Staff Report to the
Planning Commission  Application Number: 04-0392

Applicant: Stephen Graves and Associates Agenda Date: January 25,2006
Owner: Canham Ventures Inc. Agenda Item#: 3
APN: 093-401-09 Time: After 9:00 a.m.

Project Description: Proposal to divide a 156-acre parcel zoned for Timber Production, into
two parcels of 54.1 gross acres and 102.4 gross acres respectively.

Location: Property located on the east end of Canham Road at 705 Canham Road, Scotts Valley
Supervisoral District: 5th District (District Supervisor: Mark Stone)
Permits Required: Minor Land Division

Staff Recommendation:

e Certificationof the Mitigated Negative Declaration completed in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act.

e Approval of Application 04-0392, based on the attached findings and conditions.

Exhibits

A. Project plans E. Assessor’s parcel map

B. Findings F. Zoning & General Plan maps

C. Conditions G. Comments & Correspondence

D. Mitigated Negative Declaration H. Rural Density Matrix
(CEQA Determination)

Parcel Information

Parcel Size: 156.5 acres

Existing Land Use - Parcel: Residential and vineyard

Existing Land Use - Surrounding: Residential and Timber Production

Project Access: Canham Road

Planning Area: Carbonera

Land Use Designation: R-M (Mountain Residential)

Zone District: TP (Timber Production)

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4™ Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060
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Owner: Canham Ventures, Inc

Coastal Zone: __ Inside X Outside

Environmental Information

Geologic Hazards: Proposed building site has been determined to be suitable for
development. A Preliminary Geologic Hazard Investigation by Nolan,
Zinn, and Assoc., has been reviewed and accepted by the County

Geologist.
Soils: N/A
Fire Hazard: Not a mapped constraint
Slopes: Proposed building envelopes located on slopes less than 30%
Env. Sen. Habitat: A riparian comdor is located approximately 100 feet to the east.

Additionally, protected plant habitat is mapped on the subject parcel.
However, the proposed building site is not located in proximity to the
riparian corridor or other habit~t areas and will not impact biotic

resources.

Grading: No grading proposed as part of this application.

Tree Removal: No trees proposed to be removed

Scenic: Not a mapped resource

Drainage: Existing drainage adequate

Traffic: N/A

Roads: The existing road will be widened by 1-2 feet in two areas in order to
provide the required 12 foot minimum width.

Parks: Existing park facilities adequate

Archeology: Site assessment completed with no resources found

Services Information

Urban/Rural Services Line: __Inside X Outside

Water Supply: Private Well

Sewage Disposal: Private Septic

Fire District: Scotts Valley — Branciforte Fire Protection District

Drainage District: N/A

Project Setting and Background

The parcel is approximately 156acres and is in the Carbonera Planning Area. The subject property
lies at the end of Canham Road, a private road. The general area is wooded with mature vegetation.
Approximately 60 acres of the parcel contains slopes greater than 50%. The proposed building siteis
located on slopes of 10-20%. The parcel is zoned for Timber Production (TP) and has a timber
harvestplan on file with the County. The parcel is currentlydevelopedwith asingle-family dwelling,
various outbuildings, a barn, and a vineyard.

...
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The submittedplans designate a future development envelope, however no structuresare proposed at
this time. The proposed building site is adjacent to an existing barn and is served by an existing
asphaltdriveway. The proposed building site is not in the vicinity ofthe vineyard and will not impact
the land under cultivation. Existing structures are proposed to remain.

Surrounding properties are developed with a mixture of residential use and timber production. A
Rural Density Matrix was completed for the subjectparcel and indicated aminimum parcel size of
40 net developable acres. The proposed division of the parcel into two parcels of 41.41 and 47.50 net
developable acres is consistent with the General Plan Policy for Mountain Residential parcels.

Zoning & General Plan Consistency

The subject property is a 156-acre lot, located in the TP (Timber Production) zone district, a
designations which allows residential uses. The proposed Single Family Residence is a principal
permitted use within the zone district. The project site has a General Plan land use designation of
R-M (Mountain Residential). This designationallows a densityrange of 10-40net developableacres
per dwelling unit. The proposed land division is consistent with both the zoning district and the
General Plan designation, in that a parcel exceeding 40 net developable acres is desirable for
adequate protection of timber resources, per General Plan Policy 2.4.1.

Environmental Review

Environmental review is required for the proposed project per the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The project was reviewed by the County’s Environmental
Coordinator on October 31,2005. A preliminary determination to issue a Negative Declaration with
Mitigations (Exhibit D) was made on November 1,2005. The mandatory public comment period
expired on November 28, 2005, with no comments received.

The environmental review focused on the potential impacts ofthe project in the areas of disturbance
to the adjacent riparian corridor. The environmentalreview process generated a mitigation measure
that will reduce potential impacts from the proposed development and adequately address these
ISsues.

Biotic Resources

The proposed building site is located approximately 100 feet west of an unnamed intermittent
tributaryto Carbonera Creek. In order to prevent erosion, off site sedimentation, and pollution of the
tributary, the applicant shall submit a detailed erosion control plan for review and approval by
Environmental Planning staff. The plan shall be prepared by a Certified Professional in Erosion and
Sediment Control (CPESC) and must include a clearing and grading schedule, clearly marked
disturbance envelope, and specifications for revegetation of bare areas with appropriate native
species. Additionally, the plan shall include notesthat clearing and grading associated with widening
the access road and driveway must be completed and revegetated prior to October 15. The
requirement for the detailed erosion control plan is a required mitigation measure identified at
Environmental Review and is included in the conditions of approval. Winter grading is prohibited
for this site due to the proximity of the waterway.
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According to the CaliforniaNatural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) maintained by the California
Department of Fish & Game, there are two special status plant species, the Santa Cruz wallflower
and the Ben Lomond spineflower, mapped in the site vicinity. Environmental Planning staff
conducted a biotic site assessment and it was apparent that the lack of suitable habitat and the
disturbed nature of the site make it unlikely that any special status plant or animal species occur in
the area. The proposed building site is characterized by redwood and mixed forest, which is
incompatible with the habitat associated with the two mapped plant species.

Timber Resources

The project site is zoned Timber Production and contains Timber Resources. A Registered
Professional Forester, Rcy Webster, reviewed the proposed building site and in his letter dated April
8,2005 (Attachment 9 of Initial Study, Exhibit H) states that the proposed building site is located in
a non timber-bearing portion of the parcel. He also indicates that landing and hauling will not be
compromised by a new dwellingin the proposed location, Thereforethere will be no reductionin the
acreage of commercial timberland.

Geologic Hazards

Portions of the parcel contain mapped landslide areas. A Geologic Hazards Investigation was
submitted by Nolan, Zinn & Associates. The report, dated June 22, 2004, concludes that the
proposed development is geologically suitable and subject to **ordinary" risks. The report was
reviewed and accepted by the County Geologist (Attachment 8 of the Initial Study, Exhibit H).

Drainage

The parcel contains areas that are mapped groundwater recharge and water supply watershed,
however all proposed improvements are located outside of the groundwater recharge and water
supplywatershed zones. The proposed project will not alter the existing overall drainage pattern of
the site. Engineered Drainage plans will be required prior to building permit approval as a condition
of approval for this Development Permit. The Department of Public Works Drainage Section staff
will required to review and accept submitted plans and hydrology calculations for stormwaterrunoit.

Conclusion
As proposed and conditioned, the project is consistent with all applicable codes and policies ofthe

Zoning Ordinance and General Plan/I.CP. Please see Exhibit "B" ("Findings™) for acomplete listing
of findings and evidence related to the above discussion.
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Staff Recommendation

. Certification of the Mitigated Negative Declaration completed in accordance California
Environmental Quality Act.

. APPROVAL of Application Number 04-0392, based on the attached findings and
conditions.

Supplementary reports and information referred to in this report are on file and available
for viewing at the Santa Cruz County Planning Department, and are hereby made a part of
the administrative record for the proposed project.

The County Code and General Plan, as well as hearing agendas and additional information
are available online at: wwwsco, santa-cruz.ca.us

Report Prepared By: % %ék’ W

Robin Bolster-Grant

Santa Cruz County Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor

SantaCruz CA 95060

Phone Number: (831) 454-5357

E-mail: robin.bolster{@co.santa-cruz.ca.us

Report Reviewed By: W

Cathy Graves
Principal Planner
Development Review
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Subdivision Findings

1 That the proposed subdivision meets all requirements or conditions of the subdivision
ordinance and the state subdivision map act.

The proposed land divisionmeets all requirementsand conditionsof the County Subdivision Ordinance
and the State Map Act in that the project meets all of the technical requirements of the Subdivision
Ordinance and is consistent with the County General Plan and the Zoning Ordinance as set forth in the
fmdings below.

2.  Thatthe proposed subdivision, its design, and its improvements, are consistentwith the
general plan, and the area general plan or specific plan, if any.

The land division, its design, and its improvements, are consistent with the General Plan. The project
creates two parcels of 41.41 and 47.50 net developable acres, which is consistent with the Mountain
Residential General Plan designation, which allows developmentconsistent with the Rural Density Matrix
and overriding General Plan policies. Additionally, the proposed Minor Land Division is consistentwith
General Plan policy 5.12.4 and 5.12.8, which require that, for new land divisions on parcels with a
Timber Resource designation, parcel sizes must average 10 grossacres, in that the second parcel will not
reduce either parcel below the 10 gross acres.

The proposed land division is consistent with General Plan Policy 2.3.2, which requires land
divisions within Timber Production Zone Districts outside the Coastal Zone to provide a minimum
of 40 gross acres per parcel.

The project is consistent with the General Plan in that access is provided by aroad and drivewaythat
will meet rural road standards. Water, for domestic use and fire protection, will be provided by
individual wells and the subject parcel has been determined to be suitable for individual septic
systems.

The proposal is consistent with the General Plan regarding infill development in that the Minor Land
Division will be compatible with the existing low density and intensity of development in the
surrounding area. Further, the proposed additional parcel is not located in a hazardous or
environmentally sensitive area. Theproject protectsnatural resourcesby allowing developmentin an
area appropriate for residential uses at the proposed density.

3. That the proposed subdivision complies with zoning ordinance provisions as to uses of
land, lot sizes and dimensions and any other applicable regulations.

The proposed land division complies with the zoning ordinance provisions as to uses of land, lot
sizes and dimensions and other applicable regulations, in that the use of the property will remain
residential. The lot sizes meet the minimum average parcel sizes of 40 acres, as determined by the
rural density matrix. Allowed uses in the TP zone districtinclude the development of a single-family
dwelling and appurtenant structures.

EXHIBIT C
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The proposed land divisionwill comply with the development standards in the zoning ordinance as
they relate to setbacks, maximum parcel coverage, minimum site width and minimum site frontage.
In the TP zone district, the development standards are found in Section 13.10.373 of the County
Code. The proposed building envelope complies with all specified site and structural dimensions.

4.  Thatthe site of the proposed subdivision is physically suitable for the type and density of
development.

The site of the proposed land division is physically suitable for the type and density of development,
inthat the geotechnical and engineering geologyreportsprepared for the property concludethat there
are no significant geotechnical or geological constraints that would preclude the development of
residential structures in the location proposed. Additionally, the proposed land division offers a
traditional arrangement and shape to insure development without the need for site standard
exceptions or variances. No environmental constraints exist that require the area to remain fully
undeveloped, and the proposed building envelope exceeds the required building setbacks to the
riparian corridor.

5. That the design of the proposed subdivision or type of improvements will not cause
substantial environmental damage nor substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife
or their habitat.

The design of the proposed land division and its improvementswill not cause environmentaldamage
nor substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. The proposed building
envelope exceeds the required building setback to the riparian corridor. While there are mapped
biotic resources on the subject parcel, the area of proposed development does not contain suitable
habitat for these resources and has historically been disturbed. The project was reviewed by the
County’s Environmental Coordinator on October 31,2005. A preliminary determination to issue a
Negative Declaration with Mitigations (Exhibit D) was made on November 1,2005. The mandatory
public comment period expired on November 28,2005, with no comments received.

