for up 
to 150 vehicles (copy of letter. attached). Thereforc, the total available on- and off-site parking 
capacity for an annual holiday event is 103 vehicles. It should be noted that this is the maximum 
number of vehicles that can be parked at any one time. 
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As discussed in the Traffic and Parking Management Plan, observations during the 2008 and 
2009 Mothers Day events indicated that the occupancy rate for guest vehicles was between 3 and 
5 people per vehicle. Using an average rate of 4 people per vehicle, it is estimated that the total 
on- and off-site parking capadity will accommodate 1,612 guests at any one time (4x403). On- 
site parking will account for approximately 63% of the total available parking (2531403). 

Traffic count data collected during the 2009 Mother’s Day event (between 8:OO AM and 6:00 
PI$) documented a total of  385 vehicles on Saturday and 478 vehicles on Sunday. All parking 
for this event was accommodated on-site. It is estimated that a total of approximately 3,400- 
3,500 guests visited the monastery over the Mother’s Day weekend (Saturday and Sunday). ‘4s 
discussed in the Traffic and Parlung Management Plan, approximately 85% o f  guests amved and 
departed over a 6 hour period (1 0:00 AM to 4:00 PM). Peak arrival periods were documented 
between 11 :00 AM and 2:OO PM, while peak departure periods were between 1 :30 PM and 4:00 
PM (lunch is served at 11 :30 AM) .  Typically, guests stay on-site for no more 2-3 hours. 
Parking operations during the annual holiday events are directed by a large volunteer staff, which 
fill vacant parking stalls as soon as a vehicle leave. Over an 8 hour period (9:OO AM to 5:OO 
PM) it is estimated that the parking turn-over rate is approximately 2.0-2.5. Therefore, during a 
typical holiday event at least 506 vehicles can be parked on-site over an 8 hour period (2.0~253). 
Off-site parking at the Mount Madonna Center will accommodate at least another 300 vehicles 
over an 8 hour period (2.0~150). The total on- and off-site parking that can be accommodated 
over an 8 hour period is at least 806 vehicles (a daily maximum of 3,200 guests). It should be 
noted that since Parking Areas E, F and G have been eliminated from the on-site parking 
capacity, issues regarding events during inclement weather conditions are no longer a concern. 

A summary of rhe annual holiday event characteristics is presented in the Traffic and Parking 
Management Plan (Table 3 ,  shown below). The characteristics were developed from information 
provided by the monastery and data collected during the 2008 / 2009 Mother’s Day events. Data 
in the following table has been revised to reflect the current availability of on- and off-site 
parking at the Kim Son Monastery and Mount Madonna Center. 

S u m m a r v  of Annual Holidav Event Characteristics 

806 I Total On- and Off-Site Parking: 1 
- 

Characteristic 

SO6 

Chinese Buddha’s 1 Buddha’s I New Years Birthday , MothersDay 

300 I 300 300 

Available On-Site Parking (c): 506 
Off-Site Parking (d): 1 
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Off-site parking for the Chinese New Years event is already provided at the Mount Madonna 
Center. A review of the parking survey data from the 2008 Mother’s Day event (Table 2) 
indicates that peak demands occurred between 12:45 and 1 :00 PM, which utilized approximately 
91% of the total on-site capacity at that time (309/340). Since peak parking demands for the 
Mother’s Day event are anticipated to exceed the revised availability of on-site parking (253 
vehicles at any one time), off-site parking for this event shall also be secured at the Mount 
Madonna Center. Peak parking demands associated with the Buddha’s Birthday event should be 
able to be accommodated on-site (estimated at 230-240 vehicles). 

The County comments also suggest that the monastery consider using alternative methods of 
transportation. The current project does not propose using any additional off-site parking 
facilities. Recommendations in the Traffic and Parking Management Plan include establishing a 
‘Traffic Monitoring Program. The program will include collecting new traffic count and parking 
survey data during various holiday events. The program shall evaluate traffic / parking demands 
and identify any modifications needed to maintain safe operations for all holiday events. If the 
Traffic Monitoring Program documents that the maximum daily attendance is increasing above 
3,200 guests the monastery should take the appropriate actions to secure additional off-site 
parking. Long range off-site parking facilities may include the use of Gilroy Gardens and/or the 
Santa Cmz County Fair Grounds. 

Pinnacle Traffic Engineerin 

’ . 

