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

Applicant: Stephen Graves and Associates 
Owner: Canham Ventures Inc. 
APN: 093-401-09 Time: After 9:OO a.m. 

Agenda Date: January 25,2006 
Agenda Item #: 3 

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

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

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: 
Existing Land Use - Surrounding: 
Project Access: Canham Road 
Planning Area: Carbonera 
Land Use Designation: 
Zone District: Tp (Timber Production) 

Residential and vineyard 
Residential and Timber Production 

R-M (Mountain Residential) 

County of Santa C m  Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060 



Application # 04-0392 
APN: 093-401-09 
Owner: Canham Ventures, Inc 

Inside X Outside Coastal Zone: - 

Environmental Information 

Page 2 

Geologic Hazards: 

Soils: 
Fire Hazard: 
Slopes: 
Env. Sen. Habitat: 

Grading: 
Tree Removal: 
Scenic: 
Drainage: 
Traffic: 
Roads: 

Parks: 
Archeology: 

Services Information 

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. 
NIA 
Not a mapped constraint 
Proposed building envelopes located on slopes less than 30% 
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 habitr.t areas and will not impact biotic 
resources. 
No grading proposed as part of this application. 
No trees proposed to be removed 
Not a mapped resource 
Existing drainage adequate 
NIA 
The existing road will be widened by 1-2 feet in two areas in order to 
provide the required 12 foot minimum width. 
Existing park facilities adequate 
Site assessment completed with no resources found 

Urban/Rural Services Line: - Inside - X Outside 
Water Supply: Private Well 
Sewage Disposal: Private Septic 
Fire District: 
Drainage District: NIA 

Scotts Valley - Branciforte Fire Protection District 

Project Setting and Background 

The parcel is approximately 156 acres 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 site is 
located on slopes of 10-20%. The parcel is zoned for Timber Production (TP) and has a timber 
harvest plan on file with the County. The parcel is currently developed with a single-family dwelling, 
various outbuildings, a barn, and a vineyard. 
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Environmental Review 

The submitted plans designate a future development envelope, however no structures are proposed at 
this time. The proposed building site is adjacent to an existing barn and is served by an existing 
asphalt driveway. 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 subject parcel and indicated a minimum 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. 

The subject property is a 156-acre lot, located in the TP (Timber Production) zone district, a 
designatioIj/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 designation allows a densityrange of 10-40 net developable acres 
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 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 3 1,2005. 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 environmental review 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 
tributary to 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 notes that 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 California Natural 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 dwelling in the proposed location, Therefore there will be no reduction in 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 
supply watershed 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 stormwater moff .  

Conclusion 

As proposed and conditioned, the project is consistent with all applicable codes and policies ofthe 
Zoning Ordinance and General PladLCP. Please see Exhibit "B" ("Findings") for a complete listing 
of findings and evidence related to the above discussion. 
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b 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. 

b 

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: 

Report Prepared By: 

Santa Cruz County Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 
PhoneNumber: (831) 454-5357 
E-mail: robin.bolster@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

Report Reviewed By: 
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 division meets all requirements and conditions of 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. That the proposed subdivision, its design, and its improvements, are consistent with 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 development consistent with the Rural Density Matrix 
and overriding General Plan policies. Additionally, the proposed Minor Land Division is consistent with 
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 gross acres, 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 a road and driveway that 
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. The project protects natural resources by allowing development in 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 district include the development of a single-family 
dwelling and appurtenant structures. 
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The proposed land division will 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. That the 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, 
in that the geotechnical and engineering geologyreports prepared for the property conclude that 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 improvements will not cause environmental damage 
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 3 1,2005. A preliminary determination to issue a 
Negative Declaration with Mitigations (Exhbit 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 wiU not cause serious public 
health problem. 

Neither the proposed land division nor its improvements will cause serious public health problems in 
that individual wells will serve the subject parcel, access is provided by a road 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. 

EXHIBIT C 7 
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8. The design of the proposed subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for future passive 
or natural heating or cooling opportunities. 

The design of the proposed land division provides, to the fullest extent possible, the ability to utilize 
passive and natural heating and cooling in that the resulting parcels are oriented in a manner to take 
advantage of 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 Gary Ifland & Associates, dated June 22,2005, 
Architectural Plans prepared by C2G, dated May 27,2005 

All correspondence and maps relating to this land division shall cany the land number noted above. 

I. Prior to exercising any rights granted by this permit including, without limitation, any 
construction or 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. 

Submit proof that these conditions have 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. 

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

B. 

C. 

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, grading and 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. 

11. 

The Parcel Map shall be in general conformance with the approved Tentative Map 
and shall conform to the conditions contained herein. All other State and Countylaws 
relating to improvements of the property, or affecting public health and safety shall 
remain fully applicable. 
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B. This land division shall result in no more than two (2) residential parcels total. A 
statement shall be added to clearly state that all structures must be located within the 
designated building envelopes. 

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

The following items shall be shown on the Parcel Map: 

1. 

C. 

D. 

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 (Timber Production) zone district of 40 feet for the front 
yard, 20 feet for the side yards, and 20 feet for the rear yard. 

Show the net developable land area of each lot to nearest hundredth of an 
acre. 

2. 

3. A statement shall be added to clearly state that all structures must be 
designated building envelopes. 

Evidence of review and approval by the local fire agency 

An easement granted to SBC for the existing pole lead. 

4. 

5. 

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. 

E. 

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

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

The development of the proposed building site shall conform to the 
recommendations made 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 
envelope location, foundation, drainage and gading plans, and septic location 
have been met and are reflected on the final project plans. 

2. 

3. 

EXHIBIT C IO  



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. 
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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 pl'an shall include the following elements: 

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

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. 

6. 

b. 

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-making body. Such 
proposed changes will be included in a report to the decision-making body to 
consider if they are sufficiently material to warrant consideration at a public hearing 
noticed in accordance with Section 18.10.223 ofthe 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 specifically illustrated on a separate sheet and highlighted in yellow 
on any set of plans submitted to the County to review. 

111. 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 
outstanding tax liabilities affecting the subject parcel. 

All requirements of the Scotts Valley Fire Protection District shall bemet. 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. 

All requirements of SBC shall be met. An easement shall be granted to SBC for the 
existing pole lead. 

B. 

C. 
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D. Submit and secure approval of engineered improvement plans from the Department 
of Public Works and the Planning Department for all roads, storm drains, erosion 
control and other improvements required by the Subdivision Ordinance, noted on the 
attached tentative map anaor 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. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

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. 

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. 

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

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 improvement plans. All preliminary engineering for such utility 
improvements is the responsibility of the developer. 

E. Submit a review letter from the Project Forester indicating that the Forester has 
reviewed the proposed development envelopes and 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 dsturbance, 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 encroachment permit 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. 

B. 

12- EXHIBIT C 
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C. No land clearing, grading or excavation shall take place between October 15 and 
April 15. 

No land disturbance shall take place prior to issuance of building permits (except the 
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). 

Pursuant to Sections 16.40.040 and 16.42.100 of the County Code, if at any time 
during site preparation, excavation, or any other ground disturbance associated with 
this development, any artifact or other evidence of an historic archaeological resource 
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 
16.40.040 and 16.42.100 shall be observed. 

D. 

E. 

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 compliance with 
the recommendations made in the respective reports completed for the additional 
building envelope. 

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. 

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

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

G. 

H. 

I. 

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

In the event that future County inspections of the subject property 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. 

VI. 

EXHIBIT C 13 
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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), against the COUNTY, it officers, employees, and agents to attack, set aside, 
void, or annul this development approval of the COUNTY or any subsequent amendment of 
this development approval 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, 
or held 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 waq 
significantly prejudicial to the Development Approval Holder. 

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. 

B. 

COUNTY bears its own attorney’s fees and costs; and 

2. 

Settlement. The Development Approval Holder shall not be required to pay or 
perform any settlement unless such Development Approval Holder has approved the 
settlement. When representing the County, the Development Approval Holder shall 
not enter into any stipulation or settlement modifymg or affecting the interpretation 
or validity of any of the terms or conditions of the development approval without the 
prior written consent of the County. 

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

COUNTY defends the action in good faith. 

C. 

D. 

VI11 Mitigation Monitoring Program 

The mitigation measures listed under this heading have been incorporated into 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 
compliance with the environmental mitigations during 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 Cmz County Code. 

13 EXHIBIT C 
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A. Mitigation Measure: Erosion and Sediment Control (Condition II.B.3 8~ 5.c.) 

In order to prevent erosion, off site sedimentation, and pollution of creeks, prior to 
recording the final map the applicanb'owner shall 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. 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 portion of the project. 

Minor vanations to ths  p e m t  which do not affect the overall concept or density may be approved by the Planning 
Director at the request of the applicant or staffm accordance wth 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 determination to the Board of 

Supervisors in accordance with chapter 18.10 of the Santa Cruz County Code. 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNl NG DEPARTMENT 

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

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PERIOD 

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 

APPLICANT: Stephen Graves & Associates, for Canham Ventures lnc 

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

Mitigations will be attached to the Negative Declaration. 

