Staff Reportto the
Planning Commission Application Number: 04-0276

Applicant: Stephen Graves & Associates Agenda Date: 5/24/06
Owner: Stephen & Clare Greene Agenda Item #: ¢
APN(s): 101-041-05& 101-051-01 Time: After 9:00 a.m.

Project Description: Proposal to transfer 1.8acres from APN 101-041-05to APN 101-051-01
and to divide the resulting 13.3 acre parcel (APN 101-041-05)into three parcels.

Location: Property is located on the west side of Branciforte Drive at approximately 2,000 feet
north of Crystal Creek Road. (4363 Branciforte Drive)

Supervisoral District: 1stDistrict (District Supervisor: Janet Beautz)

Permits Required: Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Land Division, Riparian Exception,
Archaeological Site Review, Soils Report Review
Staff Recommendation:

e Certification of the Mitigated Negative Declaration per the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act.

e Approval of Application 04-0276, based on the attached findings and conditions.
Exhibits

A Project plans E. Rural Residential Density Matrix
B. Findings F. Comments & Correspondence
C. Conditions ] _

D. Mitigated Negative Declaration -

(CEQA Determination) with the

following attached documents:
(Attachment?2): Assessor’s parcel map
(Attachment 3): Zoning map
(Attachment4): General Plan map

Parcel Information
Parcel Size: 13.3 acres (after boundary adjustment)

Existing Land Use - Parcel: Rural residential home site
ExistingLand Use - Surrounding: Rural residential neighborhood

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




Application# 04-0276 Page 2
APN: 101-041-05,101-051-01
Owner: Stephen & Clare Greene

Project Access: Private right of way off Branciforte Drive
Planning Area: Carbonera

Land Use Designation: R-R (Rural Residential)

Zone District: A (Agriculture)

Coastal Zone: — Inside _X_ Outside

Environmental Information

An Initial Study has been prepared (Exhibit D) that addresses the environmental concerns
associated with this application.

Services Information

Urban/Rural Services Line: — Inside ~X_ OQutside
Water Supply: Private well

Sewage Disposal: septic

Fire District: Branciforte Fire Protection District
Drainage District: None

Project Setting

The subjectproperty is located on the west side of Branciforte Drive across Branciforte Creek
from the roadway. The proposed building sites are located in an open meadow on the slope
above Branciforte Creek away from the existing dwelling. The remainder of the property
contains oak woodland with some other small clearings and existing residential structures. The
surrounding neighborhood is developed with rural residential home sites.

Lot Line Adjustment

A Lot Line Adjustment is included with this proposal to provide additional land to an adjacent
property owner in exchange for vehicular access to the proposed building sites. The owner of the
adjacent property will acquire approximately 1.8 acres from the subject property as a result of the
proposed adjustment. The proposed transfer complies with the requirements for boundary
adjustments.

Zoning & General Plan Consistency

The subjectproperty will be approximately 13.3 acres (after the boundary adjustment) and is
located in the A (Agriculture) zone district, a designation which allows residential uses when
implementingthe site’s (R-R) Rural Residential General Plan designation. The allowed density
for the division of land on parcels with a (R-R) Rural Residential General Plan designation is
determined by the Rural Residential Density Matrix.

Minor Land Division

The applicant proposes to divide the subject property into three separate parcels for the purposes
of constructing single family residences. The proposed new building siteswill be located to the
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AFN 101-041-05, 101-051-01
Owner: Stephen & Clare Greene

south of the existing single family residence and will be accessed by a separate driveway. The
proposed new building sites are located in a manner which will protect the existing oak
woodland and riparian resource areas.

The proposed residential developmentwill be located away from areas of steep slopes and will
be able to use stepped foundation designs to avoid unnecessary grading on the project site. The
septic system locations have received preliminary approval from the County department of
Environmental Health Services.

Rural Residential Density matrix

The proposed Minor Land Division is subject to the Rural Residential Density Matrix in order to
determine the appropriate density of developmentwithin the allowed General Plan density range.
The subject property is located within the Rural Residential (R-R) General Plan land use
designation. A matrix has been prepared by staff (Exhibit E) which is a result of the review of a
previous matrix, an applicant prepared matrix, and the application of current requirements. The
allowed maximum density, per the Rural Residential Density Matrix, is 2.5 acres of net
developable land area per parcel. The proposed Minor Land Division complies with this
requirement, in that a minimum of 2.5 acres of net developableland area exists for each parcel to
be created.