6. That the proposed subdivision or type of improvements will not cause serious public
healthproblem.

Neitherthe proposed land division nor its improvementswill cause serious public health problemsin
that individual wells will serve the subject parcel, access is provided by aroad that will be required
to meet rural road standards, and the parcel has been determined to be suitable for an individual
septic system.

7. That the design of the proposed subdivision or type of improvements will not conflict
with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through, or use of property
within the proposed subdivision.

The design of the proposed land division and improvements will not conflict with public easements
for access in that no easements are known to encumber the property.

7 EXHIBITC
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8.  Thedesign of the proposed subdivisionprovides, to the extent feasible, for future passive
or natural heating or cooling opportunities.

Thedesign of the proposed land division provides, to the fullest extent possible, the abilityto utilize
passive and natural heatingand cooling in that the resulting parcels are oriented in a manner to take
advantageof solar opportunities. The proposed building envelope on the undeveloped parcel and the
existing development meet the minimum setbacks as required by the zone district for the property
and County Code.

8 EXHIBIT C
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Conditions of Approval
Land Division Permit 04-0392
Applicant: Stephen Graves and Associates
Property Owner: Canham Ventures Inc.
Assessor's Parcel Number: 093-401-09

Property Address and Location: 705 Canham Road, located on the east end of Canham Road in
Scotts Valley

Exhibit A:  Tentative Map prepared by GaryIfland & Associates, dated June 22,2005,
Architectural Plans prepared by C2G, dated May 27,2005

All correspondenceand maps relating to this land division shall carry the land number noted above.

l. Prior to exercising any rights granted by this permit including, without limitation, any
constructionor site disturbance, the applicant/owner shall:

A. Sign, date, and return to the Planning Department one copy of the approval to
indicate acceptance and agreement with the conditions thereof.

B. Submit proof that these conditionshave been recorded in the official records of the
County of Santa Cruz (Office of the County Recorder). The conditions shall also be
recorded on the Parcel Map and are applicable to all resulting parcels.

C. Submit a copy of the approved Tentative Map on vellum to the County Surveyor.

IL A Parcel Map for this Minor Land Division must be recorded prior to the expiration of the
Tentative Map and prior to sale, lease or financing of any new lots. The Parcel Map shall be
submitted to the County Surveyor (Department of Public Works) for review and approval
prior to recordation. No improvements, including, without limitation, gradingand vegetation
removal, shall be done prior to recording the Parcel Map unless such improvements are
allowable on the parcel as a whole (prior to the approval of the land division). The Parcel
Map shall meet the following requirements:

A. The Parcel Map shall be in general conformancewith the approved Tentative Map
and shall conform to the conditions contained herein. All other Stateand Countylaws
relating to improvements of the property, or affecting public health and safety shall
remain fully applicable.

9 EXHIBIT C
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B. This land division shall result in no more than two (2) residential parcels total. A
statementshall be added to clearly state that all structures must be located within the
designated building envelopes.

C. The minimum amount of parcel area per dwelling unit shall be 40 acres of net
developable land.

D. The following items shall be shown on the Parcel Map:

1. Building envelopes located according to the approved Tentative Map. The
building envelopes for the perimeter of the project shall meet the minimum
setbacks for the TP (TimberProduction) zone district of 40 feet for the front
yard, 20 feet for the side yards, and 20 feet for the rear yard.

2. Show the net developable land area of each lot to nearest hundredth of an
acre.
3. A statement shall be added to clearly state that all structures must be

designated building envelopes.

4. Evidence of review and approval by the local fire agency
5. An easement granted to SBC for the existing pole lead.
E. The following requirements shall be noted on the Parcel Map as items to be

completed prior to obtaining a building permit or grading permit on new building
envelopes created by this land division.

1. The existing private well, and any new proposed wells, shall be reviewed by
the County Department of Environmental Health Services.

2. The proposed septic system, servingthe new parcel, shall be reviewed by the
County Department of Environmental Health Services.

3. The development of the proposed building site shall conform to the
recommendationsmade in the Addendum to Preliminary Geologic Hazards
Investigation prepared by Nolan, Zinn, and Associates, dated June 22, 2005
and the Geotechnical Feasibility Study prepared by Dees & Associates, dated
December 22, 2004. Prior to issuance of building permits, review letters
shall be submitted from both the project geotechnical engineer and
engineering geologist stating that all recommendations, including building
envelopelocation, foundation, drainageand grading plans, and septiclocation
have been met and are reflected on the final project plans.

(o EXHIBITC
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4. A written statement must be submitted, signed by an authorized
representative of the school district in which the project is located,
confirming payment in full of all applicable developer fees and other
requirements lawfully imposed by the school district in which the project is
located.

5. Prior to any ground disturbance, a detailed erosion control plan, prepared by a
Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control (CPESC) shall be
reviewed and approved by the Department of Public Works and the Planning
Department. The erosion control plan shall include the followingelements:

a. A clearing and grading schedule, clearly marked disturbance
envelope, specificationsfor revegetation of bare areas; and

b. Notes that clearing and grading associated with widening the
driveway and creating turnouts must be completed and revegetated
prior to October 15. Winter grading (October 15 through April 15)
will not be approved for this project.

F. Any changes between the approved Tentative Map and the Parcel Map and final
plans must be submitted for review and approval by the decision-makingbody. Such
proposed changes will be included in a report to the decision-making body to
consider if they are sufficiently material to warrant considerationat a public hearing
noticed in accordance with Section 18.10.2230fthe County Code. Any changes that
are on the final plans that in any way do not conform to the project conditions of
approval shall be specificallyillustrated on a separate sheetand highlightedin yellow
on any set of plans submitted to the County to review.

I, Prior to recordation of the Parcel Map, the following requirements shall be met:

A. Submit a letter of certification from the Tax Collector's Office that there are no
outstandingtax liabilities affecting the subject parcel.

B. All requirements of the Scotts VValley Fire ProtectionDistrict shall be met. The access
road shall be an all-weather surface a minimum of 12 feet in width with turnouts
spaced no greater than 500 feet apart.

C. All requirementsof SBC shall be met. An easement shall be granted to SBC for the
existing pole lead.

" EXHIBIT C
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APN: 093-401-09

Owner: Canham Ventures, Inc

Submit and secure approval of engineered improvementplans from the Department
of Public Works and the Planning Department for all roads, storm drains, erosion
control and other improvementsrequired by the SubdivisionOrdinance,noted on the
attached tentative map and/or specified in these conditions of approval. A subdivision
agreement backed by financial securities, per Sections 14.01.510 and 511 of the
Subdivision Ordinance, shall be executed to guarantee completion of this work.
Improvement plans shall meet the following requirements:

1. All improvements shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer and shall
meet the requirements of the County of Santa Cruz Design Criteria unless
otherwise indicated on the approved improvement plans.

2. The road serving the subject parcel shall be a minimum of twelve (12) feet
wide. Final grading plans for road improvements shall be submitted,
including calculations of total grading volume, areas of cut and fill, and plans
for disposal of any excess fill. Plans shall demonstrate that grading is
minimized to include only the amount needed to accomplish the smallest
acceptable road width.

3. An erosion control plan and drainage plan for any improvements shall be
submitted for Planning Departmentreview and approval prior to submittalto
the Department of Public Works.

4. All new utilities shall be constructed underground. All facility relocations,
upgrades or installations required for utilities service to the project shall be
noted on the improvementplans. All preliminary engineeringfor such utility
improvements s the responsibility of the developer.

Submit a review letter from the Project Forester indicating that the Forester has
reviewed the proposed development envelopesand road location shown on the Parcel
Map, and that these locations are specific enough to find that structures located
within the envelopes and access roads will not interfere with the long-term viability
of timber management.

IV, All future construction within the subdivision, as amended, shall meet the following
conditions:

A.

Prior to any disturbance, the owner/applicant shall organize a pre-construction
meeting on the site. The applicant, grading contractor, project geotechnical engineer
and Environmental Planning staff shall participate.

All work adjacent to or within a County road shall be subject to the provisions of
Chapter 9.70 of the County Code, including obtaining an encroachmentpermit where
required. Where feasible, all improvements adjacent to or affecting a County road
shall be coordinated with any planned County-sponsored construction on that road.

1Z- EXHIBITC
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C. No land clearing, grading or excavation shall take place between October 15 and
April 15.
D. No land disturbanceshall take place prior to issuance of building permits (exceptthe

minimum required to install required improvements, provide access for County
required tests or to carry out other work specifically required by another of these
conditions).

E. Pursuant to Sections 16.40.040and 16.42.100 of the County Code, if at any time
during site preparation, excavation, or any other ground disturbanceassociated with
this development, any artifact or other evidence of an historic archaeologicalresource
or a Native American cultural site is discovered, the responsible persons shall
immediately cease and desist from all further site excavation and notify the Sheriff-
Coroner if the discovery contains human remains, or the Planning Director if the
discovery contains no human remains. The procedures established in Sections
16.40.040and 16.42.100 shall be observed.

F. Construction of improvements shall comply with all requirements of the Preliminary
Geologic Hazards Investigation (Nolan Associates, June 22,2005) and geotechnical
report (Dees & Associates, December 22, 2004). Plan review letters shall be
submitted from both the project geotechnical engineer and engineering geologist
stating that the final plans have been reviewed and found to be in compliancewith
the recommendations made in the respective reports completed for the additional
building envelope.

G. All future development shall comply with the requirements of the Drainage Section
of the Department of Public Works, per comments made pursuant to this land
division application.

H. All required land division improvementsshall be installed and inspected prior to final
inspection clearance for any new structure on the subject parcel.

l. All structures, including water tanks, shall he contained within the approved building
envelopes.Any structures proposed outside of the approvedbuilding envelopes shall
require a Minor Variation.

V. All future development on parcels affected by this land division shall comply with the
requirements set forth in Condition ILE. and II1.C. above.

V1. Inthe event that future County inspections of the subjectproperty disclose noncompliance
with any Conditions of this approval or any violation of the County Code, the owner shall
pay to the County the full cost of such County inspections, including any follow-up
inspections and/or necessary enforcement actions, up to and including permit revocation.

3 EXHIBIT C
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VII.  As a condition of this development approval, the holder of this development approval
(“Development Approval Holder”), is required to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the
COUNTY, its officers, employees, and agents, from and against any claim (including
attorneys’ fees), againstthe COUNTY,, it officers, employees, and agentsto attack, setaside,
void, or arul this developmentapproval of the COUNTY or any subsequentamendment of
this developmentapproval which is requested by the Development Approval Holder.

A. COUNTY shall promptly notify the Development Approval Holder of any claim,
action, or proceeding against which the COUNTY seeks to be defended, indemnified,
orheld harmless. COUNTY shall cooperate fully in such defense. If COUNTY fails
to notify the Development Approval Holder within sixty (60) days of any such claim,
action, or proceeding, or fails to cooperate fully in the defense thereof, the
Development Approval Holder shall not thereafter be responsible to defend,
indemnify, or hold harmless the COUNTY if such failure to notify or cooperate was
significantlyprejudicial to the Development Approval Holder.

B. Nothing contained herein shall prohibit the COUNTY from participating in the
defense of any claim, action, or proceeding if both of the following occur:

1. COUNTY bears its own attorney’sfees and costs; and
2. COUNTY defends the action in good faith.

C. Settlement. The Development Approval Holder shall not be required to pay or
perform any settlementunless such Development Approval Holder has approvedthe
settlement. When representingthe County, the Development Approval Holder shall
not enter into any stipulation or settlement modifying or affecting the interpretation
or validity of any of the terms or conditions of the developmentapproval withoutthe
prior written consent of the County.

D. SuccessorsBound. “Development Approval Holder” shall include the applicantand
the successor’(s) in interest, transferee(s), and assignee(s) of the applicant.