No mitigations will be attached 

xx 

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

As part of the environmental review process required by the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA), this is your opportunity to respond to the preliminary determination before it is 
finalized. Please contact Paia Levine, Environmental Coordinator at (831) 454-3178, if you wish 
to comment on the preliminary determination. Written comments will be received until 500  p.m. 
on the last day of the review period. 

Review Period Ends: November 28,2005 

Robin Bolster-Grant 
Staff Planner 

Phone: 454-5357 

Date: November 1.2005 



NAME: Graves for Canham Ventures, InC. 
APPLICATION: 04-0392 

A.P.N: 093-401 -09 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION MITIGATIONS 

A. In order to prevent erosion, off site sedimentation, and pollution of creeks, prior to 
recording the final map the applicanffowner shall 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. Notes that 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. 



Environmental Review 
Initial Study Application Number: 04-0392 

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

1. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 

APPLICANT: Stephen Graves and APN: 093-401-09 
Associates 

OWNER: Canham Ventures inc. 

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 FOLLQWlNG POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ARE 
EVALUATED IN THE IhilTlAL STUDY. CATEGORIES THAT ARE MARKED 
HAVE BEEN ANALYZED 1N GREATER DETAIL BASED ON PROJECT SPECIFIC 
INFORMATION. 

SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 5' 

X GeologylSoils __ Noise 

Air Quality 

Public Services & Utilities 

Land Use, Population & Housing 

Cumulative Impacts 

Growth Inducement 

__ X Mydrology7Water SupplyMlater Quality ___ 
Biological Resources ~ 

Visual Resources 8, Aesthetics 

X Cultural Resources -_ 

__ 

__ __ 

__ 
Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

Transportation/Traic Mandatory Findings of Significance 
__ __ 

__ __ 

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4*?Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060 
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DISCRETIONARY ~ ~ ~ ~ O ~ A L ~ § )  BEING CONSlDERED 

Use Permit 

Grading Permit 

Riparian Exception 

__ General Plan Amendment _- 
X Land Division -- 

Rezoning _- 
__ 

__ 
X Development Permit __ Other: 

__ Coastal Development Permit __ 

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

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

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

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

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

For: KenHart 
Environmental Coordinator 

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4tll Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060 (9 EXHIBL;I. D 



Environmental Review Initial Study 
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I I .  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

EXiSTlNG SITE CONDITIONS 
Parcel Size: 156 acres 
Existing Land Use: Sing13 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 
oaksi madrone, tan caks and othsr native and nrm-native understory 
Slope in area affected by project: 45.76 acres 0 - 30% 8.06 acres 31 - 100% 
Nearby Watercourse: cnnamed iiiterrnittent tributaly to Carbonera Creek to the east 
Distance To: 1130 feet 

E ~ ~ ~ ~ O ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ j ~ ~ ~ ~  RESOURCES ,AND CONSTRAINTS 
Groundwater Supply: No Mappad Resciirce 
Water Supply Watershed: Pcrtion Mapped 
Resource 
Groundwater Recharge: Portion Mapped 
Resource 
Timber or Mirneml: Mapped Resource 
Agsicudltural Resource: No rnripped resource 

Blolosica~lv Sensitive Habitat: None mapped 

Liquefaction: Low potential 
Fault Zone: No mapped fault zone 

Scenic Corridor: None 

Historic: No mapped resource 
Archaeology: Survey complete-no 
resources found 
Noise Constraint: No constraint - 

or visible during site rzcccri2isssmx 
Fire Hazard: N o t  Mapped 
FBoadplain: No! Mapped 
Erosion: No evidence of past erosion 
Landslide: Engineerhj geology report 
cornpieted; no evidence found 

SERWlCES 
Fire Protection. Sccitfs Valley-Srancrlorte 
Fire Protection 
Schooi District NIA 
Sewage Disposal Septic 

PLANNlNG POLICIES 

Zone District: TP (Timber Production 
Zone) 
General Plan: R 4 l  (Mountain Residential) 

Eiectric Power Lines: No hazard 
Solar Access: Dense canopy 
Solar Orientation: Dense canopy 
Hazardous Materials: LGW 
potential 

Drainage District: NIA 

Project Access: Canham Road 
Water Supply: Well 

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

PROJECT SETTING AMC BACKGROUND: 

The scbject property lies at the end of Cafiham Road, a grivate road. The portion Of the 
road providing access to the proposed parcel serves three parcels. The general area is 
woocied with matwe vegelaticn. Approximately 60 axes of the parcel contains slopes 
greater than 5C%. Tile proposed building site is located on slopes of IO-20%. The 
parcel is zoned fcr Timber Production (TP) and has a timber hzrvest pian on file with the 
Cou~ty. The parcel is currently developed with a single-family dwelling, various 
ouibuildingsl a barn, and a vineyard. The proposed building site is adjacent to an 
existing barn a r d  is served by an existing asphalt driveway. The General Plan 
designation is Mou;-,t;ln F).esicier;ial (R-M) 

A Genarzl Plan and i u m l  Density Matrix was completed for the subject parcel, which 
indicatzd a minimum parcel size of 40 next developsble acres. The proposed division of 
the  parcel into two parcsls of 41 41 and 47.50 net developable acres is consistent with 
the General Plan Poiicy for Mountain Residential Farcels. 

The subrni:ted plans designate a future developrnent envelope, however no structures 
are p;oposed at Viis time. 

DETAILED PRSJECT CESC2IPTlON: 
_- The ijrnject desi,:iptior, is based Gl i  a I entaiive ~\/lap prepared by Gary lfland K 

Associates, dated OGi22iO5 an3 archikctjwsl plan prqmred by CZG, dated 5127105. 

This project corisists of divitling a 15i.52-x:-s parcel into a 41,41(Parcel A) and 47.50 
(Parcel la) net deveiopable acres. 

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

The new parcal will be served by the existing access road that serves the existing 
single-family o'welling. The access road will serve three parcels from Station 14+00 to 
7+00. At station 7+00 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 of 
cut and 29 cubic yards of fill. Erosion control will be implemented during construction, to 
include various Best Management Practices (EMPs). A condition of approval requires 
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identification of the site to receive the fill and to assure the fill will not be placed near 
any drainage of riparian corridor. 

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

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

T h e  proposed parcel contains an existing barn ai;d asphalt driveway that are proposed 
to be retained. 
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Significant Less than 

Sig"iliCa"l Mitigation Or Not 

0 1  ~ i~n i t icnnt  L e a  than 
Environmental Review initial Study 
Page 6 YOfP"1illly with SipiRCl"t  

1nCorparation No Impact Appiieable Impact 

lil. ENVlROMMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

A. Geolo~v and Soils 
Does the project have the potential to: 

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

A. Ztipture of a k.nowr; eart!xyak? 
fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alyuist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or a:s 
idantified by other substantial 
evidence? X 

C. Seismic-related ground failure, 

X including ;iqiiofactian? 
___ ___ 

D. Landslides? X 

All of Santa Cruz County is subject to some hazard from earthquakes. However, the 
project site is no! located within or adjacenf to a county or State mapped fault zone. A 
geotechnical investigatior for the prcposed project was performed by Haro, Kasunich 
and Associates (Affachment 6). The report concluded that the lack of shallow 
groundwater table at this site suggests that the potential for liquefaction, lateral 
spreading and differential compaction faoccur within the iimifs of the site is low. 
Additionally, the Haro, Kasunich Report states that the project is not expected to 
significanfly impacf the stabiiify of the slope given proper control of drainage on the 
site. The project inciudes a condition of approval that requires a project level soils 
report. 

23 EXHIBIT D 



Environmental Review initial Study 
Page 7 

2. Subject people or improvements to 
damage from soil instabi!ity as a result 
of on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, to subsidence, liquefaction, 
or structural coilaose? 

Not 
Applicable 

A Geological Hazards lnrvestigation was submitted by No:an, Zinn & Associates. The 
,investigation assessed :he potentia! for geologic hazards affecting the proposed 
building site. The report. dated J'Ufle 22, 2005, concludes that the proposed 
development is geologicai!y suiiahle and subject to 'brdinary" risks. The report was 
reviewed and accepted by fhs County Geologist (.4ttachment 8). 

3. Develop h i d  wi!h a dope exceeding 
30%? X -~ 

There are slopes that ex:eeci 30% an the property fiowever, no improvements are 
proposed on slopes in excess of 30% and no drainage will be directed to slopes in 
excess of 30%. 

4. Result in soil erosicxi or the substantial 
X loss of iopsoil? ~ _ _  

Some poienyja! ibr erosioi? exMs durMg tire construction phase of the project; 
however, t\7is potential is .minima! because standard erosion controls are a required 
condition ofthe project. Prior to approval ofa grading or building permit, the project 
must have an approved Erosion Ccritr~il Plan, which will .specify detailed erosion and 
sedimentation control rneasgres. The plan will inciude provisions for disturbed areas to 
be planted with ground cover and to ba maintained to minimize surface erosion. 