Due to the proposed parcel configuration and the location of existing improvements, one of the
three proposed parcels will only contain 1.5acres of net developable area. The remaining 1 acre
of required net developable land will be located on Parcel A. This is allowed through parcel
averaging. To ensurethat this area is not used for future land divisions, a note will be added to
the parcel map to indicate that 1 net developable acre of Parcel A has been applied toward the
creation of Parcel C per the requirements of the Rural Residential Density Matrix.

Project Access

The existing residence is accessed via a bridge across Branciforte Creek. The proposed building
sites Will be accessed via a different bridge than the existing residence on the adjacent property.
A right of way will be created to guarantee permanent access to the proposed building sites.
Widening of the existing driveway to 18 feet in width is proposed, and bridge widening will be
required to achieve the 18 foot width. The bridge widening is proposed without additional piers
or other improvementswithin Branciforte Creek. The widening of the approachto the existing
bridge within the riparian corridor will require a riparian exception.

Building Envelopes

An ancient landslide (over 11,000 years old) occurred in this area and some potential for debris
flows continues to exist above the proposed building sites. The building envelopes have been
modified to avoid the potential geologic hazard above the proposed building sites. The building
and septic envelope locations have been reviewed and accepted by project geologist, geotechnical
engineer, and the County geologist.

The setback indicated at the rear of the proposed Parcel C does not comply with zone district site
standards. Application of the minimum 20 foot rear yard setback required within the zone
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APN: 101-041-05, 101-051-01
Owner Stephen & Clare Greene

district at the rear (western boundary) of the building envelope on Parcel C is required prior to
recordation of the Parcel Map for this development.

Environmental Review

Environmental review has been required for the proposed project per the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The project was reviewed by the County's
Environmental Coordinatoron 2/13/06 & 3/27/06. A preliminary determinationto issue a
Negative Declaration with Mitigations (Exhibit D) was made on 4/5/06. The mandatory public
comment period expired on 5/5/06, with no comments received.

The environmental review process focused on the potential impacts of the project in the areas of
geotechnical and biotic issues. The environmental review process generated mitigation measures

that will reduce potential impacts from the proposed development and adequately address these
issues.

Conclusion

As proposed and conditioned, the project is consistent with all applicable codes and policies of
the Zoning Ordinance and General P1an/LCP. Please see Exhibit"B" (“'Findings") for a complete
listing of findings and evidence related to the above discussion.

Staff Recommendation

o Certification of the Mitigated Negative Declaration per the requirementsof the California
Environmental Quality Act.

. APPROVAL of Application Number 04-0276, based on the attached findings and
conditions.

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

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




Application# 04-0276

APN: 101-041-05, 101-051-01
Owner; Stephen & Clare Greene

Report Prepared By:

Report Reviewed By:

Randall Adams

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

Santa Cruz CA 95060

Phone Number: (831) 454-3218

E-mail: randall.adams(@co.santa-cruz.ca.us

[

Cathy Graves
Principal Planner
Development Review
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Application# 04-0276
APN: 101-041-05, 101-051-01

Owner Stephen & Clare Greene
Lot Line Adjustment Findings
1. The lot line adjustment will not result in a greater number of parcels than originally
existed.

This finding can be made, in that there are two parcels prior to the adjustmentand there will be
two parcels subsequent to the adjustment, with the land divisionto follow the boundary
adjustment.

2. The lot line adjustment conforms with the county zoning ordinance (including, without
limitation, County Code section 13.10.673), and the county building ordinance
(including, without limitation, County Code section 12.01.070).

This finding can be made, in that no additional building sites will be created by the transfer as the
two resulting parcels are currently developed, none of the parcels have a Gaexral Plan
designationof “Agriculturedr ‘Agricultural Resource’, technical studies are not necessary as
both parcels are developed with single family dwellings and the proposal complies with the
General Plan designation of the parcels per 13.10.673(e).