VIII  Mitigation Monitoring Program

The mitigationmeasures listed under this heading havebeen incorporatedinto the conditions
of approval for this project in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the
environment. As required by Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code, a
monitoring and reportingprogram for the above mitigations is hereby adopted as a condition
of approval for this project. This monitoring program is specifically described following
each mitigation measure listed below. The purpose of this monitoring is to ensure
compliancewith the environmental mitigationsduring project implementation and operation.
Failure to comply with the conditions of approval, including the terms of the adopted
monitoring program, may result in permit revocation pursuant to Section 18.10.462 of the
Santa Cruz County Code.

1 EXHIBITC
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A Mitigation Measure: Erosion and Sediment Control (Conditionil.B.3 & 5.¢.)

In order to prevent erosion, off site sedimentation, and pollution of creeks, prior to
recording the final map the applicant/owner shall submit a detailed erosion control
plan for review and approval by Environmental Planning staff. The plan shallinclude
the following elements:

1. A clearing and grading schedule, clearly marked disturbance envelope,
specifications for revegetation of bare areas;

2. Notes that clearing and grading associated with widening the driveway
and creatingturnouts must be completed and revegetated prior to October
15. Winter grading (October 15 through April 15) will not be approved
for this portion of the project.

Minor variations to this permit which do not affect the overall concept or density may be approved by the Planning
Director at the request of the applicant or staff in accordancewith Chapter 18 10 of the County Code

Please note: This permit expires two years from the effective date unless you obtain the
required permits and commence construction.

Approval Date:

Effective Date:

Expiration Date:

Cathy Graves Robin Bolster-Grant
Principal Planner Project Planner

Appeals: Any property owner, or other person aggrieved, or any other person whose interests are adversely affected
by any act or determination of the Planning Commission, may appeal the act or determinationto the Board of
Supervisors in accordance with chapter 18.10 of the Santa Cruz County Code.

I EXHIBIT C



COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN STREET, 4" FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123
TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PERIOD

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY

APPLICANT: _Stephen Graves & Associates, for Canham Ventures Inc

APPLICATION NO.:_04-0392
APN:_093-401-09

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

XX Neqgative 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 Paia Levine, Environmental Coordinator at (831) 454-3178, if you wish
to comment on the preliminary determination. Written comments will be received until 5:00 p.m.
on the last day of the review period.

Review Period Ends: November 28,2005

Robin Bolster-Grant
Staff Planner

Phone: 454-5357

Date: November 1.2005

{
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NAME: Graves for Canham Ventures, Ine.
APPLICATION: 04-0392
A.P.N: 093-401-09

NEGATIVE DECLARATION MITIGATIONS

A. In order to preventerosion, off site sedimentation, and pollution of creeks, prior to
recording the final map the applicanffownershall submit a detailed erosion control plan

for review and approval by Environmental Planning staff. The plan shall include the
following elements:

1. A clearing and grading schedule, clearly marked disturbance envelope,
specifications for revegetation of bare areas:

2. Notesthat clearing and grading associated with widening the driveay and
creating turnouts must be completed and revegetated prior to October 15.

Winter grading (October 15 through April 15)will not be approved for this
portion of the project.

7 EXHIBIT D



Environmental Review
Initial Study Application Number: 04-0392

Date: October 31, 2005
Staff Planner: Robin Bolster-Grant

. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

APPLICANT: Stephen Graves and APN: 093-401-09
Associates
OWNER: Canham Ventures inc. SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 5™

LOCATION: The project is located on the east end of Canham Road at 705 Canham
Road in Scotts Vailey

SUMMARY PROSECT DESCRIPTION: This is a proposal to divide a 156-acre parcel
into two parcels of 54.1 and 102.4. gross acres.

ALL OF THE FOLLOWING POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ARE
EVALUATED IN THIS INITIAL STUDY. CATEGORIESTHAT ARE MARKED
HAVE BEEN ANALYZED IN GREATER DETAIL BASED ON PROJECT SPECIFIC

INFORMATION.
X  Geology/Soils — Noise
X__ Hydrology/Water SupplyMWater Quality __.__. Air Quality
o Bio|ogica| Resources o Public Services & Utilities
Visual Resources & Aesthetics Land Use, Population & Housing
__X_ Cultural Resources ____ Cumulative Impacts
Hazards & Hazardous Materials Growth Inducement
Transportation/Traffic Mandatory Findings of Significance

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

—-—— General Plan Amendment - Use Permit

__X__ Land Division __ Grading Permit

__ Rezoning - Riparian Exception
X  Development Permit ______ Other:

— Coastal Development Permit S

NON-LOCAL APPROVALS
No other agencies are required to issue permits or authorizations

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

_X . Ifind that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATIONwill be prepared.

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

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

m’?\‘ . . C
) L"{J\// inl 31105
i =

Paig Levine [ ' Date

For: Ken Hart
Environmental Coordinator

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4t FI{n I, Santa Cruz CA 95060
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Environmental Review Initial Study
Page 3

. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

Parcel Size: 156 acres

Existing Land Use: Single family dwelling and vineyard (parcel is zoned for Timber
Production).

Vegetation: The area in the vicinity of the proposed project is vegetated with Coast live
oaks, madrone, tan caks, and other native and non-native understory

Slope in area affected kv project: _45.76 acres 0 - 30% _8.06 acres 31 — 100%
Nearby Watercourse: unnamed intermittent tributary to Carbonera Creek to the east
Distance To: 100 feet

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS

Groundwater Supply: No Mapped Kesource Liquefaction: Low potential

Water Supply Watershed: Portion Mapped Fault Zone: No mapped fault zone

Resource

Groundwater Recharge: Portion Mapped Scenic Corridor: None

Resource

Timber or Mineral: Mapped Resource Historic: No mapped resource

Agricultural Resource: No mapped resource Archaeology: Survey complete-no
resources found

Biologically Sensitive Habitat: None mapped  Noise Constraint: No constraint
or visible during site racernaissarce

Fire Hazard: Not Mapped Electric Power Lines: No hazard
Flocdpiain: Mot Mapped Solar Access: Dense canopy
Erosion: No evidence of past erosion Solar Orientation: Dense canopy
Landsliide: Engineering geology report Hazardous Materials: Low
compieted; no evidence found potential

SERVICES

Fire Protection. Scotts Valley-Branciforte Drainage District: N/A

Fire Protection

Schooi District N/A Project Access: Canham Road
Sewage Disposal Septic Water Supply: Well

PLANMING POLICIES

Zone District: TP (Timber Production Special Designation: None
Zone)
General Plan: R-M (Mountain Residential)
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Urban Services Line: ___ inside X Outside
Coastal Zone: ____Inside X_ Qutside

PROJECTSETTING AMD BACKGROUND:

The subject property lies at the end of Canham Road, a private road. The portion of the
road providing access to the proposed parcel serves three parcels. The general area is
wooded with mature vegetation. Approximately 60 scres of the parcel contains slopes
greater than 50%. The proposed building site is located on slopes of 10-20%. The
parcel is zoned fcr Timber Production (T+) and has a timber harvest pian on file with the
Courity. The parcel is currently developed with a single-family dwelling, various
outbuildings, a barn, and a vineyard. The proposed building site is adjacent t¢ an
existing barn and is served by an existing asphait driveway. The General Plan
designation is Moustzin Fesideniial (R-M)

A General Plari and Rural Density Matrix was completed for the subject parcel, which
tndicatad a minimum parcel size of 40 next deveilopable acres. The proposed division of
the parcel into two parcets of 41.41 and 47.50 net developable acres is consistent with
the General Plan Pgiicy for Mountain Residential parceis.

The submitted plans designate a future development envelope, however no structures
are proposed at this time.

DETAILED PRCJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project description is based oni a 4entaiive ~\Vlapprepared by Gary Ifland &
Associates, dated 06/22/05 an3 architactural plan prepared by C2G, dated 5127105.

This project consists of divicing a 1535.52-.¢r2 parcel into a 41.41{Parcel A) and 47.50
(Parcel B) net deveiopable acres.

A building site has been identified and reviewed by Nolan Associates, the project
engineering geologist. The Preliminary Geologic Hazards Investigation, dated June 22,
2005 was reviewed arid accepted by the County Geologist.

The new parcal will be served by the existing access road that serves the existing
single-family dwelling. The access road will serve three parcels from Station 14+00 to
7+00. At station 7+C0 the road serves just proposed parcels A&B and is 12-feet in
width.

Grading for the access road and driveway will involve approximately 60 cubic yards ©f
cut and 29 cubic yards of fill. Erosion control will be implemented during construction, to
include various Best Management Practices (BMPs). A condition of approval requires

EXHIBIT D
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identification of the site to receive the fill and to assure the fill will not be placed near
any drainage o riparian corridor.

The proposed parcel contains areas that are mapped within the water supply watershed
as well as a groundwater recharge area, however the proposed building site is not
located within these mapped resource areas.

No trees are proposed for removal as a part of this project.

The proposed parcel contains an existing barn and asphalt driveway that are proposed
to be retained.
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Page 6 Potentially

lil. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

A. Geology and Soils
Does the project have the potential to:

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

A.  Rupture of a known sarthquaks
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Prioio Earthquake
Fauit Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or as
identified by other substantial
evidence?

Less than

B. Seismic ground shaking?

C. Seismic-related ground failure,
including ligusfaction?

Or Significant Less than
with Significant
Sigaificant Mitigation Or Not
Impact Incorporation No Impact Appticable
X
X
X
X

D. Landslides?

All of Santa Cruz Countyis subject to some hazard from earthquakes. However, the
project site is no! located within or adjacent to a county or State mapped fault zone. A
geotechnical fnvestigatior for the proposed project was performed by Haro, Kasunich

and Associates {Attachment 6). The report concluded that the fack of shallow
groundwater table at this site suggests that the potential for liquefaction, lateral
spreading and differential compaction fo-occur within the fimits of the site is fow.

Additionally, the Haro, Kasunich Report states that the project is not expected
significantly impacf the stabifity of the slope given proper control of drainage ¢/ the
site. The project inciudes a condition of approval that requires a project level soils

report.
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Environmental Review initial Study Sigaificant Less than

Or Significant Less than
Page 7 Potentialty with Significant
Significant Midgation Or Not
Impact Incorporation No Impact Applicable
2. Subject people or improvements to

damage from soil instability as a result

of on- O off-site landslide, lateral

spreading, to subsidence, liquefaction,

or structural collapse? X

A Geological Hazards /nvestigation was submitted by No/an, Zinn & Associates. The
,investigation assessed :he potentia! for geologic hazards affecting the proposed
building site. Thereport. dated June 22, 2005, concludes that the proposed
development is geciogicaily suitable and subject to 'brdinary” risks. The report was
reviewed and accepted by #2 County Geologist (Atiachment 8).

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

There are slopes that ex:zeed 30% an the property However, no improvements are
proposed 0N slopes in gxcess of 30% and rio drainage will be directed to slopes in
excess dF 30%.

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

Some poten:ial for erosion exisis during tire construction phase of the project;

however, tfis potential is minimal because standard erosion controls are a required
condition oftheproject. Prior to approval ofa grading or building permit, the project
must have an approved Erosion Contral Plan, which will specify detailed erosion and
sedimentation control imsasures. The plan will inciude provisions for disturbed areas o
be planted witiy ground cover and to b2 maintained to minimize surface erosion.

5. Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 13-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code(1694), creating
substantial risks to property? X

The geotechnical report for the project did not identify any elevated risk associated with
expansive soils. 4 project coridition oF approval requires a design-level soils report to
be prepared by :he project S0ils engineer and submitted with the building application.
The follow-up report must address specific grading, drainage, and foundation
requirements for the proposed dwelling and site improvements.
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Or Significant Less than
Page 8 Potentiatly with Significant
Significant Mitigation Or Not
Impact fncorporation No Impact Applicable

6. Place sewage disposal systems in

areas dependent upon soils incapable

of adequately supporting the use of

septic tanks, leachfields, or alternative

waste water disposal systems? X _

The proposed project will use an onsife sewage disposal system, and County
Environmental Health Services has determined that site conditions are appropriate o
support such a system.