5. Be located on expansive soil, as 
defined in Table 18-1-8 of the Uniform 
Building Code(l904), creating 
substantial risks to pi-operty? X 

The geotechnical report for the projeci did not identify any elevated risk associated with 
expansive soils. A project coriditioo of approval requires a design-level soils report to 
be prepared by  :he project soils engineer and submitted with the building application. 
The follow-up report nwst address specific grading, drainage, and foundation 
requirements for the proposed dwelling and site improvements. 
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6. Place sewage disposal systems in 
areas dependent upon soils incapable 
of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks, leach fields, or alternative 
waste water disposal systems? 

Significant 
Oi- 

I'otmtirily 
signiticnn1 

Impact 

X 

The proposed project will use an onsrte sewage disposal system, and County 
Environmentai Health Services h x  determitqed that site conditions are appropriate to 
support such a system. 

B. Hydrology, Water Suwpplv and Water Quality 
Does the project have the potential to: 

1. Place development within R 100-year 
flood hazard zrea? X 

There is a r i p a k ?  corridor on the east side of the access road that drains into 
Carbonera Creek. The riparian corridor is located approximately 100 feet from the 
proposed building siie. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) National Flood Insurance Rate Map, dated April 15, 1986, the parcel and 
proposed biMiny siie 2i.z m t  Icmted it1 prmimity to any mapped Floodplain or 
Fioodtway* 

2.  Place developiflent wi:hin tile 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 

X 3. %e inundated by a seiche or tsunami'? __ ~- 

The project is iocaied several riiiles iniand. 
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4. Deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substaniially with 
groundwater recharge such thst there 
would be a net deficit, or a significant 
contribution to an existing net deficit in 
available suppiy, or a significant 
lowering of the local groundwater 
table? X 

The project wi# rely on private well water. The parcel contains areas that are mapped 
groundwaier recharige ard wafer supply watershed, however all proposed 
improvemenis are Imxli?,J' outxide of the groundwater recharge and water SupplY 
watershed zor) e:;. 

5. Degrade a public or private water 
supply? (Incluclinr; the contribution of 
urban con.tarninafiis, nutrient 
enrichments, or other agricultursl 
chemicals or seawater intrusion). X 

No cornmercial or !fir,du.s!tial acfivities are proposed that would generate a Significant 
amount of cont.%+r~~:i:; t2 a public or prhate water supply. The driveway associated 
wiih the project will incrementaliy contribute urban pollutants to the environment; 
however, the ccinlributiot; will be minimal given the size of the driveway and parking 
area (less than 3,000 square k f ) .  Potential siltation from the proposed project will be 
mitigated through i,?ipiern,?ntatiiir~ of erosion control measures. 

6 .  Degrzde septic system functioning? X 

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

7. Alter .;he existing drainage pattern of 
-the sil,e or area, including the alteration 
of the coiirse of a stream ar river, i n  a 
manner which codd reshlt in flooding, 
erosion, or siltation on 01- off-site? X 

The proposed project will not alter the existing overall drainage patfern of the site. 
Engineered Drainage plans 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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Significant Less than 

Sig"iliC.L"t Miti.pii0" Or Not 

0 7  Significant l a m  than 
Polenfiafly with Significant 

imprct Incorporation No Impact Applifahle 

8. Create or contribute runofl which 
would exceed the capacity of existing 
or planned storm water drainage 
systerns, or create addi!ional source(s) 

X of polluted runoff? -__ 

The project is conditioned to provide a drainage p lm  thaf demonsfrates the project will 
not result in a significant increase in the stormwater runoff rate in accordance with 
General Plan Policy 7.23.7, The project will also be conditioned fo minimize the 
creation of impervious surfaces. 

9. CcniribL;lc iio flotid :evels or ercsicn in 
natuurzl watercowses by disckarges of 
ilewly ~ ~ I l e c k d  rdi?&? X 

As stafed in R-8 above, the project is conditioned to require an engineered drainage 
plan tnat will adsqcafely address runoff so that it wi/l not exacerbafe any existing 
problem with the tribotary to C;wbor;era Creek. 

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

An Erosion Gontroi Pia/, prepaim by a Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment 
Confroi (CPESCj wiU be required as a condition of approval of :his project. BMPs will 
be maintained during corisfrticticn and a Landscape Plan will be required as a 
condition of approvsl of this Development Permif, which includes a vegetative buffer 
between any prcpi'se.5' o'tiveloprneni and the unnamed tributary to Carbonera Creek. 
Additiomlly, no winter gizdi,?g wdl be a;lowed for earthwork associated wifh the access 
road that run:; along the tributary. 
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Significnnt Less than 
01 Sipnifirint LIS than 

Potentidly with sipniiicmt 
5igruficant Nliligation Or Not 

lmpPct incorporation NO Impart Applicable 

C. Bioloqiical Weson~rc..es 
Does the project. have the potential to: 

1. Have afi adverse effect on any species 
ic!entified as a c:!r?di&te: sensitive: o r  
special sMuis species, ii7 local or 
regional plans, policies. o r  regu!siions, 
or by the Caiiiornis Department of F i s n  
and Game, or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? X 

According to i h ~  CaMc~rnia Kzkra/ Dii/ersity Data Base (CNDDB), maintained by the 
Caiifornia Depsrtment of Fish ,and Game, there are two special status plant species, 
the Sanfa Cr,;z wall%we: afid the Bl?n Lomond spineflower, mapped in the site vicinity. 
Environmental Plaiir/ing 
that the lack (of su2abie habifat ix:d [.!E disturbed nature of ihe site make it unlikely that 
any specid s%tu'us plant UT an:mma/ sps'cies Gccur in the area. The proposed building site 
is characterized by r&woc$ and mixed fgres,t, which is incompatibie with the habitat 
associated with Ike two rnapped plant species. 

2. 

if wnc;'iJctW a uiotic sjte assessment and it was apparent 

Have 317 adverse skct or) a sensitive 
biotic cornlmn (dparian corridor), 
wetlarid, n a k  c,:ussland, special 
forestir, iii.i:srWla: XM, e k ) ?  X .~ ___ 

The proposed de v e ~ s p m i ~ i ~ l  oc,:urs approximateiy 100 feet from the unnamed tributary 
to Carbonera Crsak. il.s CiScLijCEd in rhe Eydrology section above, runoff will be 
controllad h order tG ix/i;imjizs a y  potentid impacf to the waferway. 

3. Interfere with the movement of any 
native iesiilenr or migratoiy fisk or 
wildlife specias, or witti established 
native r&&ziX or migrxsw wildiik 
corridors, or impede the hse of native 
or migratoiy wildlil:.. nursery sites? X 

As s!att?d in C-2 &tzw, :/E &vs/oprnetit is h a t e d  approximately 100 feet from the 
closesf watenay &no I -LJI~?'  id/! be ccniruliw lo prevent significant impact to the 
riparian corridor. There are no additional migratory corridors or migratory wildlife 
nursery sites in the vicii!i?,y or the projec!. 
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Sig"itiCa"t 1.~1s than 
Or Significant Less than 

Pntentialiy with Significant 
Significant Mitigation Or Not 

Impact Incorporation No Impact Applicable 

4. Produce nighttime lighting thar wiii 
X illumirizte anitml habitats? .__ 

The development area i:; not anticipated to create m y  impacts in the riparian area as a 
result of nighti'ime /igghti.?y. j4dditiona1!y, a condition c f  approval of this Development 
Permit will prchibit any exier/or lighting that co:ou/d potentiaily adversely impact riparian 
habitat. 

5. Make a significant contributicn to the 
reduci.ion 1 3 :  'he nilinbet of species of 
plants 0: al:imtilS'? X ~___  ___ 

Refer to C-? and C-2 above 

6. Conflict \rv;it? m y  iiical policies o r  
ordinances prcic?cling Liologicai 
resources (such as the Significarit 
Tree Protection Ordinance. 
SensitiveHabitzi i'irrlinance, provisicris 
of the Desi9n &fi/iclv ordinacce 
protecting trees with trunk sizes of 6 
inch diameters or greater)? ~__ X __ 

The project wii! not conflicr with zny /om1 policies or ordinances regarding biotic 
resources. 

7. Conflict vuith the prodsioris of an 
adopted Hsbitat Conservation Plan, 
Biotic Coilsel-r/&iioii Easerient, or 
other apptavreu inca!, i-egional,or state 
habitat c3cnservaiiuii plan? x 
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Sig"ifiCG"t Less than 
Or Significant Less than 

i'oro"tinlly with Signikcant 
Significant Mitigation 0, Not 

lmpaet ~ncoryoratian No lrnpnet APPlieable 

D. Energy and Natural Kt%m.mes 
Does the project have the potertial to: 

1. Gffect or be affected by land 
designated as "Timber Resoitrces" by 
the Generz! Plan? X 

The project site is zone6 7P and contains Timber Resources. A Registered 
Professional Forestsr, Roy Webster, reviewed the proposed building site and in his 
letter daied April 3, 2605 (Ati'achment 9) states thni the proposed building site is 
located iti 3 non ~ , ~ ~ ? ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ? ~ ~ ~ ; ~ ~ ~  pcjl.fii"7n of ihe parcel. He also indicates that landing and 
hauling will not he ci;:.n!,~i.: j~~~is~ilI k.y J new dwe//ir;g in the proposed location. Therefore 
there wiil be no reduction in the acreage of commercial timberland. 