3. No affected parcel may be reduced or further reduced below the minimum parcel size
required by the zoning designation, absent the grant of a variance pursuant to County
Code section13.10.230.

This finding canbe made, in that the resulting parcels will not be reduced below the minimum
parcel size required by the zone district as a result of this lot line adjustment.

[ EXHIBITB




Application#: 04-0276
AFN: 101-041-D%, 101-051-01
Owner: Stephen & Clare Greene

Subdivision Findings

1. That the proposed subdivision meets all requirements or conditions of the Subdivision
Ordinance and the State Subdivision Map Act.

This finding can be made, 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 findings below.

2. That the proposed subdivision, its design, and its improvements, are consistent with the
General Plan, and the area General Plan or SpecificPlan, if any.

This finding can be made, in that this project creates three parcels with a minimum of 2.5 net
developable acres per parcel and is located in the Rural Residential (R-R) General Plan land use
designation, The division of land on parcels with a Rural Residential (R-R) General Plan
designation is allowed at densities determined by the Rural Residential Density Matrix. This
proposal complies with the requirements of the Rural Residential Density Matrix, which
authorizes a density of development of one dwelling unit per 2.5 acres of net developable land
area, in that sufficient net developableland area exists for the proposed division.

Due to the proposed parcel configuration and the location of existing improvements, one of the
three proposed parcels will only contain 1.5 acres of net developablearea. The remaining 1 acre
of required net developable land for the creation of this parcel will be located on Parcel A. This
is allowed through parcel averaging. To ensure that this area is not credited towards future land
divisions, a note will be added to the parcel map to indicate that 1 net developable acre of Parcel
A has been applied toward the creation of Parcel C per the requirements of the Rural Residential
Density Matrix.

The project is consistent with the General Plan in that the necessary infrastructure is available to
the site including private water, septic waste treatment, and nearby recreational opportunities.
The land division is located off of private right of way from a public street that provides
satisfactory access. The proposed land division is similar to the pattern and density of the
surrounding rural residential development in the project vicinity.

The proposed land division is not located in a hazardous or environmentally sensitive area and
protects natural resources by expanding in an area designated for residential development 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.

This finding can be made, in that the use of the property will be residential in nature which is an
allowed use in the A (Agriculture)zone district, where the project is located, a designation which
allows residential uses when implementing the site's (R-R) Rural Residential General Plan
designation. The proposed parcel configuration meets the minimum dimensional standards and
setbacks for the zone district.

|2, EXHIBITB




Application# 04-0276
AFN: 101-041-05, 101-051-01
Owner: Stephen & Clare Greene

4. That the site of the proposed subdivisionis physically suitable for the type and density of
development.

This finding can be made, in that no challenging topography affects the building sites, geological
and geotechnical reports prepared for the property conclude that the sites are suitable for
residential development, and the proposed parcels are properly configured to allow development
in compliancewith the required site standards. No environmental constraints exist which would
be adversely impacted by the proposed development.

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.

This finding can be made, in that no mapped or observed sensitive habitats or threatened species
impede development of the site and the project has received a mitigated Negative Declaration
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and the County Environmental Review
Guidelines.

6. That the proposed subdivision or type of improvementswill not cause serious public
health problems.

This finding can be made, in that in that a private well and on site septic are available to servethe
proposed development.

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.

This finding can be made, in that the development will be located at a safe distance from existing
vehicular easements and the access roadways will be improved to accommodate the proposed
development.

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

This finding can be made, in that the resulting parcels are oriented to the fullest extent possible in
a manner to take advantage of solar opportunities.

0. The proposed development project is consistent with the Design Standards and
Guidelines(sections 13.11.070 through 13.11.076), and any other applicable
requirements of this chapter.

This finding can be made, in that the proposed minor land division is not subject to the design
review ordinance.

[3 EXHIBIT B




Application# 04-0276
APN: 101-041-05, 101-051-01
Owner: Stephen & Clare Greene

Riparian Exception Findings
1 That there are special circumstances or conditions affectingthe property.
This finding can be made, in that the existing access to the subject property is by bridge across
Branciforte Creek and there is not developable area outside of the riparian comdor on the

Branciforte Drive side of the subject property.