7. Result in coastal ¢liff erosion? : X

B. Hydrology. Water Suppiy and Water Quality

Does the project have the potential to:

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

There is ariparias corridor on tfie east side of the access road that drains into
Carbonera Creek. Theriparian corridor Blocated approximately 700 feet from the
proposed building sffe. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) National Flood Insurance Rate Map, dated April 75, 1986, the parcel and
proposed buitiing sife ars not located in proximity to any mapped Floodplain or

F:’oodwayg
2. Place development within the floodway
resulting in impedance or redirection of
flood flows? X

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood
Insurance Rate Map, dated April 15, 1386, the parcel and proposed building site are
not located in proximity to any mapped Floodplain or Floodway

3. %einundated by a seiche or tsunami'? e, —— = X
The project is Jocated several miifes iniand.
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Cr Significant Less than
Page 9 Potentialky with Sigificant
Significant Mitigation Or Not
Impact Incorporatien No Impact Applicable
4, Deplete groundwater supplies or

interfere substantially with

groundwater recharge such that there

would be a net deficit, Or a significant

contribution to an existing net deficit in

available suppty, or a significant

lowering of the local groundwater

table? X

The project wif rely on private well water. The parcel contains areas thatare mapped
groundwaier recharge arid water supply watershed, however all proposed
improvements are lccated outside of the groundwater recharge and water supply
watershed zorigs.

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

No cornmercial or induslial aclivities are proposed that would generate a significant
amount of contaminants t2 a public or private water supply. The driveway associated
with the project will incrementally contribute urban pollutants to the environment;
however, the contributior: will be minimal given the size of the driveway and parking
area (less than 3,000 square fe=f}. Potential siltation from the proposed project will be
mitigated through implemsntation of erosion control measures.

6. Degrade septic system functioning? X

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

7. Alter \nhe existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including the alteration
of the course of a stream or river,in a
manner which couid result in flooding,
erosion, Or siltation on or off-site? X

The proposed project will not alter the existing overall drainage pattern of the site.
Engineered Drainage pfans will be required as a condition of approval for this
Development Permit. The Department oF Public Works Drainage Section staff will be
required to review and accept submitted plans and hydrology calculations for
sforrnwater runoff
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Or Significant Less than
Page 10 Potentiaily Ignwliﬁan Sig:ficant
Significant Mitigation Or Not
Impaci Incorporation No Impact Applicable
8. Create or contribute runoff which
would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned storm water drainage
systems, Or create additional scurce(s)
of polluted runoff? X

The project s conditioned to provide a drainage pfzn thaf demonsfrates the project wiff
not result in a significant increase in the stormwater runoff rate in accordance with
General Plan Policy 7.23.1. The project will also be conditioned fo minimize the
creation of impervious surfaces.

9. Contribute to flood isvels Or ercsicn in
natural watercourses by discharges of
newly collecied runcH? X

As stafed in R-8 above, the project is conditioned to require an engineered drainage
plan that will adequately address runoff so that it wilf not exacerbafe any existing
problem with #1e &ibutary to Carbonéra Creek.

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

An Erosion Controf Plan prepared by a Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment
Confroi {CPESC) wiil be required as a condition of approval of ¢is project. BMPs will
be maintained during conisfructicn and a Landscape Plan will be required as a
condition of apgroval of this Development Permitf, which includes a vegetative buffer
between any proegossed development and the unnamed tributary to Carbonera Creek.
Additionally, no winter grading will be aifowed for earthwork associated with the access
road that run:; along the tributary.
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Page 11 Pore?triauy S s‘:;;ié::rr:t
Significant Mitigation Or Not
Tmpact incorporation No Impart Applicable
C. Biological Resources
Does the project. have the potential to:
1. Have an adverse effect on any species
identified as a candidats, sensitive:0r
special stztus species, in local or
regionai plans, policies. or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fisn
and Game,or U.5. Fish and Wildlife
Service? X

According to {he California Nafural Diversity Data Base {CNDDB), maintained by the
Caiifornia Department of Fish and Game, there are two special status plant species,
the Santa Cruz wallfiower and the Ben Lomond spineflower, mapped in the site vicinity.
Environmental ”ianning siaff concucted a biotic site assessment and it was apparent
that the lack of suitabie habitat and the disturbed nature of ihe site make it unlikely that
any special stafus plant or animal species occeur in the area. The proposed building site
is characterized by redwacd and miixed forest, which is incompatibie with the habitat
associated witf: ile iwo mapped plant species.

2. Have an adverse sffect on a sensitive
biotic cornmunity (riparian corridor),
wetland, native grassiand, special
forests, imiartdal zone, etc.)? X

The proposed devaicpment ocours approximately 100 feet from the unnamed tributary
to Carbonera Cigak. As wiscussed in the Hydrolegy section above, runoff will be
controfled in order to miiimize any potential impacf fo the waferway.

3. Interfere with the movement of any
native resident Or migratoiy fish or
wildlife species, or with established
native residen: or migraiory wildlife
corridors, or irmpeds the use of native
or migratory wiidlif2 nursery sites? X

As stated in C-2 above, the developiment is [ocated approximately 700 feet from the
closest watenway ana rurnioff wili be controffed fo prevent significantimpact to the
riparian corridor. There are no additional migratory corridors or migratory wildlife
nursery sites /i1 the vicirity of the projec!.
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Or Significant Less than
Page 12 Pofentially with Significant
Significant Mitigation Or Not
Impact Incorporation No Impact Applicable
4. Produce nighttime lighting that wili
ifluminate animal habitats? X

The development area /s not anticipated o create ary impacts in the riparian area as a
result of nighitime lighting. Additiorally, & condition of approval of this Development
Permit will prohibit any exierior lighting that could potentially adversely Impact riparian

habitat.
5. Make a significant coniributicn to the
reduciion ¢’ the number of species of
plants or arimais? 7 X

Referto C-7 and -2 above

6. Conflict with any iocal policies or
ordinances prcigcting biclogical
resources (such as the Significant
Tree Protecticn Ordinance.
Sensitiverlabitat Crdinance, provisions
of the Design Review ordinance
protecting wees with trunk sizes of 6
inch diameters or greater)? _ X

The project will not conflict with any focal policies or ordinances regarding biotic
resources.

7. Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Hshitat Conservation Plan,
Biotic Consarvaiion Easement, or
other approvec iccal, regional,or state
habitat conservaiicn plan? X
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Or Significant Less than
Page 13 Potentiatly with Significant
Significant Mitigation Or Not
Impact Incorporation NO Impact Applicable
D. Energy and Matural Resources
Doesthe project have the potential to:
1. Affect or be affected by land
designated as "Timber Resottrces” by
the Genera! Plan? X

The project site /s zoned TP and contains Timber Resources. A Registered
Professional Forester, Roy Webster, reviewed the proposed building site and in his
letter dated April 3, 2005 {Attachment 9) states that the proposed building site s
located /7 @ nnon Limber-baering portion of the parcel. He also indicates that landing and
hauling will not 5& compraomised by & new awelliriy in the proposed location. Therefore
there wiil be no reducticn in the acreage of commercial timberland.

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

The project sife is currently under cuitivation for a small vineyard. The proposed
building site B no: in t1e vicinity ¢ the vineyard and will not impact the land under
cultivation.

3. Encourage activities that result in the
use of large amounts of fuel, water, or
energy, o¢ use of these in a wastefu
manner'! X

The proposed single family dwelling represents a small increase in the use of fuel,
wafer and eriergy and does nct represent a significant impact.
4. Have a substantial effect on the

potential use, extraction, or depletion

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

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

1. Have an adversa effect on a scenic
resource, including visual obstruction
o that rasource? X

The project is not located in the vicinity of any designated scenic resources:
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Or Significant Less than
Page 14 Putentially with Significant
Significant Mitigation Or Not
Impact Incorporation No impact Applicable
2. Substantially damage scenic

resources, within & designated scenic

corridor or public view shed area

including, but not limited t0, trees, rock

outcroppings, and historic tuildings? X

See comments for £-1 above.

3. Degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site arid its
surrcundings, including substantial
change in topography or ground
surface relief features, aridior
develcpment o a ridge line'? X

The proposed building site is currently developed with a barn and asphalt driveway and
has been disturbed. The site is nct located on aridge line and is shielded from
surrounded properties by vegetative cover. Therefore the proposed development will
not degrade ihe visizal character or surroundings.

4, Create a new source of fight or glare
whicn would adversely affect day Or
nighttime views in the area? X

The project wili conirivute & incremenitai mount Of night lighting to the visual
environment. However, the Development Permit will be conditioned to prohibit the use
of exterior lighting that may adversaly affect day or nighttime views in the area.

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

There are no uinigue geciogical or phiysical features on or adjacent to the site that
would be destroysd, covered, or modified by the project.

F. Cultural Resources
Does the project have the potential to:

1. Cause an adverse change in the
significance of a historical rescurce as
defined in CEQA Guideilines 15064.57 X

The existing stiucture:’s) on the property is not designated as a historic resource on
any federal, State or focal inventory
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Gr Significant Less than
Page 15 Potentially with Significant
Significant. Mitigation Or Not
Impact Incorporation NO lmpact Applicable

2. Cause an adverse change in the

significance of an archaeological

resource pursuant to CEQA

Guidelines 5034.57 X

According fa the Sznia Criez County Archasological Society site assessment, dated
11/23/04 (Attachinent 10 ), there is no evidence of pre-historic cultural resources.
However, pursuant to Section 16.40.040 of the Santa Cruz County Code, if
archeological resources are uncevered during construction, the responsible persons
shall immediately cease and desist from all further site excavation and comply with the
notification wrocedures grren ii County Code Chapter 16.40.040.

3. Disturb any himan remains, including
those interred cutside of formal
cemeteries”? X

Pursuant to Section 16.40.040 of the Santa Cruz County Code, ifat any time during
site preparation, excavetion, or othar ground disturbance associated with this project,
human rema;ins are giscovared, the responsibie persons shall immediately cease and
desist from aif furtner sile excavation and notify the sheriff-coroner and the Planning
Directcr. If tie coroner celermines that the remains are not of recent origin, a full
arciieological report shaif be prepared and repressntatives of the local Native
California /rigian groun shail be contacted. Disturbance shall not resume untif the
significaince of the archecliogical resource is determined and appropriate mitigations fo
preserve #f1e resource on he site are established.

4, Directly or indirectly dastroy a unigue
paleantclogical rescurce or site'? X

G. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Coes the project have the potential to:

1. Create a significant hazard tc the
public or the envirorment as a result of
the routine ransport, storage, use, o
disposal of hazardous materials, not
including gasoline or other motor
fuels? : X

No transport, ciovags, we  or dispesal of hazardous materials B anticipated in
conjunction with & devefepment of a single-family dwelling.
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Or Significant Eess thin
Page 16 Boreatially nitb Significant
Significant Mitigation Or Not
lmpact [ncorporation No Impact Applicable
2. Be located 0n a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursiant o Government
Code Section 65962.5 znnd, as a
result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public orthe
anvironment’? X

The project site is niot irnciuded on ihe California Deparfment of Toxic Substance
Controi (DTSC) Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List (Corfese List) fist of
hazardous SItes /i Saiits Cruz County compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5,

3. Create a safety hiazard lor pespie
residing Or working ir the project area
as a result of dangars from aircraft
using a pubiic or private airport located
within two miies of the project site'? X

4. Expose pecple tu slectro-magnstic
fields associated with slectrical
fransmission lines? X

S. Create a sotendal fire hazard? X

The project design incornorates aff applicable fire safety code requiremenfs and will
include fire protection devices as required by the local fire agency. The Scofts Valley
Fire Protection District fzs reviewed arnd approved the Development Application.