2. Gffect or be aifacir?d by iands currently 
utilized for agriculture, or designated in 

x the General Plan for agricultural use? -_ 
The project sife is ci>ji?erilly ijrrder cuitivation for a small vineyard. The proposed 
building sife is no: in t h ~  I/kilii@ (;;the vineyard and will not impact the land under 
cultivation. 

3. Encourage sctivities that result in the 
use of large mmoiJnts of fuel, water, or 
energy, 0;' use of these in a wastefu: 
manner'! X 

The proposed single family dwelling re.0resent.s a small iccrease in the use of fuel, 
wafer and energy ai;3 does nct represant a significant impact. 
4. Have a substaritial effect G,I (lie 

potential use, extrxtion, or depletion 
of a natural resource (i.e., minerals or 
energy resobrces)? X 

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

1, Have an ad,/erso effect on a scenic 
resource, including visual obstruction 
of that rwc)urcc? I X e 

The project is not located in the vicinity of any designated scenic resources: 
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significmt Less IllPtl 
Or Significant L-8 than 

Poleniirlly with Significant 
Significant Mitigation OI Not 

Impact lncorporntian Xellmpaet Applicable 

2.  Substantia!ly damage scenic 
resources, within a designated scenic 
corridor or public view shed area 
inciuding, hiit not limited to, trees, rock 
owtcroppinys; and historic btiiidings? X 

See comments for E-; a,bove, 

3. Degrade iRe existing visuai character 
or quality of t,he site arid its 
surrct.indirlgs, inc:liiding siibstantial 
chanse iTi topogra;~,hy c: gromd 
siirface rdief' features, aridiGt. 
deveiopmwt w? a ridge line'? __ X - 

The proposed bujiciirjg si&? is currmtly developed with a barn and asphalt driveway and 
has been disfurbed. 7-h2 sile is nct /ocated on a ridge line and is shielded from 
surrounded proper-ies by vegetative cover. Therefore the proposed development will 
not degrade /he visua; character or surroundings. 

4. C r a t e  a f i isw S O I A - C ~  oi light or glare 
v&ici> wo~ild ;~!;.e~-sely affect !day or 
nigtiitirne 'views in Ihe a:$? X 

The project fil/li cimki::i!iiti 217 incren?ei;2! m o u n t  Of night lighting to the visual 
environment. liuimiier, !+e Developmect Permit .wi!/ be condifioned to prohibit the use 
ofexter-icjr li@thig Pia: r m y  advewely afi'ect day or nighttime views in the area. 

5. Destroy, cover, or modify any unique 
geolqic or phys;cal feature'? X .__ 

There are no uoiqur? geoioyical or ptiy.sica/ features on or adjacent to the site that 
would be destroyc-d, covered, or modified by the project. 

F. Cultural Resorirc:?~ 
Does the project l i  .;-?k potential to: 

1. Cause an adverse change in the 
significance of a histGrical i-esourc's as 
defined in CEQA Gudziiries 15064.5? X ~__ 

The exisfinG stiucC"ure{s) WJ the properfy is not designated as a historic resource on 
any federal, State or locai inventory 
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Fig"iliC3"t 
Or 

t'otcniially 
Significant 

Impact 

2. Cause an dverse change in the 
significancs of an archaeological 
resource pilrsuant to CEQA 
Guidelines '1 5C64.5? 

Lns thin 
Sig"ifiC?,"t Lerr than 

with Significant 
MitigldO. Or hbt 

Incorporation No Impnet Applicable 

According to the Senid Ciuz Comty Archaeoiogical ,Society site assessment, dated 
11/23/04 (Atlachrneiit lii ): ?here is no evidence of pie-historic cultural resources. 
However, pcrrsuarit to .Szct!oti f6.30.040 of the Santa Cruz County Code, if 
archeologicai resources are iificovered du;ing construction, the responsible persons 
shall immecliateiy czase i-ia-d desist f rxn  all further site excavation and comply with the 
noiificarion ps;ocedu:e:; gi',,'c:rj b,i Cou@ Code Chapter 76.40.040. 

3. Disturb  ai'^ kil;<iAtn remains1 including 
those interred su~ ic le  of formal 
cerneierie:;? X .___ 

Pursuant to Sechm 16.4rj. 640 i , f  the Sania Cruz Couniy Code, i f  at any time during 
site pre,ccariitioii, excavctisi;, or ofhe; ground disturbance associated with this project, 
human remijins are dixc.vx:icI, the i.esp;Fcnsible persons shall immediately cease and 
desist from r;!! fwt,-~w si;& eXC;i 

Directci. If Nie curcnii'r c;.~:ami,7e:; ihat :he remains are not of recent origin, a full 
archeologicd report shaii be pre,pared and tepresentatives of the local Native 
California liiu!ian y ~ i  ,iA' kit? contacted. Disturbance shall not resume until the 
significerice o f t k  a dfigica/ resource is deternii;?ed and appropriate mitigations to 
preserve Uie resource u!? ifie s;fe are establkhed. 

l i o ; ~  a d  /iofify the sheriff-coroner and the Planning 

4. Direct!y or i x i rw i t i y  destrcy a unique 
saieontologicd reesource or site'? X 

X 

No transpcri, & u ~ , : ; : :  ~ - ,  I.!.>:? - (- OP idispt~sal of hazardous materials is anticipated in 
conjunction with tiia ~,evr?lcpn:ent 01: a single-famiiy dwelling. 
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2. Be located o n  a site which is included 
on a list of hamrd;sus materials sites 
compiled pursiimr :o Gwe:nmmt 
Code Section 65962.5 a d ,  as a 
result, violild it creak a significant 
ixzarcl to !he pu5ic oi-the 
envirmrmni'.? 

Significnnl 
01 

I'ofantiall) 
Sia.niiicmt 

lrnphet 

Less thnn 
Signifieanr 

ni tb  
MiIig~fi0,l 

lncorpriratio" 

Lens thin 
Significant 

01 Not 
No lmpsct Applicable 

X 

The project site is iioi i:cIiic!~~~ ori the California Deparfment of Toxic Substance 
Control (DTSC) Hazara,nus Waste and Substances Site List (Cortese List) list of 
hazardous sites 17 >Sa:it:3 Cruz County compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5, 