2. That the exception is necessary for the proper design and function of some permitted or
existing activity on the property.

This finding can be made, in that the existing access bridge will need to be widened to 18 feet to
allow for adequate access to the proposed development.

3. That the grantingof the exception will not be detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to other property downstream or in the area in which the project is located.

This finding can be made, in that erosion control measures and mitigations to protect the riparian
corridorare required as an element of this approval.

4, That the granting of the exception, in the coastal zone, will not reduce or adversely
impact the riparian corridor, and thereis no feasible less environmentally damaging
alternative.

This finding does not apply, in that the project is not located in the Coastal Zone.

5. That the granting of the exception is in accordance with the purpose of this chapter, and
with the objectives of the General Plan and elements thereof,and the Local Coastal
Program land use plan.

This finding can be made, in that the proposed project will provide protection of the riparian
habitat through erosion control and revegetation.

[ EXHIBITB




Application# 04-0276
APN 101-041-05, 101-051-01
Owner Stephen& Clare Greene

Conditions of Approval

Land Division: 04-0276

Applicant: Stephen Graves & Associates
Property Owner(s): Stephen& Clare Greene
Assessor's Parcel No.: 101-041-05& 101-051-01

Property Location and Address: Property is located on the west side of Branciforte Drive at
approximately 2,000 feet north of Crystal Creek Road.
(4363 Branciforte Drive)

Planning Area: Carbonera

Exhibits:

A Project Plans including Tentative Map & Preliminary ImprovementPlans by Mid Coast
Engineers, dated 6/17/05 with revisions 3/1/06.

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

l. Prior to exercising any rights granted by this Approval, the owner shall:

A Sign, date and return one copy of the Approval to indicate acceptance and
agreementwith the conditions thereof, and

B. Pay a Negative Declaration De Minimis fee of $25 to the Clerk of the Board of the
County of Santa Cruz as required by the California Department of Fish and Game
mitigation fees program.

IL. Prior to submitting a Parcel Map to the County Surveyor (Departmentof Public Works)
the following must be completed:

A A deed which implements the Lot Line Adjustment between APNs 101-041-05
and 101-051-01, as shown on the approved Exhibit A, must be recorded with the
County Recorder's office.

l.  AParcel Map for this land division must be recorded prior to the expiration date 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 approval of the land
division). The Parcel Map shall meet the followingrequirements:

—_—
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Application# 04-0276
APN: 101-041-05, 101-051-01
Owner: Stephen & Clare Greene

A.

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 County

laws relating to improvement of the property, or affecting public health and safety
shall remain fully applicable.

This land division shall result in no more than three (3) 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 2.5 acres of net
developableland.

1. A note shall be added to the Parcel Map for the proposed Parcel A, stating
that 1 acre of net developablearea on Parcel A has been applied towards
the creation of Parcel C (which contains 1.5 net developable acres) and
shall not be considered as net developable area in any future land division.

The following items shall be shown on the Parcel Map:

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

a. The building envelope on the proposed Parcel C will be modified
so that the rear yard setback is located a minimum of 20 feet from
the rear (west) property boundary.

2. Show the net developable land area of each lot to nearest square foot and
to the nearest hundredth of an acre.

3. A statement shall be added to clearly state that all structuresmust be
located within the designated building envelopes.

4, Riparian Resources: In order to minimize impactsto the riparian corridor
of Branciforte Creek

a. The applicant shall add a note to the Parcel Map indicating that
modificationsto the existingbridge, which include or necessitate
ground disturbance below the existingbreak in slope that marks
the uppermost edge of the creek bank, are not included in the
approved project.

The following requirements shall be noted on the Parcel Map as items to be
completed prior to obtaining a building or grading permit on lots created by this
land division:

7, EXHIBIT C
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APN: 101-041-05, 101-051-01
Owner Stephen& Clare Greene

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

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

The access roads and driveways shall be resurfaced with all-weather
materials and shall meet the following requirements:

a. All shared access roads must be widened per the requirements of
the Department of Public Works Road Engineering.

i In additionto the above requirement, roads shall be
widened to a minimum of 18 feet in width for any shared
access roadway that serves more than one parcel.