6. Releagse bic-engineered organisms or
chemicals into The air outside of

project buildings'? ——
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Or Significant Less than
Page 17 Potentially with significant
Significant Mitigation Or Not
Impact Incorporation No Impact Applicable

H. Transportation/Traffic
Does the preiect have the potential to:
1. Cause an increase In traffic that is

substantiail in relziion to the existing

traffic load aiwd capacity of the street

system (i.e., substantial increase in

gither the number of vehicie trips, the

volume to capacity ratio on roads, or

congestion at intersections)? X

The project will creafe R smalf incremental increase in traffic on nearby roads and
intersections. Howesver, given fhe small number of new trips created by one single
family dwelling, ifis increase is less than significant. Further, the increase wilf not
cause the Leve! of Service al any ngarby intersection to drop below Level of Service D.

2. Cause an inciease In parking demand
which cannct be accommodated by

existing parking faciiities?

X

The plans provide for adequate area for the required number of parking spaces. New
parking dernand vl He ascommodaiad on site.

3. Increéase hazards (0 mototists,
picyclists, or pedesiians? —_— X

The procosed project will compdy with current road requirements {¢ prevent potential
hazards to moturists, bicyclists, end/c pedestrians.

4. Exceed, either irdividuaily (the project
alone; or cumuiasively (the project
combined with other devalopment), a
level of sefvice standard established
by the county congestion management
agency jor designaied intersections,
roads or highways? X

See response -1 above
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18 Or Significant L.ess than
Page Potentially nith significant
Significant Mitigation Or Not
Impact Incorporation No Impact Applicable
l. Noise

Does the project have the potential to:

1. Generate a nermanent increass in
ambient rise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without

the project? X

The project will create aNn incremenial increase in the existing noise environment.
However, this increase will be smali, and wilf be similar in characfer to noise generated
by the surrcunding existing uses.

2. Expose pecple to noise levels in
excess of standarus established in the
General Plan, or spplicable starndards
of cther agencias”’ ‘ X

See ltem I-1 above.

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

Noise generiated curing wonsiiuction wifl increase the ambient noise levels for adjoining
areas. Construction will oe lemporary, howaver, and given fhe limited duration of this
impact itis considered {c be less than significant.
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Page 19 Fotentially with Significant
Significant Mitigation Or Not
Tmpact fncerporation No Impact Applicable
J. Air Quality

Does the project have the potential tu:
(Where available, the significancze criteria
established by tha MBUAPCD may be relied
upon to make the following determinations).

1. Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation®? X

The North Central Coast Air Basin does not meet State standards for ozone and
particutate rater (7i413;. Therstors, the regional pollutants of concern that would be
emitted by the project ars ozone pracursors {Volatiie Organic Compounds [VOCs] and
nitrogern oxides jNC«j), and dud

Given the modest amocurit of new fraffic that will be generated by the additional single
famity dweliing, there is no indicaticn that new emissions of VOCs or NOx will exceed
Monterey Bayv Unified Air Foilution Conirol District (MBUAPCD) thresholds for these
pollutants and therefcie thers will nct se a significant contribution to an existing air
quality viclation.

Project constructicn rmay result in 2 short-term, localized decrease in air quality due {o
generation ¢f dust. However, giendard dust control best management practices, such
as periodic waterirg, wil be imaiemented during consfruction to reduce impacts {0 a
less than sigrificarni fevel

2. Conflict with or obstruct
implernentation of an adopted air
quality plan'? _ X

The project will not conifict with or obstructimplementation of the regional air qualify
plan. See .J-1 above.

3. Expose sencitive recepiors (o
substaniiai polulant concentrations? X

See J-2 above.

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

The construction of @ new single family dwelling B N0t expected to generate
objectionable odors.
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Environmental Review Initial Study Significant Less than

Signifi Less th
Page 20 Potentially v Sig:liﬁc;rl]t
Significant Mitigafion Or Not
Linpact Incorporation No [mpact Applicable
K. Public Services and Utilities
Doesthe prnject have the potential to:
1. Result in the need for new or
physically zts:ed public facilities, the
constructicn of which coula cause
significant envirenmental impacts, in
rder 10 maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times, or cther
performance objectives for any of the
LD seraces:
a. Fire profection? X
b, Police protection? X
c.  Schoois? X
d. PFarks or other recreational
activities? X
e. Other public facilities; including
the mainienance of roads? X

While the project reprasents an increniental contribution to the need for services, the
increase will he miriimal. Moreover, the project meefs all of the standards and
requirements idertifieci by the focai fire agency or California Department of Forestry, as
applicable, and schaol, park, and #ansportation fees to be paid by the applicant Wil be
used to offset the incremental increase in demand for school and recreational facilities
and public roads.
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Environmental Review Initial Study Sigaificant Less than

Page 21 Potegi'mlly Sig::::;am sﬁ;:é:::t
significant Mitigation Gr ~ Not
Impact Incorperation No fmpact Applicable

2. Result in the need for construction of

naw storm water drainage facilities or

expansion of existing facilities, the

consiruction of which could cause

signiticant enviro rr mental effects? e X
3. Resull in the need for construction of

new water or wastawater treatment

faciiities or expansion of exizging

facililies, the conswuction of which

could cause signiiicant environmental

effecis? X

The project site wiil be served by a private well and by an on-site sewage disposal
system, which wiil he adequate tc accommodate the relatively light demands of the

project.
4. Cause a viciatior: of wastewater
treatment standards of the Regionat
Water Guality Coriuel Board? X

The project's wastewater flows will NOt viofate any wastewafer treatment sfandards

5. Create a situstion in which water
supplizs ars inadequate to serve the
project or provide fire pretection? . X

The Scotis Valiey ~ire Fratection District, has reviewed and approved the project
plans.

6. Result ininadequate access for fire
protection'? X

The project's roagi access meers County standards and has been approved by the
Scotts Valley Fire Froiection District.
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Environmental Review lnitial Study Significant Less than Less than

Or Significant
Page 22 Potentially Lwith Significant
Significant Mitigation Gr Not
Impact Incorporation Ne Impact Applicable

1. Make a significant contribution to a

cumuiative reduction of landfill

capacity or ability io properly dispose

of refuse'? X —

The project wilf rnake an incremenial contribution to the reduced capacity of regional
landfills. However, iz costribution will be relatively smalf and will be of similar
magnitude io thai creztad by existing land uses around the project.

8. Result in a breach ¢f federal, state,
and local stawutes and regulations
related 1o S 0 waste management? . X

The projec?wil! nof result in a breach of federal, state, or local solid waste
management reguiaiifons.

L. Land Use, Populaticn. and Housing
Does the project nzve iz potentiai to:

1. Confiict with any policy of the County
adoptad for ine purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect? X

The projeci site is located within a Timber Production zone. General Plan Policy 5.72.4
requires new parcel sizass to be a minimum of 40 gross acres. The proposed parcels
for this project are 54.7 and 70z.4 acres and meet this poiicy requirement. Policy
5.12.6 requires a imber Managemaen: Plan be submitted and approved by the County
for the enrire fand holding. The proposed land division doss not divide the timber
resource, does riotf interfere with any existing or future timber harvest operation and,
according to the Professiora Forester (Attachment 9) the proposed building site /s
located in a rron tmiber baaring portion of the parcel. Therefore there will be no
reduction in e acreage ot imperiand s a result of the proposed land division.

Policy 5.12.7 requires davelopment on Timber Production lands to be located on a
non~fimbersd poriion of tihe property. As stated above, the letter from Roy Webster,
Registered FProfessionat Forester, the proposed building Site is located in a non-timber
bearing portion of the parcel.

Per Gerieral Flart Foficy 7.23.7 requires new development to provide on and off-site
improvementis tc alleviafe drainage prob/ems and D require runoff levels to be
maintained at preds veiopment rates to reduce downstream flood hazards. The project
will be condiiicned {2 cordroi runoff i accordance with Public Works Design Criteria
and the recommsndatizns of the project soils engineer.

General Ffais Policy 7.23.2 reguires new development to limit impervious surfaces.
This farid division wil inciuds a condition o approval, which requires the use of
pervious or semmi-z&ivious suriaces wherever praclicable.
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Environmental Review Initial Situdy Slgefeant
Page 23 Poteniially
Significant
tmpact
2. Conflict with any County Code

reqgulation adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effsci?

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less than

Significant
Or

No Lmpact

X

Not
Applicable

The proposed projact d'oas not conflict with any regulations adopted for the purpose of

avoiding or mitigating an environmsnial effect.

3. Physically divide an established
cormimunity?

X

The project will nol inciuce any element that will physically divide an established

COITUGILy.,

4. Have a potentially significant growth
inducing eifect, aicher directly (for
exampie, DY Lroposing new 1omes
and businesses) or indirectly {for
axamiple, through axiansion of roads
or othar infrastructure)?

X

The proposea project is vesigned at the density and intensifyo fdevelopment allowed
by the General Piain and zoning designations forthe parcel. Addifionally, the project
does not invioive extensions of utilities (e.g., water, sewer, or new road systems) into
areas previousty ricl servad. Consequently. it is not expected to have a significant

growth-inducing ifeoh.

5. Displace sunstantial numbers ¢of
people, or amoum of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of
raplacement housing eisewhere?

M. Non-bLocal Augrovals

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

Yes

No X
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Stpniticant Less than

Environmental Raview Initial Study or Significant Less than
Page 24 Putantially with Significant
Sienificant Mitigation Or Not
Impact Incorporation No Impact Applicable

N. Mandatory Findings of Significance

1. Does the proisct have the potential to
degrade the guality of the environment,
substanialy reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife spacias, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threalen lo eliminate 4 plant or anime
community, substantially reducs the number
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant, aaamal, or alun cormmunity, oF
eliminate imporznt examples of the major
periods of Celiforria history or prehistory? Yes No X

2. Does the projsod nave the potential o
achieve st ey, © the disadvantage of
org term anvivorinental goals? (A short term
mpact or e ervironmen is one which
coeurs it a relatively brief, definitive period of
tirme whils iong {arm impacits endure well into
the future) Yes No X

3. Dioes the projeci rave impacts that are
individualty limitaed. but cumulatively
considerasia | cumulatively considerzbie”
means thal the incremearsa; efiects o7 a
oroject are consideratie whern viswed in
conyiection with e sitects of past projects,
and the sfiecis of reasonably furessesble
future projects wnich have entered thg
Envirsnmental Review stage)? Yes No X

4, Coes the pro ot nave enviranmental effect:
which will cause substantial adverse effects
on numan beings, eithier direcuy or
iivdirectly? Yes No _X_
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Environmental Review [nitia! Study Significant Less than

Or Significant Less than
Page 25 Potentiatly xith significant
Higaificant Mitigation Or Not
Impact Incorporation No Impact Applicable

TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

REQUIRED COMPLETED* NIA

Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission

(APAC) Reviaw .S
Archaeological Feview X

Biotic Presite X

Geologic Hazards Assessmeant (GHA) X
Geologic Reporl X

Geotechnical {Sciis) Report X

Riparian Pre-Site X
Septic Lot Check X

Ctrer:

Forester's Letfer X -
Attachments:

1. Vicinity Map

2. Map of Zoning Districts

3. Map of Genaral Flan Des.giations

4. Assessors Parcel Map

5. Geotechnical Feasibtility Siudy(Conclusions and Recommendations) prepared by Dees &Associates,
dated December 22,2004

6. Geotechnical Plan Review Letter prepared by Dees & Asscciates, dated June 10, 2005

7. Geological Hazards Investigation (Conciusions an3 Recommendations, and Plate 1) prepared by
Nolan Associates, dated June 22, 2005.