3. Create a wkty bzard l o r  p ~ p k  
rcsldiny or working ;ii the prcjec: area 
2s a ;-,suit of i :ar i~eis  f m x  aircraft 
using a WiAbljC # r  private airport located 
within twci miles of the projecl: site'? X 

~~~~ 

Greats a ?>isa$;al fife i.;ar,3i::j? x ~- 5. 

The project design inaimorate s ali applicable fire safety code requiremenfs and will 
include fire protection devices as ,required by the local fire agency. The Scotts Valley 
Fire Protecfion District has reviewed ai.id approved the Development Application. 

6 .  Releass titi-erigineered orgariisms or 
chemicals i!ito The air outside of 

X project buildings'? ~- 
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Signifirrnt L'lS thn" 

Puhntiniij with significant 
Significant Less than 0 1  

Signitirmt Mitigation Or Not 
lmprct lncorporadoo NO Impact Applieablc 

H. T r a n s p o r t t : T r a i c  
Does the prcject have thr: potential to: 

1. Cause Ein iraease in trzffic that is 
substantia; in r;9zticn to the existing 
traffic load ard capacity of the street 
system (i.e.: stibs%intiat increase in 
elther the ntiimbe; of vehide trips, the 
volume to capacitj ratio oil roads, or 
congesku! at inferseciions)? X 

The project will creak R smail incremental increase in traffic on nearby roads and 
intersectiona. H G M ~ V I Y ,  given the srnaii number of new trips created by one single 
famiiy dweilhg, #-!is incrc'4se is iess f h n  significant. Further, the increase will not 
cause the Level of &miw cli L-' 

2. 

nsa%y intersection to drop below Level of Service D. 

Cause an iiiixe;isE; in parking deinand 
which caniio!: be accornn-odaied by 

X existing parking fzttciiiiies'? .__ 

The plans provide !ai ackquate area for the required number of parking spaces. New 
parking d ~ m a n d  v d :  36 a7cc~rnmodateo' on site. 

3 .  Increase i-ia~srds XI matoi-isls, 
oi,qcijs:j, j r  g ~ ~ j ~ : ~ { r j ~ r ; s 7  ___ X 

The prqxsed ,inject will ccimrl;;y VI& current road requirements to prevent potential 
hazards to mdorkts, bicycijsts, m d h /  ' pedestrians. 

4. Exceed, either irdividually (the project 
alone; or cutnula 

level of si!rdice standard established 
by tlhe county i;m?estior: management 
sgmcy tor desigriarca ititersections, 

ely (the project 
cljnlbiiied \vi.$; othcr clevalopnient), a 

roads or highways? X 

See response ti,-? above 
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Significant Le% t l lm 

I'OIentiall) nith significant 
Or Significant Lerm than 

Signifemt Mitigation Or Not 
lrnprct ~ ~ c ~ r p ~ r a t i o n  No Impact Applicable 

1. Noise 
Does the project have the potential to: 

1. Generate a permwent iricvsase in 
ambient roise ievc:!s in i:he project 
viciiiity atrtw.; !~'v ' t Is existing without 

X the project'? ___ 

The project wii! create an incremenml increase in the existing noise environment. 
However, this increase Wil i  be Sni,?l/, and w j / /  be similar in characfer to noise generated 
by the suricjui;d;nng exisikg uses. 

X 

3. Generate a iernpcraty GT periodic 
ii'xrease in axbia-it noise Ieveis in the 
project vicinity above Isvels existing 
witi-lotit tht: pwjwi'? X 

Noise yen~i3: t .d  t;crrjrjg i ; , j i 7 ~ . i i i i ~ i i i i i 1  vi;// imrease the ambient noise levels for adjoining 
areas. L 'o i~s t~ucf i :v~ vi',ii ,x reni,3oraty, ',owever, and given the limited duration of this 
impact it is considered ti; be less than significant. 
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:,igsiiicmt Lass than 

:;ignificanr Mitigation Or Not 

Or Significant Less than 
I'orentillly with signifleant 

lmpMt incorporation No Impnet Applicable 

J. Air Quality 
Does the project have !he potential tu: 
(Where available, the significarlze crileria 
established by the ILIEUAPCD m a y  be relied 
upon to make the following determinations). 

1. Vioiate an\/ air quaiity standard or 
contribute substan!inliy to an existing 

x or projected air quality L'iolalinn? __ 
I 

I he North Centra/ Coast Ak Rasir; does not meet State standards for ozone and 
particuMe rlwitei. ~>%?TCj, SL fo,,e, the regional pollutants of concern fbat would be 
emitteci Sy ifie propct az ozonc prs<;ur:joCS jvokafiie Organic Compounds [VOCS] and 
nifrogeii oxides [P.lCk$, and d u d  
Given fhe modest anxuni of new frMc t,hat will be generated by the additional single 
farriily dweliimg, there is :io jndicaiiw that new emissions of VOCs or NOx will exceed 
Monterey Bay Unified Air F'dlvtion Con:rol Districi {MBUA PCD) thresholds for these 
pollutants and t\ier&,z t i w e  wi!I riot ;?e a significant contribution to an existing air 
quaiity vio!atiur;. 
Project conslrucficii ms,y result in 2 short-term, localized decrease in air quality due f0 

generalion c: dust i--iarvever, s%ndard dust control best management practices, such 
as periodic ~vVaterim7, wiJ be i 1 7 ! $ ~ 1 ~ i 7 f ~ ? d  during consfruction to reduce impacts to a 
/ess than sigi. i f iwi( !e&, 

2. ConfiiLi ai;h 0; sbs$;& 
i ir ipi~nerdai~ori of x i  adopted sir 
quality plan'? X __ __- 

The prcjjsct will riof ooni%ct with or obstruct implementation of t.he regional air qualify 
plan. See .!-I s b o m  

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

The comfrucfion ofa new single family dwelling is not expected to generate 
objectionable odors. 

,EXHIBIT D 
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K. Public Services and Utilities 
Does the prnject have the potential to: 

1. Result in the nest3 for new or 
physically alteieLi pljbiic facilities, tne 
constnucticri of Wiich MUICI mcse  
significant swi xmmentsi impacts, iri 
r?rde: io maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response :irnes, or cti-er 
performance objectives for any of the 
p 1: I$.: sw;;<;cbc; 

d. Parks or o i k r  recreatiorial 
activities? 

Significant Lars illan 
O T  Sig"i6canf LEI% than 

Poleriinlly Hifh significant 
!iignific;~nf Mitigafion Or 

1,np;lct Incorporation K O  Impact 
NOt 

Applicable 

X 

X 

X 

e. Other pibiic facilities; including 
the rnsrnlenance of roads? X 

M i l e  the projsct represenfs an increniental contribution to the need for services, the 
increase will he minhnal. Moreover, the project meefs all of the standards and 
requirements ic~eutifieil by the !ami fire agency or California Department of Forestry, as 
applicable, arid sch;jol, park, and trmspo&ition fees to be paid by the applicant Will be 
used to offset the iricremental increase in demand for school and recreational facilities 
and public roads. 
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2. Result in the need for construction of 
naw storm water drainage facilities or 
expznsiori ai  existin::, facilities, :he 
constructicn cf xhich coiild cai:se 
signifi';a;it eri,i:x r mental effects? 

Sigiiiflcriit 
Or 

Patonriall? 
significant 

Impact 

The project Ne wiil ix ser\:ed by a private well and Dy an on-site sewage disposal 
system, which will he aclequats tci accammodate the relatively light demands of the 
project. 

4. Cause a v i c k k r  of 'wasievvater. 
treainiant sti;;rtjal-ds 'sl the 3,cglonai 
blj,?laier Quaiit): Co;.;;~i;l Board') X 

The project's waslewater flows vvill not vioiafe any wastewafer treatment sfandards 

5 .  Creak a .iti;z;iion ir! which water 
supplizs x i  inadeqmte to seive the 
project or provide fire pretection? X .__ 

The Scotts L'al/ey Fife F'rafectihn Uislric?, has reviewed and approved the project 
dans. 

6. I?esult in inadequate access for fire 
protection'? X 

The project's rciad access rneers Comfy standards and has been approved by the 
Scotts Valley Fire Pmi'ectiurt Disfrict 
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Signifielnt Less than 

!iig"ifieant Mitigation O I  Not 

Or Signiaeanr Less than 
Poleotially with signiiicmt 

Impact Incorporation No Impact Appscahle 

7. Make a significant contribution to a 
curnulalive rmluction of landi'iil 
capacity or abi!ity io proper!y dispose 
of refuse'? _- X ~__ 

The project will rnake an incremenial contribution to the reduced capacity of regional 
landfills. l-/ov:~.*~e:; 
magnitude io thai crezt~xj by exisrrg land ;.ises around the project. 

8 .  

cxtr;bution will be relatively snall and will be of similar 

Result in a breach of federal, state, 
sild IXGI &;:tites and iegiiialiorls 
relaiel-i Lc S O ~  w ~ t e  mma~wrent? X 

The projec? wil: nof result in a bresch of feo'eral, slate, or local solid waste 
management reg i~ '  iia i' ions. 

e. Larrd Use, FGcli!iation. and Hutisinq 
Does the project ihws .:Ix pcrien 

~- 

j .  C017fikk Wikh ariy poIicj/ of the  County 

rlnleriial ,?i'fZCt? X 

The prcjeci site is loi:ated within a Timber Production zone. General Plan Policy 5.12.4 
requires new parcel ,sizes ti: be a minimum of 40 gross acres. The proposed parcels 
for this project are 54. f and 102.4 iicres and meef this poiicy requirement. Policy 
5.12.5 requires a iZm!;er /d?i!aGefiz,-!f Rsn be submitted and approved by the County 
for the enrire l , m d  : i U l d ~ i ~ ~ .  L'ie przpased land division doss not divide the timber 
resource, does not interfere with any existing or future timber harvest operation and, 
according tu f h  ,%&ss!ori& Foi-estw (Attachment 9) the proposed building site is 
located in a i w n  thJ5er ,ba5!%-1g portion of the parcel. Therefore there will be no 
reduction in :!!e 3cJ-eagt? G I  fmuer!and 2s a result of the proposed land division. 
P o k y  5.12.7 requires davelopment on Timber Production lands to be located on a 
nOn-timrliei-z?d pc.rti:ior: of !le properry. As stated above, the letter from Roy Webster, 
Registered Prwf.~ssionaI Foresrei; fhe proposed building site is located in a non-timber 
bearing portion of the pa;ce/. 

Per Genera/ Plan F'o/ici/ 7.23.7 requires new development to provide on and off-site 
imptwemenfs to alleviste drainage prohlems and io require runoff levels to be 
maintained at p w d o  wiopn;ei ~t miss to reduce downstream flood hazards. The project 
will be conditic8r;cd h cor i tm runoff il; accordance with Public Works Design Criteria 