Geologic Hazards: In order to reduce the potential for geotechnical

hazards to a less than significantlevel, prior to the issuance of building
permits the applicant shall submit letters of plan check from the project
geologist (Upp Geotechnology) and the project geotechnical engineer
(Dees and Associates) approvingthe building location, septic location, and
drainage improvements, for review and approval by Planning engineering
staff.

a. Submit 3 copies of aplan review letter prepared and stamped by a
licensed geologist.

b. Submit 3 copies of a plan review letter prepared and stamped by a
licensed geotechnical engineer.

Submit a written statement signed by an authorized representative of the
school disfrict 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.

Riparian Resources: In order to minimize impacts to the riparian comdor
of Branciforte Creek

a. Prior to issuance of building or grading permits the applicant shall
submit a detailed erosion control plan for review and approval by
Environmental Planning staff. The plan shall include the following
elements: a clearingand grading schedule, clearly marked
disturbance envelope, temporary driveway surfacing and
construction entry stabilization, details of temporary drainage
control including lined swales and erosion protection at the outlets
ofpipes, and specifications for revegetation of bare areas for both

1, EXHIBIT C




Application # 04-0276
APN: 101-041-05, 101-051-01
Owner: Stephen & Clare Greene

temporary cover during construction and permanent planting.

7. Prior to issuance of building or grading permits the applicant shall submit
an exterior lighting plan for review and approval. The plan shall feature

low rise, shield, and directed lighting.

8. Any changes between the Parcel Map and the approved Tentative Map
must be submitted for review and approval by the Planning Department.

IV.  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 t&x liabilities affecting the subject parcels.

Meet all requirements of the Santa Cruz County Department of Public Works,
Drainage section.

All requirements of the Branciforte Fire Protection District shall be met.

Park dedication in-lieu fees shall be paid for 6 bedrooms in the two new dwelling
units (3 bedrooms per dwelling unit). These fees are currently $600 per bedroom,
but are subject to change.

Child Care Development fees shall be paid for 6 bedrooms in the two new
dwelling units (3 bedrooms per dwelling unit). These fees are currently $109 per
bedroom, but are subjectto change.

V. All future construction within the property shall meet the following conditions:

A

Pre-Construction Meeting: Prior to any disturbance on the property the applicant
shall convene a pre-construction meeting on the site. the followingparties shall
attend: applicant, grading contractor supervisor, and Santa Cruz County
Environmental Planning staff. The temporary construction fencing demarcating
the disturbance envelope and erosion control methods will be inspected at that
time.

All work adjacent to or within a County road shall be subjectto 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
constructionon that road. Obtain an Encroachment Permit from the Department
of Public Works for any work performed in the public right of way. All work
shall be consistent with the Department of Public Works Design Criteria unless
otherwiseindicated on the approved improvementplans.

Riparian Resources: Gradingis only allowed between April 15 and October 15.
If grading and earthwork are not commenced by September 15it shall be

| 7 EXHIBITC




Application#: 04-0276
APN: 101-041.05, 101-051-01
Owmer: Stephen & Clare Greene

postponed until the following April 15.

D. 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 work required by another of these
conditions).

E. Pursuant to Sections 16.40.040and 16.42.1000f the County Code, if at anytime
during site preparation, excavation, or 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 Sec-
tions 16.40.040and 16.42.100,shall be observed.

F. Constructionof improvements shall comply with the requirements of the geologic
report. The geologistshall inspect the completed project and certify in writing
that the improvements have been constructed in conformance with the geologic
report.

G. Construction of improvements shall comply with the requirements of the
geotechnical report. The geotechnical engineer shall inspect the completed
project and certify in writing that the improvementshave been constructed in
conformance with the geotechnical report.

H. Al required land division improvements shall be installed and inspected prior to
final inspection clearance for any new structure on a new parcel.

In the event that future County inspections of the subject property disclose non-
compliance 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 enforcementactions, up to and including Ap-
proval revocation.

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 developmentapproval 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
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Owner: Stephen & Clare Greene
of any such claim, action, or proceeding, or fails to cooperate fully in the defense
thereof, the Development Approval Holder shall not thereafter be responsibleto
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the COUNTY if such failure to notify or
cooperate was significantlyprejudicial to the Development Approval Holder.