8. Acceptance letter from Joseph Harina, County Geologist, dated

9. Letter from Project Forester, dated F&bruary 3, 2005

10. Archeologival Reconnaissance Survey Letter prepared by Santa Cruz Archaeological Society, dated
January 17,2005

11. Discretionary Application Comments, dated June 20, 2005
12. Environmeriai Healih Sarvices Site Evaluation, dated 1/21/05
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Dees & Associates
Geotechnical Engineers
501 Mission Street, Suite 8A Santa Cruz, CA 95060 Phone(834) 4271770 Fax (831) 427-1784

December 22,2004 Project No. SCR-0065

MR. ROBERT BRASSFIELD

% Stephen Graves & Associates
2735 Porter Street

Soquel, California 95073

Subject: Geotechnical Feasibility Study

Reference: Proposed Single Family Residence
Canham Road, Scotts Valley
Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Mr. Brassfield:

At your request, we have performed a geotechnical study to determine the feasibility of
constructing a single family residence at the referenced site.

Site Description
The site is located at the end of Canham Road in Scotts Valley, California, Figure1. The

site is comprised of approximately 155 acres and is developed with a paved road and an
existing residence. WEe- understanda new residence will be constructed on the west side
of the property and will be accessed from an existing dirt road that circles off the existing
paved access driveway. The proposed homesite is situated on the top of a northeast-
southwestfacing spur ridge. The ridge slopes at about a 20 percent slope gradient inthe
southwest direction and has side slopes on the order of 35 to 40 percent, Figure2. The
homesite is situated on the top of the ridge on a 20 percent slope adjacentto 30 percent
side slopes. Figures?2 and 3 include slope cross sections throughthe proposed homesite.
Cross-sectionA-A was prepared by Gary Ifland based'ontheir topographic map. Cross-
section B-B was prepared by our firm usingtape and hand level survey methods accurate
to about 1 foot. A septic leachfield will be installed on the ridge to the southwest of the
homesite. The septic leachfield site has slope gradients on the order of 15 to 20 percent.

The top of the ridge and'the eastern slope between the existing access road and the
proposed homesite are vegetated with a few trees and short grass. The western Slope is
heavily vegetated with old growth redwoodtrees and other medium to large tree species
with moderate underbrush. Site drainage is by sheet flow to the east and west. Some
runoffflows down the ridge itselfto the south. Water flowing down the east slope appears
to percolate in before it reaches the main access road. There were no signs oferosion of
the easternslope, The west slope has an irregular surface and water tends to concentrate
in small eroded channels about 150 feet below the top of the ridge.

Environmental Review tnital Stugly
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SCR-0065

December 22,2004

Mr. Robert Brassfield
Canham Road, Scotts Valley

Soil Conditions

The County of Santa Cruz Geologic Map (Brabb 1989) indicates the site is underlain by
the Monterev Formation{Tm). The Monterev Formation is described as "medium to thick
bedded and'laminated olive grey to light grey semisiliceous organic mudstone and sandy
siltstone”. Four test pits were excavated at the site to explore the near surface soil
conditions. Onetest pitwas excavated inthe proposed septic leachfield site and threetest
pits were excavated inthe proposed homesite. The approximate locations of our test pits
are indicated on Figure4. Graphical representations of the test pit logs are included in
Figures 5 through 8, attached.

The soils beneaththe homesite generally consist of 12to 24 inches of dark brown sandy
silt (topsoil) over mottled orange brown and grey sandy silt over weathered sandy siltstone
bedrock. Weathered bedrockwas encountered 3 feet below grade in Test Pit 2 and 4 feet
below grade in Test Pit 3. Bedrock was not encountered in Test Pit 4 which was
terminated at 5 feet due to space limitations.

Test Pit 1was excavated in the proposed septic leachfield site. Test Pit 1encountered 12
inches of dark brown sandy silt over 1.5to 4 feet of mottled orange and grey sandy silt with
thin, grey clayey root veins throughout over light grey, moderately cemented brown silty
sand bedrock and orange brown sandy silt bedrock. The orange brown sandysilt bedrock
was encountered at tha far downslope side of the test pit (west), The contact surface was
sloping at about a 45 degree angle into the slope. The light grey brown bedrock surface
was sloping at about a 20 degree angle in the downslope direction. (Several trees were
removed from the site inthe past. The abundance of decomposing roots may be from an
old tree. Rooty veins were not observed in any of the other test pits).

Seismic Hazards
The following is a general discussion of seismicity in the project area. A detailed
discussion of seismicity and geologic hazards are beyond the scope of this study.

The proposed homesite lies about 7.6 km (4.7 miles) southwest of the San Andreas Fault
zone and about 2000 feet southwest of the Zayante Fault, Figure 9. Although eachfault is
capable of generating large seismic ground motions, the San Andreas Faulthas produced
several large earthquakes in recent history. The largest historic earthquake in northern
Californiaoccurred onthe San Andreas Faulton 18 April 1906 (M. 8.3+). The 17 October
1989 Loma Prieta earthquake (M 7.1) was the second largest earthquake of this century
and is also attributed to the San Andreas Fault. Due to the proximity of the site to known
active fault zones, there is a high potentialfor ground shaking from strong earthquakes in
the regionwithin the next 50to 100 years.

2 Environmental Review inital Stud
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SCR-0065
December22.2004

Mr. RobertBrassfield
Canham Road, Scotts Valley

Several patterns have emerged following the 17 October 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.
The majority of earthquake-related damage occurred in homes which were inadequately
founded, poorly bracedfor lateral shear, or poorly connected to the foundation. Where
homes were founded in firm materials, adequately braced for lateral shear, and tied
securely to the foundation, relatively minor structural damage occurred, even in areas
close to the epicenter.

Landsliding Hazards

Several landslides are mapped on the property and in the vicinity of the site, Figure 10.
The landslides are located within valleys to the east of the proposed homesite. The
proposed homesite is located on top of a ridge and is not located near any valleys. The
ridge is underlain by bedrock with a shallow soil cover. The side slopes are vegetatedwith
numerous old growth redwood groves and other medium to large tree species. Two slope
profileswere preparedthrough the homesite. The slope profilesdo not indicate evidence
of historic landsliding.

There were signs of erosion on the slope about 200 feet west of the proposed homesite.
The erosion appears to be from concentrated sheet runoff due to slope irregularities. The
eroded paths were only a few feet deep and a few feet wide.

We recommend dispersing runoff on the eastern slope and avoiding runoff towards the
western slope.

Liguefaction Hazards
The homesite is underlain by shallow bedrock and there was no evidence of groundwater

in our test pits, Therefore, the liquefaction potential at the site is consideredto be lowto
nil.

Discussions and Conclusions

Based on the results of our feasibility study, the proposed homesite appears suitable for
the proposed residential development. Primary geotechnical concerns for the project
include embeddingfoundations into firm uniform soil, severe seismic ground shaking and
site drainage and erosion control.

The proposed homesite is underlain by varying thicknesses of soil over shallow bedrock.
Bedrock was encountered in 3 out of the four test pits within 4 feet. Test Pit4 did not
encounter bedrock in the top 5 feet. We recornmend embedding foundations into firm
native soil or bedrock with conventional spread footings or drilled piers. The appropriate
foundation type should be determined based on the final grading plan and homes location.
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SCR-0065

December 22, 2004

Mr. Robert Brassfield
Canham Road, Scotts Valley

The soil was generally suitable for support Of shallow foundations with the exception of
Test Pit 4. The soils encountered in Test Pit 4 were loose in the top 5 feet. We
recommend performing additional subsurface exploration to determine the depth to firm
soil if the foundation of the residence extends near Test Pit 4. We also recommend
obtaining a design-level geotechnical investigation for the project. The design-level
geotechnical investigation should provide, at a minimum, grading, drainage, foundation
and retaining wall recommendationsfor the project.

Limitations

The opinions expressed in this letter are based on four shallow test pits. a visual
examination of the property and review of available data regardingthe site and vicinity.
While we believe that our conclusions are well founded, it is possible that there may be
undiscovered conditions that would cause us to revise our opinions andfor
recommendations. This letter, therefore, should not be construed to be any type of
guarantee or insurance. A more detailed study should be undertaken to develop design-
level geotechnical recommendations for construction of structures at the site. Such a
study could include test borings, laboratory tests and/or other methods of investigation.
We would be pleased to perform such a study if you desire.

Once again, it is our professional opinion that: the proposed homesite is suitable for

construction of a single family residence. Should you have any question, please do not
hesitate to call our office.

Very truly yours,

DEES &ASSOCIATES

Rebecca L. Dees
Geotechnical Engineer
G.E.2623
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Dees & Associates

Geotechnical Engineers
501 Mission Street, Suite BA Santa Cruz, CA 95060 Phone (831) 427-1770 Fax (831)427-1784

June 10,2005 Project No. SCR-0065

MR. ROBERT BRASSFIELD

% Stephen Graves & Associates
2735 Porter Street

Soquel, California 95073

Shbject: Geotechnical Plan Review

Reference: Driveway Improvement Plans
Canham Road
APN 093-401-09
Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Mr. Brassfield:

We have reviewed the geotechnical aspects of the projec! plans (Sheets 3, 4, 5 and 6) for the driveway
improvements proposed at the referenced site. The plans were prepared by C2G Civil Consultants and are

dated May 27, 2005 and April 7,2005.

The plans indicate the main access driveway will be widened to provide a minimum 12 feet wide driveway
section and to add three fire truck turnouts. The driveway will be widened 1to 5 feet with new baserock and
pavement. The widening will mostly occur within the existing road shoulder. Some areas will require 1to 2
feet of engineered fill on the outboard edge of the driveway. The proposed fill areas are gently sloping and set
back from steep slopes. Fill slopes, regardless of size, should be keyed and benched into firm native soil. The

depth of keys and benches should be determined in the field by the geotechnical engineer during grading.

An existing private driveway, off of the main access driveway, will be slightly relocated to reduce road
gradients. The new driveway will be excavated into the slope with 3:1 (horizontal to vertical) cut slopes along

the upslope side.

Our review indicates the plans are_in general accordance with our recommendations. If vou have anv
questions, please cali our office

Very truly yours,
DEES &ASSOCIATES

Rebecca L. Dees
Geotechnical Engineer
G.E. 2623

RLD/bd

Copies: 2 to Addressee
1to C2G Civil Consultants
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+ Englneering Geology
* Hydrogeology
* IS Services

NOLAN ASSOCIATES
22 June 2005

Mr. Bob Brassfield
P.O. Box 66703
Scotts Valley, CA 95066

Re:  Geologic Hazards Report
Proposed Single Family Residence
APN 093-401-09 ) . Environmental Review Inital Study
Sata Cruz County, California ATTACHMENT 2. / NL =
APPLICATION R e,

Dear Mr. Brassfield:

At your request; we have completed our geologic assessment for the subject property.
The purpose of our investigation was to evaluate the feasibility of constructing a single-
family residence on the subject property with respect to geologic hazards. This report
presents our findings and recommendations.

The subject property is likely to be affected by intense seismic shaking within the design
life of the proposed residence. Your design consultants should carefully review our
seismic shaking analysis and incorporate our recommendations where prudent.

Slopes around the proposed building site may be affected by landsliding or slope creep.
The recommendations contained in this report will reduce the hazards associated with
landsliding and slope creep.

Based on the information gathered and analyzed, it is our opinion that the proposed
residential development will be subject to "ordinary" risks, as defined in Appendix C,
provided our recommendations are followed. You should review Appendix C in detail to
determine whether an "ordinary" risk is acceptable. If this level of risk is unacceptable,
then the geologic hazards in question should be mitigated to reduce the corresponding
risks to an acceptable level.

Our recommendations are intended principally to lower the risks posed to habitable
structures by geologic hazards. This report in no way implies that the subject property
will not be subject to earthquake shaking, landsliding, faulting or other acts of nature.
Such events could damage the property and affect the property's value or its viability in
ways other than damage to habitable structures. We have not attempted to investigate or
mitigate all such risks and we do not warrant the project against them. We would be
happy to discuss such risks with you, at your request.