and the recorrimxdar:~n.: of the project soils engineer. 
General Plat Policy 7.2.3.2 reqcires new development to limit impervious surfaces. 
7??,"7i.s lar;fd divisioi? cvill i i ~ c i ~ d t ~  a corto'hion 0: approval, which requires the use of 
pervious or $;F?nii-r;?;.Vijzs sufiixes' wherever praciicable. 

a 
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X 

The priy)ost;j p r G j x i  is :jesigljW at iris dsiisjty and intensify o f  development allowed 
by the General P / m  an(: zoning desiyriations for the parcel. Addifionally, the project 
does not inwive e;:ier,,sior!s cf utiliiies (e.g.> water, sewer, or new road systems) into 
areas p!-evizrtis!y 1 set-~ed C:..icsecperrtly. it is not expected to have a significant 

M. N ~ > i ~ - L ~ C ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ . ~ g 2 &  

Does the project require approval of ?ederal, state, 
or regional agenc;ii.,s'l Yes No X 
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lignifimnt Lcr, than 
or Significant Less than 

Putintially with Signiflcmt 
Significilnt Mitipition Or Not 

lmp*Ct lneorporitioo No Impact Applicable 

Y e s  __ No X 

Y e s  No X 

X Yes No - 
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Si$l!iRCA"l Less than 

Pohntirl iy xith significant 
Or Si:nitlcP"t Less than 

.9ig.,ilicnnt Mitig.t iO" Or Not 
Impact Incorporation Va Impact Apdieab* 

REQUIRED COMPLETED* - NIA 

Gtker: 
Forester's Lfiter X ___ 

Attachma?: 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Map of Zoning Distric:s 
3. Map of Gnnoral Flsn Des.g,:ations 
4. Assessors Parcel Map 
5. Geotechnical Feasikility S'%dy(Conclcsions and Recommendations) prepared by Dees &Associates, 
dated December 22,2004 
6. Geotechnical Plan 3evie-w Letter prepared by Dees &Associates, dated June IO, 2005 
7. Geological Hazards Invest,galion (Conclusians an3 Recommendations, and Plate 1) prepared by 
Nolan Associates, dated June 22. 2005. 
8. Acceptance letter from Joseph Hanna, C:ounty Geologist, dated 
9. Letter from Project Forester, dated Febrimry 3, 2005 
I G ,  ArcheoloGical Reconnaissace Survey Letter prepared by Santa Cruz Archaeological Society, dated 
January : 7,2005 
11. Discietionziy kyplicziion Comments, dated June 20, 2005 
12. Environmeriia; Healll; Set;.ice:j Site Evaluation, dated li21105 

EXHIBIT 0 



Location Map 

~ ~ . . .  

APN 093-401-09 

1 Miles 

Environmental Review lnital St1 

ATTACH M E NIL 
APPLICATION 0 - c! %a 

N 

Planning Department: 



- 

Zoning Map 

..  

0.75 Miles 
0.25 

Legend 

0 APN 093-401-09 
Streets 

N S t a t e  Highway 
,' %.,,,> Intermittent Stream 

Perennial Stream 
Single-Family Dwelling (R-1-AC) 
Residential Agriculture (RA) 
Special Use (SU) 
Timber Production (TP) 
Agriculture (A) 

Environmental Review lnital Stu 

ATTACHMENT 'X 
APPLICATION C)k  - o 5 ' 3 3  

N 



General Plan Map 

0.5 0.75 Miles 
0.25 0 

Legend 

n APN 093-401-09 
_, 
i ~.~.,/' Streets 
N S t a t e  Highway 
,,'~. ., ;' Intermittent Stream 

Perennial Stream 
i_l City of Scotts Valley 

Mountain Residential 

L i  
Map created by Santa Cruz County 

Planning Department: 
August 2004 



Environmental Review lnlta! Study 

ATTACHMENT 3; 3 fiL C{ ;L 
APPLICATION -04  



view lnitai Study 



Dees & Associates 
~ l E n @ e e l s  
501 Mission Street, Suite 8A Sand C w ,  CA 95060 Phone (831) 4271770 Fax (831) 427-1794 

December 22,2004 Project No. SCR-0065 

MR. ROBERT BRASSFIELD 
c/o Stephen Graves 8, 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, Figure 1. The 
site is comprised of approximately 155 acres and is developed with a paved road and an 
existing residence. WE- understand a 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- 
southwest facing spur ridge. The ridge slopes at about a 20 percent slope gradient in the 
southwest direction and has side slopes on the order of 35 to 40 percent, Figure 2. The 
homesite is situated on the top of the ridge on a 20 percent slope adjacent to 30 percent 
side slopes. Figures 2 and 3 include slope cross sections through the proposed homesite. 
Cross-section A-A was prepared by Gary lfland based'on their topographic map. Cross- 
section 6-B was prepared by our firm using tape 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 redwood trees and other medium to large tree species 
with moderate underbrush. Site drainage is by sheet flow to the east and west. Some 
runoff flows down the ridge itself to the south. Water flowing down the east slope appears 
to percolate in before it reaches the main access road. There were no signs Of erOSiOn of 
the eastern slope, 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. 
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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. One test pit was excavated in the proposed septic leachfield site and three test 
pits were excavated in the proposed homesite. The approximate locations of our test pits 
are indicated on Figure 4. Graphical representations of the test pit logs are included in 
Figures 5 through 8, attached. 

The soils beneath the homesite generally consist of 12 to 24 inches of dark brown sandy 
silt (topsoil) over mottled orange brown and grey sandy silt over weathered sandy siltstone 
bedrock. Weathered bedrockwas encountered 3feet below grade in Test Pit 2 and 4feet 
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 1 was excavated in the proposed septic leachfield site. Test Pit 1 encountered 12 
inches of dark brown sandy silt over 1.5 to 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 in the 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 each fault is 
capable of generating large seismic ground motions, the San Andreas Fault has produced 
several large earthquakes in recent history. The largest historic earthquake in northern 
California occurred on the San Andreas Fault on 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 potential for ground shaking from strong earthquakes in 
the region within the next 50 to 100 years. 
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SCR-0065 
December 22.2004 
Mr. Robert Brassfield 
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 braced for 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. 

Landslidinq Hazards 
Several landslides are mapped on the property and in the vicinity of the site, Figure I O .  
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 vegetated with 
numerous old growth redwood groves and other medium to large tree species. Two slope 
profiles were prepared through the homesite. The slope profiles do 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. 

Liquefaction 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 considered to be low to 
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 embedding foundations 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 Pit 4 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 
December22,2004 
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 recommendations for 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 regarding the 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 andlor 
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 

RLDlbd 

Attachments 

Copies: 5 to Stephen Graves & Associates 
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i DeeS & 
Geotechnica 
501 Mission Street, Suite 8A Santa Cmz, CA 95060 Phone (831) 427-1770 Fax (831) 4271794 

June 10,2005 

MR. ROBERT BRASSFIELD 
YO Stephen Graves 8, Associates 
2735 Porter Street 
Soquel, California 95073 

Project No. SCR-0065 

Subject: 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 1 to 5 feet with new baserock and 
pavement. The widening will mostly occur within the existing road shoulder. Some areas will require 1 to 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 : l  (horizontal to vertical) cut slopes along 
the upslope side. 

Our review indicates the Dlans are in general accordance with our recommendations. If vou have anv - 
questions, please call our &ice 

Very truly yours, &-- 
DEES &ASSOCIATES 

Copies: 2 to Addressee 
1 to C2G Civil Consultants 

Environmental Review lnital Study 
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NOLAN ASSOCIATES 

22June2005 

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

Re: Geologic Hazards Report 
Proposed Single Faniily Residence 
APN 093-401-09 Environmental Review lnitai Study 
Santa Cruz County, California ATTACHMENT- I- 

APPLlCATlON h L/-LICj,> 

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 
detennine 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, f~ulting or other acts of nature. 
Such events could damage the property and affect the property's value or its viability in 
%ys 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 thzrn. We would be 
happy to discuss such risks with you: at your request. 

63 
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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. If this 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 oE any modification of the recommended 
geologically suitable bidding envelope. The building envelope designated on Plate 1 is 
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 a thickness 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 hits! Study 

ATTACHMENT %. 2Lc# 5- 
kppLICATION (7'?'7(s3cjca 

Nolnti Associates 
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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 impleinent the simple safety procedures outlined by 
Peter Yanev in his book, Pence ofMind in Earthquake Cozmtvy. 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. 

INVESTIGATIVE LIMITATIONS 

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. 

The analysis and recommendations submitted in this report are based on the 
geologic infomiation 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. 

2. 
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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, a:id that the 