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

1. COUNTY bears its own attorney's fees and costs; and
2. COUNTY defends the action in good faith.

C. Settlement. The Development Approval Holder shall not be required to pay or
perform any settlementunless such Development Approval Holder has approved
the settlement. When representing the County, the Development Approval Holder
shall not enter into any stipulation or settlement modifying or affectingthe inter-
pretation or validity of any of the terms or conditions of the development approval
without the prior written consent of the County.

D. Successors Bound. "Development Approval Holder" shall includethe applicant
and the successor'(s) in interest, transferee(s), and assign(s) of the applicant.

E. Within 30 days of the issuance of this developmentapproval, the Development
Approval Holder shall record in the office of the Santa Cruz County Recorder an
agreement, which incorporates the provisions of this condition, or this
development approval shall become null and void.

VIII.  Mitigation Monitoring Program

The mitigation measures listed under this heading have been incorporated in 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 CaliforniaPublic Resources Code, a monitoring and reporting
program for the above mitigation is hereby adopted as a condition of approval for this project.
This program is specificallydescribed following each mitigation measure listed below. The
purpose of this monitoring is to ensure compliancewith 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 Cruz County Code.

A Mitigation Measure: Pre-Construction Meeting (Condition V. A)

Monitoring Program: In order to ensure that mitigation measures 2 and 3, below
are communicated to the various parties responsible for constructingthe project,
prior to any disturbance on the property the applicant shall convene apre
constructionmeeting on the site. the following parties shall attend applicant,
grading contractor supervisor, and Santa Cruz County Environmental Planning
staff The temporary construction fencing demarcating the disturbance envelope
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and erosion control methods will be inspected at that time.
B. Mitigation Measure: Riparian Resources (Conditions IILD.4, I11.E.6, V.C)

Monitoring Program: In order to minimize impacts to the riparian comdor of
Branciforte Creek

1. The applicant shall add a note to the Parcel Map indicating that
modifications to the existing bridge, which include or necessitate ground
disturbance below the existingbreak in slope that marks the uppermost
edge of the creek bank, are not included in the approved project.

2. Grading is only allowed between April 15and October 15. If grading and
earthwork are not commenced by September 15 it shall be postponed until
the following April 15.

3. Prior to issuance ofbuilding or grading permits the applicant shall submit
adetailed erosion control plan for review and approval by Environmental
Planning staff. The plan shall include the following elements: a clearing
and grading schedule, clearly marked disturbance envelope, temporary
driveway surfacing and construction entry stabilization, details of
temporary drainage control including lined swales and erosion protection
at the outlets of pipes, and specifications for revegetation of bare areas for
both temporary cover during construction and permanent planting.

C. Mitigation Measure: Geologic Hazards (Condition IILE.4)

Monitoring Program: In order to reduce the potential for geotechnical hazards to
a less than significant level, prior to the issuance of building permits the applicant
shall submit letters of plan check from the project geologist(Upp Geotechnology)
and the project geotechnical engineer (Dees and Associates) approving the
building location, septic location, and drainage improvements, for review and
approval by Planning engineering staff.

Amendments to this land division approval shall be processed in accordance
with chapter 18.10 of the County Code.

This Tentative Map is approved subject to the above conditions and the attached map, and expires 24
months after the 14-day appeal period. The Parcel Map for this division, including improvement plans if

required, should be submitted to the County Surveyor for checking at least 90 days prior to the expiration
cate and in no event later then 3 weeks prior to the expiration date.

cc: County Surveyor
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Application #; 04-0276
APN: 101-041-05, 101-051-01
Owner Stephen& Clare Greene

Approval Date: 5/24/06
Effective Date: 6/7/06
Expiration Date: 6/7/08
Cathy Graves Randall Adams
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 accordancewith chapter 18.10 of the Santa Cruz County Code.
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ Planning Commission

PLANNING DEPARTMENT Meeting Date: 05/24/06
Agenda Item: #9

Time: After 9:00 a.m.