A 

Larry D. Hail, PE; PTOE 
Principal Engineer 

1dh:msw 

attachments - Letter from County Planning Department 
Figure 3 from Traflic and Parking Management Plan (Oct. 19,2009) 
Preliminary Layout of Parking in Re-Vegetation Area 
Letter from Mount Madonna Center 

cc: Long Tran - Navitus Corporation d ; ; ; - l ~ . : . . ~ ,  . , . .. t>-, . , . , 
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To Whom It May Concern: 

t Monnt Madonna Center is pleased to 
acconmodabons e to t i m e  to Kim Son Monastery 

om date to date, the 

- 
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PARKING MANAGEMENT PLAN 
MEDITATION &ALL PROJECT 

KIM SON MONASTERY 
574 Summit Road 

Watsonville, California 95076 

Larry D. Hail, CE, 'E, PTOE 

330 Tres Pinos Road, Suite J32-12 
Hollister, California 95023 

PinnacleTE.com 

PINNACLE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING 

(831) 638-9260 /FAX (831) 638-9268 

September 19,2008 
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Kim Son Monaytery 
Parking Management Plan 

Summit Road intersection also provides access to the Kim Son Monastery via Redwood Retreat 
Road and Watsonville Road. However, this route is only used by a small portion of people 
attending special holiday events at the Kim Son Monastery. Summit Road extends west of 
Mount Madonna Road with 1 lane (9-10’) in each direction. The Mount Madonna Center is 
located about 1.5 miles west of the Pole Line Road-Summit Road and Mount Madonna Road 
intersection. This section is striped with a double yellow centerline and edge lines. The Mount 
Madonna Center includes various activity and recreational facilities (ie: Mount Madonna School, 
Conference Center, Orchard House, Temple, Community Building, Seminar Building, Ayurveda 
World Kaya Kalpa Health Center, Garden House, etc). The Kim Son Monastery is located about 
another 1 mile west of the Mount Madonna Center. Between the Mount Madonna Center and 
Kim Son Monastery the width of Summit Road narrows (14-16’) and the centerline and edge line 
striping ends (about % mile west of the Mount Madonna Center). Along this section of Summit 
Road there are a few locations were the roadway width is only about 12’ (ie: between trees). 
Adjacent to the monastery, Summit Road has a width of ahout 14-16’. Summit Road continues 
west of the monastery to Loma Prieta Avenue in Santa Clara County. 

A review of stopping sight distance on Summit Road at the monastery driveways was conducted 
using criteria published in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM, Chapter 200). Stopping 
sight distance is the minimum distance required by a driver to bring a vehicle to a complete stop 
after an object on the roadway becomes visible. There are several horizontal curves along the 
section of Summit Road near the monastery. Existing trees and vegetation are the primary factor 
limiting sight distance near the driveways. The sight distance measurements and corresponding 
speeds at each driveway are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2 - Summit Road Sto 

Monastery 
Driveway 

Stopping Sight Distance 
Speed Distance 

Primary Driveway: 
Westbound - 
Eastbound - 

Secondw Driveway: 
Westbound - 
Eastbound - 

155’ 
155’ 

160’ 
390’ 

The data in Table 2 demonstrates that stopping sight distance is acceptable for at least 20-25 mph 
at both driveways. It should be mentioned that due to the narrow width and circuitous horizontal 
alignment it is difficult to travel ~~~~ much ~~~ faster than 20-25 mph along this section of Summit Road. 
In addition, 100% of the special event associated with the monastery is oriented to and 
&om the east on Summit Road. The majority of inbound t r a f k  is hetween 9:OO AM and 1 :00 
PM and outbound traffic between 1 :00 PM and 6:OO PM. Options for widening Summit Road ~. 
along the narrow sections are somewhat limited. Based on the amount of local traffic on Summit 
Road (less than 1007200 daily, trips)_and &equency of the speciial~~holiday events, I t  is concliitIET 
that access on Summit Road is acceptable for the Kim Son Monastery. 

__ I ..; ~ 
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To Whom It May Concern. 

This IS to confirm that Mount Madoi 

ing spaces we can 
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Samantha Haschert 

From: Long Tran (pltran10@gmail.com] 
Sent: 

To: Samantha Haschert 
Subject: parking summary and analysis 

-, ~ ~ .... ... .. . . . .. ....., ~ . . ...... - ~ ~~ .. 