necessary steps are taken to see that the contractor and subcontr3ctors 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 ofknowledge. 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 o f  this firm. 
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C O U N T Y  O F  S A N T A  C R U Z  
DISCRETIONARY APPLICATION COMMENTS 

Project Planner: Robin Bo ls te r  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 FOR THIS AGENCY 

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 13, 2004 BY JOSEPH L HANNA ========= The cu r ren t  en- 
g inee r ing  geology repo r t  does no t  discuss t h e  improvement o f  e i t h e r  access roadway 
t o  t h e  proposed b u i l d i n g  s i t e .  Before t h e  p r o j e c t  can be approved t h e  geologic  con- 
s t r a i n t s  t h a t  a f f e c t  each access roadway must be evalauted by t h e  engineer ing 
g e o l o g i s t ,  t h e  geotechnical engineer,  and (on a recon. bas is )  by t h e  c i v i l  engineer.  

----_____ _________ 

Please prov ide  an p re l im ina ry  t i t l e  repo r t  t h a t  i nd i ca tes  t h a t  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  has 
t h e  r i g h t  t o  improve t h e  "emergency secondary access" t o  County Standards f o r  use as  
access t o  t h e  new b u i d l i n g  s i t e .  

Hab i ta t  f o r  spec ia l  s ta tus  species was no t  apparent i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  of the  proposed 
improvements. Add i t iona l  b i o t i c  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  w i l l  n o t  be requ i red  

UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 16, 2004 BY ROBIh M BOLSTER ========= 
_________ _________ 

UPDATED ON JANUARY 20. 2005 BY R O B I N  M BOLSTER ========= _________ _________ 

The rev ised l o c a t i o n  must be evaluated by t h e  p r o j e c t  engineer ing geo log i s t  Please 
submit an update t o  t h e e x i s t i n g  engineering geology r e p o r t  t h a t  evaluates t h e  new 
b u i l d i n g  s i t e  as we l l  as a l l  access roads. Fol lowing review and acceptance of t h e  
updated geology r e p o r t ,  a p lan  review l e t t e r  must be submitted. which s ta tes  t h a t  
t h e  p lans are  i n  conformance w i t h  t h e  recommendations made i n  t h e  updated r e p o r t .  

The new l o c a t i o n  i s  no t  a n t i c i p a t e d  t o  impact any spec ia l  s ta tus  species o f  h a b i t a t .  

The access road i s  10 .5  and 11.0 f e e t  wide i n  t w o  areas. These widths do no t  conform 
t o  t h e  minimum standards as s p e c i f i e d  i n  Sect ion 16.20.180 o f  t h e  County Grading Or- 
dinance. Please i nc lude  a d iscussion o f  how YOU orooosed t o  achieve w o o e r  roadwav 
w id th  i n  your re - submi t ta l .  Any proposed cut; o r '  f i i l s  must be evaluated by t h e  
p r o j e c t  engineer ing g e o l o g i s t .  

" 

Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments 

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

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 13, 2004 BY JOSEPH L HANNA ========= 

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

_________ __-______ 
_________ _________ 

NO COMMENT 

Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments 

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

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 15, 2004 BY DAVID  W SIMS e======== 
----_____ _________ 
04- 0392 



Discretionary Comments - Continued 
Project Planner: Robin Bo ls te r  
Application No. : 04-0392 

APN: 093-401-09 

Date: December 23, 2005 
Time: 11:31:44 
Page: 2 

The a p p l i c a t i o n  was reviewed f o r  completeness o f  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  development and i s  
sub jec t  t o  compliance w i t h  t h e  County p o l i c i e s  l i s t e d  below. 

General Plan p o l i c i e s :  5 .8 .4  Drainage Design i n  Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas 
5 .5 .12  Drainage Design i n  Water Supply Watersheds 7.23.1 New Development 7 .23 .2  
Min imiz ing  Impervious Surfaces 7 .23 .5  Contro l  Surface Runoff 

Once s p l i t ,  parcel  A w i l l  be pa r t ia l l y  covered by t h e  groundwater recharge zone, and 
parcel  6 w i l l  be p a r t i a l l y  covered w i t h  water supply watershed zone and poss ib ly  
a l s o  t h e  groundwater recharge zone. The requirements f o r  e i t h e r  zone are  e s s e n t i a l l y  
i d e n t i c a l ,  and apply t o  t h e  e n t i r e  parce ls  and a l l  development proposed. regardless 
o f  a c t u a l l y  being pos i t i oned  w i t h i n  t h e  mapped boundaries. Any exc lus ion  from t h i s  
zone must be sought from t h e  County Hydro log is t  

Concentrated and increased discharges should no t  reach Carbonera Creek o r  i t s  
t r i b u t a r i e s .  This  watershed s u f f e r s  from d ramat i ca l l y  e levated runof f  peaks and has 
subs tan t i a l  f l o o d  hazards downstream. A l l  new development w i l l  have t o  ho ld  r u n o f f  
t o  pre-development ra tes  f o r  t h e  County standard storm. Th is  i s  a d i f f e r e n t  and 
add i t i ona l  requi  rement than t h a t  f o r  recharge. 

App l i ca t i on  o f  base rock t o  an e x i s t i n g  d i r t  road w i l l  be considered an increase i n  
impervious su r fac ing  a t  a r a t e  o f  50% o f  t h e  ac tua l  sur face  area. Hard paving t o  
meet f i r e  access s lope requi  rements i s  considered 100% impervious. 

M i t i g a t i o n  should be r e a d i l y  achievable, bu t  t h e  means by which t h i s  i s  done must be 
shown on t h e  improvement p lans .  

1) Show a l l  c u l v e r t s ,  road d i t ches ,  curbs,  berms o r  swales and o the r  drainage 
mod i f i ca t i ons  associated w i t h  t h e  improved road sec t i ons .  Show t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
w i t h  t h e  surrounding topography. These s t ruc tu res  should be minimized where poss ib le  
i n  favor of o ther  grading methods t h a t  c rea te  r u n o f f  d ispersa l  

2) For any improved road sec t ions ,  show road design improvements which minimize run-  
of f  concent ra t ion  and e levated discharge. Show road cross sec t ions  a t  s t a t i o n  i n t e r -  
va l s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  show changes i n  d i r e c t i o n  and degree o f  c ross-s lope and t h e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  c u t  and f i l l  zones across t h e  surrounding topography. 

3 )  Please i n d i c a t e  t h e  ex ten t  o f  new road widening, t u rnou ts ,  and t h e  change i n  
su r fac ing  types such t h a t  t h e  amount o f  new impervious o r  semi - impervious su r fac ing  
i s  c l e a r l y  known. The f u t u r e  home s i t e  w i l l  a l so  be sub jec t  t o  recharge requ i re -  
ments, b u t  may be addressed w i t h  t h e  p lans submitted fqr t h i s  s t r u c t u r e .  

Construct ion a c t i v i t y  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a land d is turbance o f  one acre o r  more, o r  l ess  
than one acre b u t  p a r t  o f  a l a r g e r  common p lan  o f  development o r  sa le  must ob ta in  
t h e  Construct ion A c t i v i t i e s  Storm Water General NPDES Permit  from t h e  S ta te  Water 
Resources Contro l  Board. Construct ion a c t i v i t y  inc ludes  c l e a r i n g ,  grading. excava- 
t i o n ,  s t o c k p i l i n g ,  and recons t ruc t i on  o f  e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  i n v o l v i n g  removal and 
replacement. For more i n fo rma t ion  see: 
h t t p :  l l w .  swrcb.ca .gov/stormwtr /const faq.  html 

Because t h i s  a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  incomplete i n  addressing County development p o l i c i e s .  
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r e s u l t i n g  rev i s ions  and add i t i ons  w i l l  necess i ta te  fu r the r  review comment and pos- 
s i b l y  d i f f e r e n t  o r  a d d i t i o n a l  requirements. The app l i can t  i s  sub jec t  t o  meeting a l l  
f u t u r e  review requirements as they p e r t a i n  t o  t h e  a p p l i c a n t ' s  changes t o  t h e  
proposed p lans . 

A l l  r esubmi t ta l s  o f  p lans,  ca l cu la t i ons ,  repo r t s ,  faxes, ex t ra  copies e t c . .  . s h a l l  
be made through t h e  Planning Department. Ma te r i a l s  l e f t  w i t h  Pub l ic  Works may be 
re turned by m a i l ,  w i t h  r e s u l t i n g  delays 

Please c a l l  t h e  Dept. o f  Pub l ic  Works, Storm Water Management Sect ion.  froill 8:OO am 
t o  12:OO noon i f  you have quest ions.  ========= UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 4 .  2005 BY DAVID  

CTMS ========= . . - - , .- 
A p p l i c a t i o n  appears complete. Please see miscel laneous comments t o  v e r i f y .  ========= 
UPDATED ON JULY 19. 2005 BY DAVID  W SIMS ========= 
3 r d  Routing: 

A p p l i c a t i o n  i s  approved. See miscellaneous comments. 

Dpw Drainage Miscellaneous Comments 

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

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 15. 2004 BY D A V I D  W S IMS ========= 

UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 4. 2005 BY DAVID W SIMS ========= 

_________ -----__-_ 
NO COMMENT 

P r i o r  i tems 1, 2, 3: Changes t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  p lan  has a l s o  changed t h e  need t o  ad- 
dress these i tems as t h e r e  now appears t o  be no proposed road improvements. If t h e r e  
a r e  t o  be any road improvements, t h e  p r i o r  i tems where app l i cab le  w i l l  s t i l l  need t o  
be addressed a t  t h e  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  s tage,  and t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  should be rerouted.  The 
aspha l t  d r i v e  should be noted as e x i s t i n g  i f  t h i s  i s  t h e  case, o r  otherwise 
c l a r i f i e d .  