APPLICATION NO. 04-0276
STAFFREPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 950860
(831) 454-2580 FAX (831)454-2131 Too:; (831) 454-2123
TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

Application Number: 04-0276 Stephen Graves & Assoc., for Stephen Greenc
LyonWakeman & Clare Capadona, Trustee

Proposaltotransfer1.8 acres from APN 101-041-05 to APN101-051-01 and todividetheresulting 13.3 acreparcel

(AFN 101-041-05) into three parcels, includingwidening of the driveway intersection& bridgeto eighteen feet ad

construction of an access roadto drive two parcels. Requiresa Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Land Division,

Archaeological Site Review, and a Soils Report Review. Property is located on the west side of Branciforte Drive

approximately 2,000 feet north of Crystal Creek Road.

(4363 Branciforte Drive)

APN: 101-041-05 & 101-051-01 Randall Adams, Staff Planner

Zone District: A (Agriculture)

ACTION: Negative Declaration with Mitigations

REVIEW PERIOD ENDS: May 5,2006. This projectwill be considered at a public hearing by the
Planning Commission. The time, date and location have not been set. When scheduling does occur, these
itemsvall be included in all public hearing notices for the project.

Findinas:

This project, if conditioned to comply with required mitigation measures or conditions shown below, will not have
significant effect on the environment. The expected environmentalimpacts of the project are documentedin the
Initial Study on this project attached to the original of this notice on file with the Planning Department, County of
Santa Cruz, 701 Ocean Street, Santa Cruz, California.

ReauiredMitigation Measures or Conditions:
None
XX AreAttached

Review Period Ends Mav 5.2006

Date Approved By Environmental Coordinator ___May 8.2006 < w

KENHART
Environmental Coordinator
(831) 454-3127

I this projectis approved, complete and file this notice with the Clerk of the Board:
NOTICE OF DETERMINATION
The Final Approval of This Projectwas Granted by

on . No EIRwas prepared under CEQA.
THE PROJECTWAS DETERMINED TO NOT HAVE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTON THE ENVIRONMENT

Date completed notice filed with Clerk of the Board:
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
CERTIFICATE OF FEE EXEMPTION

De minimis Impact Finding

Project Title/Location (Santa Crur County):

Application Number: 04-0276 Stephen Graves & Assoc., for Stephen Greene
Lyon Wakeman & Clare Capadona, Truste
Proposal to transfer 1.8 acres from APN 101-041-05t0 APN101-051-01 and to divide the resulting
13.3acreparcel (APN 101-041-05) into three parcels, including widening of the driveway
intersection & bridge to eighteen feet and construction of an access road to drive two parcels.
Requiresa Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Land Division, Archaeological Site Review, and a Soils
Report Review. Property is located on the west side of Branciforte Drive approximately 2,000 feet
north of Crystal Creek Road.
(4363 Branciforte Drive)
APN: 101-041-05& 101-051-01 Randall Adams, Staff Planner
Zone District: A (Agriculture)

Findings of Exemption (attach as necessary):

An Initial Study has been prepared for this project by the County Planning Department
according to the provisions of CEQA. This analysis shows that the project will not
create any potentialfor adverse environmental effects on wildlife resources.
Certification:

I hereby certify that the public agency has made the above finding and that the project

will not individually or cumulatively have an adverse effect on wildlife resources, as
defined in Section 711.2 of the Fish and Game Code.

e

KEN HART

Environmental Coordinator for
Tom Burns, Planning Director
County of Santa Cruz

Date: 5 /IL /06/




NAME: Steve Graves and Associates for Stephen Greene
APPLICATION: 04-0276
AP N: 101-041-05

NEGATIVE DECLARATION MITIGATIONS

1. Inorder to ensure that the mitigation measures 2 and 3, below, are communicated to the
various parties responsible for constructing the project, prior to any disturbance on the
property the applicant shall convene a pre-construction meeting on the site. The following
parties shall attend: applicant, grading contractor supervisor, and Santa Cruz County
Resource Planning staff. The temporary constructionfencing demarcating the
disturbance envelope and erosion control methods will be inspectedat that time.