Thursday, October 21, 2010 3:08 PM 

Hi Samantha, 

I visited Madonna last we.ek and, with the help of a Kimson volunteer in charge of coordinating all 
traffic and parking efforts at the Madonna Center for Kimson, I was able to collect some really useful 
data. First, please refer to the attached map of the Madonna Center. 1 have labeled the specific spots 
where Madonna allows Kimson to use for the latter's parking purpose on any of the three major annual 
holiday weekends. Attached are also actual photographs that correspond to the numbered locations 
designated on the map. If you still can't see the numbers on the map even after blowing it up, please let 
me know 

I. Summarv of site visit: 

1 )  Photographs 1-6 are taken from the main offieeicommunity center and the surrounding areas. Taken 
together, this is the first parking option offered by Madonna for Kimson. Available for this first option 
are between 50-100 parking spaces. 
2) Photographs 7-1 1 are taken from the areas around the Madonna schools. This is the second option for 
Kimson after the spaces around the Madonna office area have already been filled. Available for this 
second option are between 100-150 parking spaces. 
3) Kimson uses 8 vans to transport those who park their cars at Madonna to Kimson. Each van's capacity 
is 15 people and they made repeated round trips between the two centers. It's not necessary to designate 
and save a turnaround area for each of the vans per se. Vans can be parked anywhere at Madonna 
because they tit into Ihe regular-sized parking stalls. Earlier, Kimson had thought about renting larger 
buses to pick up visitors who park their vehicles at Madonna so we would need to designate enough 
turnaround area to accommodate their wider turning radius. But for vans, that requirement is no longer 
necessary. 
4) There are a total of 4 larger-sized buses that Kimson uses to bring a total of 200 visitors (50 to each 
bus) from a San Jose location to Kimson. 

11. BackEround & recommendations per Larry Hail, Traffic Engineer: 
1) The maximum daily attendance can range from 1500 visitors (Buddha's Birthday) to 2500 visitors for 
Chinese New Year. To recap, there are three holiday events per year: Chinese New Year (late Jan or 
early Feb), Buddha's Birthday (in May), Buddhist's Mother's Day (in late August or early September). 
2) Kimson Center is located I mile north of Mount Madonna Center. 
3) At Kimson Center, overflow parking is also provided in the various unpaved lots. 
4) Fer traffic engineer's suggestion, Kimson would need to secure off-site parking for at least 100 in 
normal weather and 150 in rainy weather, 25-30 volunteers and minimum 5 shuttle buses and 
turnaround time for each bus should be less than 10-15 rninures; sccurity and shuttle buses staff have to 
maintain two-way radio communication at all times. 
5) Need to provide turnaround areas for buses at offsite parking location. 
6) If offsite and onsite parking sites are full,  notification shall be posted at Pole Line Summit Road and 
Mt Madonna Road intersection 

111. Actual Observations by Larry Hail, Traffic E n ~ n e s r :  
1 )  Obsei-vation during Buddhist Mother's Thy in 2008 and 2009 confirmed no traffic problems, traffic 

1 0 7 1  11 1 
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engineer also confirmed that typically people stay no more than 2-3 hrs onsite. 
2) Parking turnover rate is 2-2.5 based on his ohserVations conducted over 8 hours. 
3) Revised total capacity for onsite parking are a totd of 253 vehicles, proposed offsite parking are a 
total of 150 vehicles. 
4) By using 2.0 as thc minimum turnover rate: onsite parking can now accommodate 506 vehicles (2.0 x 
253) and offsite another 300 vehicles (2x150). The total are now 806 vehicles both for on- and off-site 
(506 + 300) 
5) Total on- and offsite can accommodate at least 806 vehicles and 3,224 people, an average o f 4  people 
per vehicle. This would easily exceed the estimated 2500 maximum visitors per day limit. 

IV. Conclusion: 

A. Onsite capacity: 
1) 506 vehicles x 4 visitorsivehicle = 2024 visitors 
2) 4 buses x 50 visitors/bus = 200 visitors from San Jose 
Total onsite = 2024 + 200 = 2224 visitors 

B. Off-site: 
1 )  Office/Community Center area = minimum of 50-100 parking spaces for vehicles (and vans) 
2) Madonna Schools = 100-1 50 parking spaces for vehicles (and vans) 
Total offsite = 150 minimum parking spaces x 2.0 minimum turnover rate = 300 vehicles x 4 
visitorshehicles = I200 visitors 

Total available onsire and offsiteparking = 2224 + 1200 = 3,424 visitors a day. That means we can 
handle a minimum ofnearly 3,500 visitors a day taken into account both onsite and offsite parking. 
However, there have never been more than 2,500 daily visitors to Kimson even on its peak event day. 