Nolan Associates
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Report on Geologic Investigation
15020 Brassfield - Canham Road
22 June 2005

Page 10

We have made recommendations for the project geotechnical engineer to provide
foundation designs that take this hazard into consideration.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the information gathered and analyzed, it is our opinion that the proposed
development is geologically suitable and subject to "ordinary**risks as defined in
Appendix C, provided that our recommendations are followed. Appendix C should be
reviewed in detail by the developer and all property owners to determine whether an
"ordinary" risk as defined in the appendix is acceptable. Ifthis level of risk is
unacceptable to the developer and the property owners, then the geologic hazards in
question should be mitigated to reduce the corresponding risks to an acceptable level.

Our recommendations are intended principally to lower the risks posed to habitable
structures by geologic hazards. This report in no way implies that the subject property
will not be subject to earthquake shaking, landsliding, faulting or other acts of nature.
Such events could damage the property and affect the property's value or its viability in
ways other than damage to habitable structures. We have not attempted to investigate or
mitigate all such risks and we do not warrant the project against them. We would be
happy to discuss such risks with you, at your request.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Construction of habitable structures should be restricted to the geologically suitable
building envelope shown on Plate 1. The setbacks incorporated into this building
envelope may be modified by your geotechnical engineering consultant based on
specialized foundation design or the results of additional geologic investigations. We
must review and approve the results of any modification of the recommended
geologically suitable building envelope. The building envelope designated on Plate 1is
based in part on the scope of this investigation and is not meant to imply that it is the only
geologically feasible building site on the parcel. We reserve the right to amend the
building envelope recommendations where consistent with sound geologic judgment.

2. We recommend that the project geotechnical engineer take into account the potential

for slope creep in the surficial soils and shallow, weathered bedrock when designing

foundations for the proposed residence. On the gentlest slopes of the proposed building

site (generally slopes less than 10% gradient), the hazard of potential slope creep is low

and no special design for slope creep is recommended. On the relatively steeper slopes of

the proposed building site, this zone of potential slope creep could exist up to a thickness

of 3 feet. On the steepest slopes of the proposed building site, this zone of higher

potential slope creep could exist up to athickness of 6 feet. We have designated the

location of these three zones within the building envelope on our Geologic Site Map

(Plate 1). The project engineer(s) should design structures to resist slope creep to the

depths specified on Plate 1. Environmental Review lnit}a! Study
ATTACHMENT_Z__20f 5
APPLICATION Q403G 22

Nolan Associates
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Report on Geologic Investigation
05020 Brassfield - Canham Road
22 June 2005

Page 11

3. Several areas of artificial fill exist on the subject site. No structures, roadways, etc.
should be placed on these fills unless they are reviewed and approved by the project soils
engineer. Stability of these fill materials could be increased if these materials were
removed and recompacted onto horizontal benches of coherent material.

4. The project engineers should review the findings of our deterministic and probabilistic
seismic shaking evaluation and incorporate these findings into their analysis, where
appropriate. Given the steep slope setting and the potential for strong seismic shaking to
occur during the lifetime of the proposed structure, all structures should be designed to
the most current standards of the California Building Code, at a minimum.

5. We recommend that all drainage from improved surfaces such as walkways, patios,
and roofs at the rear ofthe building be captured by closed pipe or lined ditched and
dispersed on site in such a way as to maintain pre-development site drainage patterns and
runoff quantities as much as possible. At no time should any concentrated discharge be
allowed to spill directly onto the ground adjacent to the existing residence or to fall
directly onto steep slopes. The control of runoff is essential for erosion control and
prevention of water ponding against the foundation.

6. We recommend that homeowners implerment the simple safety procedures outlined by
Peter Yanev in his book, Pence of Mind in Earthquake Country. This book contains a
wealth of information regarding earthquakes, seismic design, and precautions that the
individual homeowner can take to reduce the potential for loss of life, injury and property
damage.

7. We request the privilege of reviewing final project plans for conformance with our
recommendations. If we are not permitted such a review, we cannot be held responsible
for misinterpretation or omission of our recommendations.

INVESTIGATIVELIMITATIONS

1. Our services consist of professional opinions and recommendations made in
accordance with generally accepted engineering geology principles and practices.
No warranty, expressed or implied, including any implied warranty of
merchantability or fitness for the purpose is made or intended in connection with
our services or by the proposal for consulting or other services, or by the
furnishing of oral or written reports or findings.

2. The analysis and recommendations submitted in this report are based on the
geologic information derived from the steps outlined in the scope of investigation
section of this report. The information is derived from necessarily limited natural
and artificial exposures. Consequently, the conclusions and recommendations
should be considered preliminary. Environmental Review !nital Study

ATTACHMENT-#,_2 of 5™
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Report on Geologic Investigation
05020 Brassfield = Canham Road
22 June 2005

Page 12

The conclusions and recommendations noted in this report are based on
probability and in no way imply the property will not possibly be subjected to
ground failure or seismic shaking so intense that structures will be severely
damaged or destroyed. The report does suggest that building structures at the
subject property, in compliance with the recommendations noted in this report, is
an "ordinary" risk as defined in Appendix C.

If any unexpected variations in soil conditions or if any undesirable conditions are
encountered during construction of if the proposed construction will differ from
that planned at the present time, Nolan Associates should be notified so that
supplemental recommendations can be given.

This report is issued with the understanding that it is the duty and responsibility of
the owner or his representative or agent to ensure that the recommendations
contained in this report are brought to the attention of the architect and engineer
for the project, incorporated into the plans and specifications, and that the
necessary steps are taken to see that the contractor and subcontractors carry out
such recommendations in the field.

The findings of this report are valid as of the present date. However, changes in
the conditions of property and its environs can occur with the passage of time,
whether due to natural processes or to the works of man. In addition, changes in
applicable or appropriate standards occur whether they result from legislation or
the broadening of knowledge. Accordingly, the findings of this report may be
invalidated, wholly or partially, by changes outside our control. Therefore, the
conclusions and recommendations contained in this report cannot be considered
valid beyond a period of two years from the date of this report without review by
a representative ofthis firm.

EnvironmentalReview Inital Study
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General Plan Map
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Zoning Map
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ
DISCRETIONARY  APPLICATION  COMMENTS

Project Planner: Robin Bolster Date: December 23, 2005
Application No.: 04-0392 Time: 11:31:44
APN: 093-401-09 Page: 1

Environmental Planning Completeness Comments
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FCR THIS AGENCY

—Z==ee REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 13, 2004 BY JOSEPH L HANNA ========= The current en-
gineering geology report does not discuss the improvement of either access roadway
to the proposed building site. Before the project can be approved the geologic con-
straints that affect each access roadway must be evalauted by the engineering
geologist, the geotechnical engineer, and (on a recon. basis) by the civil engineer.

Please provide an preliminary title report that indicates that the application has
the right to improve the "emergency secondary access" to County Standards for use as
access to the new buidling site.

========= UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 16, 2004 BY ROBIN M BOLSTER =========

Habitat for special status species was not apparent in the vicinity of the proposed
improvements. Additional biotic investigation will not be required

========= (JPDATED ON JANUARY 20. 2005 BY ROBIN M BOLSTER =========

The revised location must be evaluated by the project engineering geologist Please
submit an update to theexisting engineering geology report that evaluates the new
building site as well as all access roads. Following review and acceptance of the
updated geology report, a plan review letter must be submitted. which states that
the plans are 1n conformance with the recommendations made in the updated report.
The new location is not anticipated to impact any special status species of habitat.
The access road is 10.5 and 11.0 feet wide in two areas. These widths do not conform
to the minimum standards as specified in Section 16.20.180 of the County Grading Or-
dinance. Please include a discussion of how you orooosed to achieve prober roadwav

width in your re-submittal. Any proposed cut; or'fiils must be evaluated by the
project engineering geologist.

Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY
========= REV|EW ON SEPTEMBER 13, 2004 BY JOSEPH L HANNA =========

NO COMMENT
Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments

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

72 EXHIBIT G



Discretionary Comments - Continued

Project Planner: Robin Bolster Date: December 23, 2005
Application No.: 04-0392 Time: 11:31:44
APN: 093-401-09 Page: 2

The application was reviewed for completeness of discretionary development and is
subject to compliance with the County policies listed below.

General Plan policies: 5.8.4 Drainage Design in Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas
5.5.12 Drainage Design in Water Supply Watersheds 7.23.1 New Development 7.23.2
Minimizing Impervious Surfaces 7.23.5 Control Surface Runoff

Once split, parcel A will be partially covered by the groundwater recharge zone, and
parcel 6 will be partially covered with water supply watershed zone and possibly
also the groundwater recharge zone. The requirements for either zone are essentially
identical, and apply to the entire parcels and all development proposed. regardless
of actually being positioned within the mapped boundaries. Any exclusion from this
zone must be sought from the County Hydrologist

Concentrated and increased discharges should not reach Carbonera Creek or its
tributaries. This watershed suffers from dramatically elevated runoff peaks and has
substantial flood hazards downstream. All new development will have to hold runoff
to pre-development rates for the County standard storm. This is a different and
additional requirement than that for recharge.

Application of base rock to an existing dirt road will be considered an increase in
impervious surfacing at a rate of 50%of the actual surface area. Hard paving to
meet fire access slope requirements is considered 100% impervious.

Mitigation should be readily achievable, but the means by which this is done must be
shown on the improvement plans.

1) Show all culverts, road ditches, curbs, berms or swales and other drainage
modifications associated with the improved road sections. Show their relationship
with the surrounding topography. These structures should be minimized where possible
in favor of other grading methods that create runoff dispersal

2) For any improved road sections, show road design improvements which minimize run-
off concentration and elevated discharge. Show road cross sections at station inter-
vals sufficient to show changes in direction and degree of cross-slope and the
relationship to cut and fill zones across the surrounding topography.

3) Please indicate the extent of new road widening, turnouts, and the change in
surfacing types such that the amount of new impervious or semi-impervious surfacing
I's clearly known. The future home site will also be subject to recharge require-
ments, but may be addressed with the plans submitted for this structure.

Construction activity resulting in a land disturbance of one acre or more, or less
than one acre but part of a larger common plan of development or sale must obtain
the Construction Activities Storm Water General NPDES Permit from the State Water
Resources Control Board. Construction activity includes clearing, grading. excava-
tion, stockpiling, and reconstruction of existing facilities involving removal and
replacement. For more information see:

http://www. swrch.ca.gov/stormwtr/constfaq. html

Because this application is incomplete in addressing County development policies.

/2 EXHIBIT, @




Discretionary Comments - Continued

Project Planner: Robin Bolster Date: December 23, 2005
Application No.: 04-0392 Time: 11:31:44
APN: 093-401-09 Page: 3

resulting revisions and additions will necessitate further review comment and pos-
sibly different or additional requirements. The applicant is subject to meeting all
future review requirements as they pertain to the applicant's changes to the
proposed plans.

All resubmittals of plans, calculations, reports, faxes, extra copies etc... shall
be made through the Planning Department. Materials left with Public Works may be
returned by mail, with resulting delays

Please call the Dept. of Public Works, Storm Water Management Section. from 8:00 am
to 12:00 noon if you have questions. ========= UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 4. 2005 BY DAVID
W SIMS =========

Application appears complete. Please see miscellaneous comments to verify, =========
UPDATED ON JULY 19. 2005 BY DAVID W SIMS ====sm===

3rd Routing:

Application is approved. See miscellaneous comments.
Dpw Drainage Miscellaneous Comments

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

Prior items 1, 2, 3: Changes to the project plan has also changed the need to ad-
dress these items as there now appears to be no proposed road improvements. IF¥there
are to be any road improvements, the prior items where applicable will still need to
be addressed at the discretionary stage, and the application should be rerouted. The
aisph_a]}!t grive should be noted as existing if this is the case, or otherwise
clarified.

New item 4: The drainage note on the plan properly notes holding runoff levels to
pre-development rates. The additional requirement to provide retention must also be
noted on the plans as was indicated by the land use consultant in a letter to the
planner. The two requirements are not equivalent. This notation is to be added prior
to submittal to the approval body and the application need not be rerouted.