New i t em 4 :  The drainage note  on t h e  p lan  p rope r l y  notes ho ld ing  r u n o f f  l e v e l s  t o  
pre-development ra tes .  The add i t i ona l  requirement t o  p rov ide  r e t e n t i o n  must a lso  be 
noted on t h e  p lans as was i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  l a n d  use consu l tan t  i n  a l e t t e r  t o  t h e  
p lanner .  The two requirements are no t  equ iva len t .  Th is  n o t a t i o n  i s  t o  be added p r i o r  
t o  submi t ta l  t o  t h e  approval body and t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  need no t  be re routed.  

Prov id ing  d e t a i l e d  drainage i n fo rma t ion  a t  t h e  home s i t e  was p rev ious l y  deferred t o  
t h e  p lans submitted f o r  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e .  and remains so. It i s  noted t h a t  t h e  new 
home s i t e  i s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  c lose r  t o  t h e  p rope r t y  boundary with l ess  than 100 f e e t  
of r e l a t i v e l y  steep ground along t h e  western edge o f  t h e  proposed b u i l d i n g  envelope 
cons t ra in ing  t h e  drainage development area t o  an e f f e c t i v e  s i z e  o f  on l y  an acre o r  
two r a t h e r  than t h e  claimed 50 acres.  S i t i n g  t h e  home a t  t h e  extreme western edge of 
t h e  b u i l d i n g  envelope may complicate p r o v i s i o n  o f  r u n o f f  m i t i g a t i o n .  The app l i can t  
should keep t h i s  i n  mind. ========= UPDATED ON JULY 19.  2005 BY D A V I D  W S IMS 

P r i o r  t o  complet ion of t h e  f i n a l  improvement p lans:  

A )  The f ina l  improvement p lans o f  t h e  MLD a r e  t o  i t em ize  t h e  a rea  o f  new impervious 
sur fac ing ,  and c l e a r l y  no te  t h a t  theses areas w i l l  be m i t i g a t e d  w i t h  t h e  f u t u r e  ap- 

-----____ __---_--- 

--------- ------___ 
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p l i c a t i o n  f o r  t h e  SFD. 

Condi t ions f o r  t h e  f u t u r e  home b u i l d i n g  a p p l i c a t i o n :  

B )  The f u t u r e  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  t h e  new home i s  cond i t ioned t o  m i t i g a t e  f o r  a l l  im- 
pacts o f  t h e  f u t u r e  proposal i t s e l f ,  as we l l  as t h e  equ iva len t  new areas of road 
created under t h e  MLD. A t  such t ime,  p rov ide  c a l c u l a t i o n s  t h a t  over r e t a i n / d e t a i n  
r u n o f f ,  o r  m i t i g a t e  by removal o f  equ iva len t  e x i s t i n g  impervious surfaces t h a t  a re  
n o t  needed, o r  can be replaced w i t h  semi-pervious surfaces 

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON AUGUST 24, 2004 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELLI ========= _----____ __-______ 
No comment, p r o j e c t  invo lves  a subd iv is ion  o r  MLD. 

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON AUGUST 24. 2004 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELLI ========= -----____ _-_______ 
No comment. 

Dpw Road Engineering Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 7 .  2004 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 
The proposed p rope r t y  l i n e  appears t o  f o l l o w  t h e  c e n t e r l i n e  o f  a road i n  between t h e  
two proposed pa rce l s .  Maintenance and access t o  t h i s  road should be c l e a r l y  def ined 
through easements and a road maintenance agreement. 

Access roads serv ing  more than one parcel  a r e  recommended t o  be designed tobe 24 
f e e t  wide i n  order  t o  meet t h e  County standards f o r  two-way t r a f f i c .  A t  a minimum, 
18 f e e t  i s  recommended i f  c o n s t r a i n t s  e x i s t ,  o r  as t h e  F i r e  Marshal l  r equ i res .  

The driveways and roads should have a sec t i on  o f  2 inches o f  aspha l t  concrete over 6 
inches aggregate base. Th is  can be made a c o n d i t i o n  o f  approval i f  t h e r e  are  no 
o the r  outstanding issues .  

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

UPDATED ON JULY 19. 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN ========e 
-----____ __-_-_-__ 

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 

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 26. 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= 
UPDATED ON OCTOBER 28.  2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= Aoo l icant  rece ived 

=====z=== 

= = = = = = = = 

an approved s e p t i c  s i t e  eva lua t i on  from EHS f o r  t h e  undevloped l o t  

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 Bo ls te r  
Application No. : 04-0392 

APN: 093-401-09 

Date: December 23. 2005 
Time: 11:31:44 
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 MARSANO ========= 
DEPARTMENT NAME:Scotts Va l ley  F i r e  D i s t r i c t  
A l l  b r idges .  c u l v e r t s  and crossings s h a l l  be c e r t i f i e d  by a r e g i s t e r e d  engineer .  
Minimum capac i ty  o f  25 tons .  Cal-Trans H-20 load ing  standard. 

DEPARTMENT NAME:Scotts Va l ley  F i r e  D i s t r i c t  
Have t h e  DESIGNER add t h e  appropr ia te  NOTES and DETAILS showing t h i s  i n fo rma t ion  on 
t h e  p lans and RESUBMIT, w i t h  an annotated copy o f  t h i s  l e t t e r :  
SHOW on t h e  p lans,  DETAILS of compliance w i t h  t h e  driveway requirements. The access 
road i s  requ i red  t o  be a minimum wid th  o f  18 f e e t  when serv ing  more than 2 dwe l l -  
i n g s .  The turnaround on t h e  proposed b u i l d i n g  envelope i s  i n s u f f i c i e n t  i n  s i z e  for  a 
f i r e  engine turnaround. 

NO COMMENT 

_---_____ _____ ~ _ _ _  

UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 22. 2005 BY MARIANNE E MARSANO ========= ----_____ ----_____ 

UPDATED ON JULY 7 ,  2005 BY MARIANNE E MARSANO ========= 
----_____ _---___-_ 

Scotts Valley Fire District Miscellaneous Comments 

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

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 16, 2004 BY MARIANNE E MARSANO ========= 
UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 16, 2004 BY MARIANNE E MARSANO ========= 

UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 22, 2005 BY MARIANNE E MARSANO ========= 

UPDATED ON JULY 7 .  2005 BY MARIANNE E MARSANO =======E= 

----_____ ___-_____ 
___-_____ ----_____ 
NO COMMENT 

NO COMMENT 

NO COMMENT 

----_____ ----_____ 

__--_____ ----__-__ 



------ - --- - - -- -1- 
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Right of Way 
340 PAIARO ST, RM. 132 

SALINAS, CA 93901 
831-754-8165 

Memorandum 
To: 

cc: 
From: 
Date: Thursday, November 83,2005 

County of Santa Cruz, Department of Public Works, 
Attn: Cathleen Carr , Senior Civil Engineer 

Robin De Alvarez, SBC Engineer, (831)728-5032 
Roxie Tossie, Right of Way Mgr (831) 754-8165 

Re: MLD-04-0392, - LOT SPLIT 

Location: 705 CANHAM ROAD, SCOiTS VALLEY 
APN: 093-401-09 

Message: 

Per your request our 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: 

0 SBC has an existing Joint Pole Aerial Lead serving this property. 
a SBC will require an Easement be granted (in our Corporate name "Pacific 

Bell Telephone C0mpany, 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 



County of Santa Cruz 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

701 OCEAN STREET - 4TH FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 TDD: (831) 4542123 

TOM BURNS, DIRECTOR 

RURAL RESIDENTIAL DENSITY 
MATRIX DETERMINATION 

IMPORTANT NOTICE I 
I I 

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 consistent methodology 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 decision to approve or deny your development application will 
take place only after a thorough evaluation of your site, acceptance of technical studies, and the 
review of an accurate survey of the property. 

A rural densitymatrix determination which shows that a land division or development of additional 
building site@) 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. 

EXHIBIT H 



Application No. ccApplication Numberv 

This section is to be completed by the 
Applicant 

Assessor's Parcel No.: 

Name 
Mailing Address &4pplicants_Addressx 
City, State, Zip MXty-Stak-Zip)> 
Telephone vApplicantsPhonen 

Access to site: 

dpplicant)) (All information on thispuge wus submitted by applicant) 

Name of Road: 

Check which apply: - Public, County maintained 

Public, not County maintained J Private 

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

- Notpaved 

J 
- 

- 
- Other 

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 than 500 feet 

Pavement width: 18' or greater 

Water Source: County or municipal water district J Private or mutual well 

- Spring 

Sewage Disposal: - Public or private sanitation district 

Package treatment plant or septic maintenance district 

-J Septic system 

Total acreage 

Purpose of this application: 

Parcel:- Number of houses or habitable structures on parcel:- 

- 

1 
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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- 
BASIS FOR AYALYSIS; 

TO BE COMPLETED BY STAFF 

SL’BTRACT CL’MU!-ATIVE CONsTW.INT POINTS 

GRAND TOTAL 

Minimum Average Developable ParceI S m *  (from Table 
Page 

Number of Potenbal Building Stles’ (developable acreage divided by 
minmum average parcel sue )  

) as determined by the point score 

Conditional 
Point Score 

2 

5 7  
a! 

5 z 
46 

*Overriding minimum parcel size restriction, $applicable, take precedence over the preliminary allowed 
average density in the event of conflict. I 

http://CONsTW.INT


FOR STAFF USE OYLY 
. 

Planning Area , 
General Plan land use designation: p- 
Zoning District: 

Mapped Environmeptal Constraints: 

Resources (timber, agriculture, etc ) 

Access: 

Firs Response Time (m minutes) 
(SOurCC)  



RESOLRCES AND CONSTRAINTS, OVERRIDTNG MINIMUM ACREAGE POLICIES, AND 
BASIS FOR CONDITIONAL POINTS LISTED ON PAGE 3 

4 

Additional Staff Comments 