Thank you, Samantha. If you have any specific questions, please do not hesitate to let me know. 

Best regards, 

Long 
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From: Ken Moore, LS [kmooi-e@wilseyham.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2009 1 5 7  PM 
To: Alice Daly; Ken Moore, LS 
Cc: drdavidtorrez@yahoo.com; ngchern6@aol.com 
Subject: RE: #07-0613 
Thanks Alice. 

I am not the owner  of an adjacent parcel o r  within the normal 300' notice range; I live 
farther up Summit Road. I am the president of the Suminit Road association. W e  
maintain the private 6 mile long section of Summit Road about 1 d e  from the project 
site. O u r  members  (about 140 famhes) live on  Summit, Croy ridge, Maymens Flat and 
Ormsby and many pass by the site d d y .  

'There have been instances in the past, especially when they were conducting social 
gatherings, when traffic has been a real problem. Generating many calls to me and to the 
County Shernff. In addttic 
Fire department and durin 
been impossible. This is ni 
experienced these instance 
possible problems that thi: 

Now, with the adh t ion  of 
additional traffic that it wlll generate, the already h i t e d  parkmg on  site and the greatly 
limited street access, I can see that we will need to pay closer attention. 

Without seeing the site plans or reviewing any of the EIR issues I am suze my 
constituents, and I, will have several concerns 

.~ . . .  
' of h e c t o r s  for the Ormsby Vol 

c, emergency access would have 
r exaggerated stories, I have 
Iork with you to mitigate any 
erate. 

v seating in a new p a v h o n ,  the  

\ 

-7 

1. Traffic - the current access along Summit Road cspecially in the area near the 
project is very h i t e d .  1 have no t  done  any measurements yet but  I bet  road width 
and other conditions currently do no t  meet the County Standards for even a 
private driveway/road, it is too  narrow, trees too  close and line of sight to h t e d  

2. Traffic Movement  - there is n o  left turn lane or any provision for  stacking traffic 
turning into the parking lot 

3. is there enough parkmg on site t o  accommodate crowds 
4. are there proper  sanitation and treatment fachties, I had a conversation with staff 

from health several years ago and there was concern that  the^ &d no t  have proper 
treatment facilities for even the h t e d  number  of live-in staff 

problem for local residents 
5. parkmg along the road -- provide "no parking" so visitors d o  no t  create a 

h. Noise - large crowds generate noise how is it to be mitigated? 
7. wetland mitigation to protect wildlife and plants ~- sounds like they arc. fikng a 

wetland 

l l 0 i l l l  
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Is there a provision in you policy to allow me to be provided notlce in the future? 

I Mnll call you and thanks, I appreciate your prompt response 

Respectfully 

Ken Moore 

From: Alice Daly [mailto:PLN050@co.santa-cruz.ca.us] 
Sent: Wed 5/27/2009 12:50 PM 
To: Ken Moore, LS 
Subject: RE: #07-0613 

Hi Ken- 

There will eventually be a public hearing on the project by the Planning Commission, and this is probably 4-5 
months from now. The next step is to draft the environmental review document, and if you’re a neighboring 
parcel, you will probably receive notification of that document. and you will also be noticed before the public 
hearing. A week or so before the heraing, everything will be available online. Nothing is available online 
now, but the whole project file is a public document, so you can call me and come in to look at it, or also feel 
free to call with any questions. 

Alice 

Alice Daly, AlCP 
Project Planner, Development Review 
County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
tel: 831-454-3259 
fax: 831-454-2131 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Ken Moore, LS [mailto:kmoore@wilseyham.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2009 5:19 PM 
To: Alice Daly 
Subject: 1107-0613 

Alice, I am a neighbor of the planned development at 574 Summit on parcel 106-12143, I see the 
sign that has been constructed at the entrance to that site and would like to know more about the 
development. Is there more information on line? Is there going to be a public hearing? 

Ken 

Ken Moore, LS 
Pimapal 

4’‘ ‘_ ,. ~ 
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