Providing detailed drainage information at the home site was previously deferred to
the plans submitted for this structure. and remains so. It is noted that the new
home site is substantially closer to the property boundary with less than 100 feet
of relatively steep ground along the western edge of the proposed building envelope
constraining the drainage development area to an effective size of only an acre or
two rather than the claimed 50 acres. Siting the home at the extreme western edge of
the building envelope mey complicate provision of runoff mitigation. The applicant
should keep this in mind. ========= UPDATED ON JULY 19, 2005 BY DAVID W SIMS

Prior to completion of the final improvement plans:

A) The final improvement plans of the MD are to itemize the area of new impervious
surfacing, and clearly note that theses areas will be mitigated with the future ap-
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Discretionary Comments - Continued

Project Planner: Robin Bolster Date: December 23, 2005
Application No.: 04-0392 Time: 11:31:44
APN: 093-401-09 Page: 4

plication for the SFD.
Conditions for the future home building application:

B) The future application for the new home is conditioned to mitigate for all Im-
pacts of the future proposal itself, as well as the equivalent new areas of road
created under the MLD. At such time, provide calculations that over retain/detain
runoff, or mitigate by removal of equivalent existing impervious surfaces that are
not needed, or can be replaced with semi-pervious surfaces

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Completeness Comments

========= REVIEW ON AUGUST 24, 2004 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELLlI ========
No comment, project involves a subdivision or MLD.

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Miscellaneous Comments

No comment.

Dpw Road Engineering Completeness Comments

The proposed property line appears to follow the centerline of a road in between the
two proposed parcels. Maintenance and access to this road should be clearly defined
through easements and a road maintenance agreement.

Access roads serving more than one parcel are recommended to be designed tobe 24
feet wide in order to meet the County standards for two-way traffic. At a minimum,
18 feet is recommended if constraints exist, or as the Fire Marshall requires.
========= |JPDATED ON JULY 19, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN ======—=

The driveways and roads should have a section of 2 inches of asphalt concrete over 6
inches aggregate base. This can be made a condition of approval if there are no
other outstanding issues.

Dpw Road Engineering Miscellaneous Comments

======—— REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 7, 2004 BY GREG J MARTIN =======—-=
========= UPDATED ON JULY 19, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN =========

Environmental Health Completeness Comments
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY
========= {JPDATED ON OCTOBER 28, 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= Applicant received
an approved septic site evaluation from EHS for the undevloped lot

Environmental Health Miscellaneous Comments

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY
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Discretionary Comments - Continued

Project Planner: Robin Bolster Date: December 23. 2005
Application No. : 04-0392 Time: 11:31:44
APN: (093-401-09 Page: 5

=====—=== REVIEW ON OCTOBER 28, 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK =========
NO  COMMENT

Scotts Val ley Fire District Completeness Comments
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY

========= REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 16, 2004 BY MARIANNE E MARSANQ =========

DEPARTMENT NAME:Scotts Valley Fire District

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

========= (JPDATED ON FEBRUARY 22. 2005 BY MARIANNE E MARSANO

DEPARTMENT NAME:Scotts Valley Fire District

Have the DESIGNER add the appropriate NOTES and DETAILS showing this information on
the plans and RESUBMIT, with an annotated coEy of this letter:

SHOW on the plans, DETAILS of compliance with the driveway requirements. The access
road is required to be a minimum width of 18 feet when serving more than 2 dwell-
ings. The turnaround on the proposed building envelope is insufficient in size for a
fire engine turnaround.

========= UPDATED ON JULY 7, 2005 BY MARIANNE E MARSANQ =========

NO COMMENT

Scotts Valley Fire District Miscellaneous Comments

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

========= (JPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 16, 2004 BY MARIANNE E MARSANO

NO COMMENT

=========(JPDATED ON FEBRUARY 22, 2005 BY MARIANNE E MARSANQ ===—=====
NO COMMENT

========= (JPDATED ON JULY 7. 2005 BY MARIANNE E MARSANQ =========

NO COMMENT
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D itemss checked below do not meet present sewage disposal requirements or require further testngy;

Soi} tests indicate soils not suiiable.

Lot slope excessive, area has been praded; and/or unsble to provide setback from cut bank

Winter water table testing required.

Tests indicate feilure to provide requared separztion of leaching and seasonal high groundwarer
Insdequate space for both the sewage disposal system and the required futur;}egﬁf’%ﬁﬁxoﬂiﬁ'amm} VR
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=1 Ugnable to provide a 100 foot separation betveen a septic sysiem and a well, spnng, sweam, or witerway.
3

c1

2 {ther

R

, Prelimingty inspection of this lot indicates suitability for individunl sewage digposal asing voncenticnal septic
i Wﬁhtﬂﬁ cwerentily in affect, subjedt to any lunittions 3 enugg below.
Water supply must be developed. _
0 $ite condivons may be mitigated by alternative ieclinglogy. Further testing and evaluarion is needed.
Design Parameters :
+ Percolagion Rate  1-§ 6-30 30—3(? 60-120 G

roundwater Depth for Design Purposes _____
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NGTES Prelivninacy inspections and evalaations do not take into account all rastare which are cynsidered in the sssuance of 1 te vage
disposal permit. An spplication for sewage dlapasal will be wubisct o fusier evaluamion hased or; the spec::ﬁc sewage dlxspf:;al
design! the possihle presence of gaologic hazards, biotic resourses, o1 other site constrainty; and, the peovisions of 122 Sewage
Dispogs! Ordinence in effect & e tunr of permit applicution.
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Right of Way
340 PAJARO ST, RM. 132
SALINAS, CA 93901
831-754-8165

Memorandum
To: County of Santa Cruz, Department of Public Works,
Attn:  Cathleen Carr , Senior Civil Engineer
cc: Robin De Alvarez, SBC Engineer, (831)728-5032
From: Roxie Tossie, Right of Way Mgr (831) 754-8165
Date: Thursday, November 83,2005
Re: MLD-04-0392, - LOT SPLIT
Location: 705 CANHAM ROAD, SCOTTS VALLEY

APN: 093-401-09

Message:

Per your requestour SBC Engineer Robin De Alvarez has reviewed the proposed plans for a
lot split on the Map for the above minor-land division for the above mentioned property.

SBC has determined the following:

e SBC has an existing Joint Pole Aerial Lead serving this property.

s SBC will require an Easement be granted (in our Corporate name "Pacific
Bell Telephone Company, a California corporation DBA SBC California
(SBC)}”. for the existing pole lead "prior to the final approval of the MLD.

Please call me if you require any additional information on 831-754-8165

Thank You,
Roxie Tossie
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County of Santa Cruz

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET-4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
(8314542580  FAX: (83L)454-2131 TDD: (831)454-2123

TOM BURNS, DIRECTOR

RURAL RESIDENTIAL DENSITY

IMPORTANTNOTICE

Chapter 13.14 of the Santa Cruz County Code (Rural Residential Density Determinations),
directs the Planning Department to use a matrix system to assist in determining the development
potential of rural land. The purpose of a matrix is to provide for a consistentmethodology for the
determination of the development potential of rural land based on the availability of services,
environmental and site specific constraints, and resource protection factors. A rural matrix is
used to evaluate the development potential of rural property based on preliminary review of the
best available information. The decisionto approve or deny your developmentapplicationwill
take place only after a thorough evaluation of your site, acceptance of technical studies, and the
review of an accurate survey of the property.

Acrrural densitymatrix determination which shows that a land divisionor developmentof additional
buildingsite(s) may be possible is no assurance that your application will be approved. The result of
the matrix does not require the decision-making body to approve the minimum lot sizes or the
maximum densities.
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'RURAL DENSITY MATRIX WORKSHEET

ApplicationNo. «Application Number»

This section is to be completed by the

Applicant

Assessor's Parcel No.: «APN»
Name «Applicant» (All information on 7ais page was submitted by applicant)
Mailing Address «Applicants Address»
City, State, Zip  «City_State Zip»
Telephone «Applicants Phone»
Access to site: Name of Road:

Check which apply: Public, County maintained

Public, not County maintained

Private

NI

Dead-end road and greater than ¥ mile from a through road (see General Plan
Policies 6.5.4 and 6.5.5)

Not paved
Pavement width: 12'to 18'with turnouts at intervals of greater than 500 feet
Pavement width: 12' to 18' with turnouts at intervals of less then500 feet

Pavement width: 18'or greater

SRR

Other

Water Source: County or municipal water district
Z Private or mutual well
___ Spring
Sewage Disposal: ____ Public or private sanitation district
Package treatment plant or septic maintenance district
Z Septic system
Total acreage ~ Parcel:___ Number of houses or habitable structures onparcel:____.
Purpose of this application:

Determine the minimum acreage per building site
'\/ Determine the maximum number of parcels for a land division

Determine the allowable density of an organized camp or conference center
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MATRIX CurrentE}ﬂt Score

I. Locati.on MOUM\N ‘(ZE'.—S

Conditional
Point Score

2 (& 18 IW@

fovate Gan  1z-18

2. Groundwater Quality & DFA@ &TE (QU&N , i ' f g

¢

T~

UATE =1
3, Water Resource Protection 6£?_IC '\ld L}MOWN ' 7
TwpLems; (usoe Guw Eacm(@v/
4. Timber Resources ’DEE'IQINA'TE'D \T‘F - fd

5. Biotic Resource ‘B tO—rl C DE\/W?M ENT l O

OUTS«m: H’kB‘TA*T ArZEz‘f S

4

6. Erosmn BLD m# 7
Me Cuye l(g‘; 300 B L% S[u):L$

7. Seismic Activicy Hﬂ :Fﬂ"()tr ZQJF F\(J }O

S

| GUEE

8. Landslide | : g

hveSupe 7.4

7
¢/

9 \rlazard 10-20 N VWP Time - Q
0 Seconpnes ACESD; Bl _

5/

0015(01’, Oif’—(’ﬁm'l, ? SUBTOTAL b{

@

o WA

SUBTRACT CUMULATIVE CONSTRAINT POINTS m
GRAND TOTAL é (
Minimum Average Developable Parce! Size* (from Table L{O
Page ) as determined by the point score |
Number of Petential Building Sitzes* (developable acreage divided by
minumurm average parcel sue) ,Q

46
2

*Qverriding minkmum parcel size restriction, if appiicable, take precedence over the preliminary allowed )

average density in the event of conflict.
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Planning Area CA@OM E’m

General Plan land use designation: ﬂ -

Zoning District: -TP

Mapped Environmentai Constraints: Q 9] [_0@ |C [ ( OQ'? ER ’CL:HZ@
WaTEZ. Sippit Y/MEPSHED
QeounpwiEp TetthegE
(upps [ beoT )

Resources (timber, agriculture, etc ) T’M% E{Z

Access Canpam Ko ( \o %coNDM&?’\

Fire Response Time (in minutes)

{Source)

Source of the following data: In house Field investigation

Parce! size {in acres): Source: {e.g, EMIS)

Acreags per Average Slope Category:

0-15% 16-30% 31-30% 51% & ahove

Portions of Property Excluded as Undevelopable land (in acres):

1. Siopes in excess of 30%
3 Road rights-of-way
4. Riparian corridors, wooded arroyos, ca.nyons stream banks, areas

of riparian vegetation,
foot wide riparian corridor X foot length

5. Lakes, streams, marshes, sloughs, weilands, beaches, and areas
within the 100 year flood plain.

6. Areas of recent or active landslides.

7. Land within 50 feet of an active or patentially active fault trace.
8. Type 1 Ejﬂz‘dﬁ‘?'une agriculturai land and ie%!)urce areas.

g, Total acreage excluded (total of ! through &, except overlaps)
10. Total Developable Acreage (subtract 9. from total acreage)

g2



RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS, OVERRIDING MINIMUM ACREAGE POLICIES, AND
BASIS FOR CONDITIONAL POINTS LISTED ON PAGE 3.

- Wi Sy Wpesdep o pefeerss)
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Additional Staff Comments
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