2. Inorder to minimize impacts to the riparian corridor of Branciforte Creek:

a. Priorto public hearing the applicant shall add a note to the plans indicating that
modifications to the existing bridge, which include or necessitate ground
disturbance below the existing break in slope that marks the uppermost edge of
the creek bank, are not included in the approved project;

b. Grading is ret_gnly allowed between April 15 and October 15. If grading and |
earthwork has not commenced by September 15 it shall be postponed untilthe
following April 15;

c. Priorto issuance of building or grading permits the applicant shall submit a
detailed erosion control planfor review and approval by Environmental Planning
staff. The plan shall include the following elements: a clearing and grading
schedule, clearly marked disturbance envelope, temporary driveway surfacing
and construction entry stabilization, details of temporary drainage control
including lined swales and erosion protectionat the outlets of pipes;
specifications for revegetation of bare areas for both temporary cover during
construction and permanent planting.

3. Inorder to reduce the potentialfor geologic hazardsto a less than significant level, prior
to the issuance of building permits the applicant shall submit letters of plan check from
the project geologist (Upp Geotechnology) and project geotechnical engineer (Dees and
Associates) approving the building location, septic location and drainage improvements,
for review and approval by Planning engineering staff.




Environmental Review
Initial Study Application Number: 04-0276

Date: March 28, 2006
Staff Planner: Randall Adams

. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

APPLICANT: Stephen Graves & Assoc. APN: 101-041-05& 101-051-01
OWNER: Stephen & Clare Greene SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 1

LOCATION: Property is located on the west side of Branciforte Drive approximately
2,000 feet north of Crystal Creek Road. (4363 Branciforte Drive)

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Proposal to transfer 1.8 acres from APN 101-041-05 to APN 101-051-01 and to divide
the resulting 13.3 acre parcel (APN 101-041-05) into three parcels. Includes widening of
driveway intersection and bridge to eighteen feet, and construction of an access road to
serve two parcels.

Requires a Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Land Division, Archaeological Site Review, and
a Soils Report Review.

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

INFORMATION.
—_X__ Geoclogy/Soils Noise
—X_ Hydrology/Water Supply/Water Quality Air Quality
— Biological Resources Public Services & Utilities
—— Energy & Natural Resources Land Use, Population & Housing
- Visual Resources & Aesthetics Cumulative Impacts
__ X __ Cultural Resources __ Growth Inducement
—— Hazards & Hazardous Materials ___ Mandatory Findings of Significance
Transportation/Traffic

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4t» Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060
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Environmental Review Initial Study
Page 2

DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL(S) BEING CONSIDERED

General Plan Amendment Grading Permit

X Land Division Riparian Exception
Rezoning ____ Other:
Development Permit -

Coastal Development Permit —

NON-LOCAL APPROVALS
Other agenciesthat must issue permits or authorizations:

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW ACTION
Onthe basis o this Initial Study and supporting documents:

— |find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATIONwill be prepared.

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

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

D o 3(29/00

| Paia Levine Date

For: Ken Hart
Environmental Coordinator




Environmental Review Initial Study
Page 3

Il. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS
Parcel Size: 13.3acres
Existing Land Use: Rural residential

Vegetation: Oakwoodland and open meadow
Slope in area affected by project: _X 0-30% ___ 31 -100%

Nearby Watercourse: Branciforte Creek

Distance To: 200+ feet to building sites - bridge and access rozd to new parcels

crosses creek.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS
Groundwater supply: Adequate Quantity- Good Quality Liquefaction: Low to no potential

Water Supply Watershed: Not mapped

Groundwater Recharge: Mapped Resource

Timber or Mineral: Mapped Resource
Agricultural Resource: Not mapped

Biologically Sensitive Habitat: Branciforte Crk.

Fire Hazard: Not mapped
Floodplain: Branciforte Creek
Erosion: Not mapped

Landslide: Historic landslide above proposed

building sites

SERVICES

Fire Protection: Branciforte Fire District
School District: Happy Valley
Elementary- Santa Cruz High School
Sewage Disposal: Septic

PLANNING POLICIES

Zone District: A (Agriculture)

General Plan: R-R (Rural Residential)
Urban Services Line: —— Inside
Coastal Zone: ____Inside

FaultZone: Not mapped
Scenic Corridor: Not mapped
Historic: No

Archaeology: Mapped Resource
Noise Constraint: Not mapped
Electric Power Lines: N/A

Solar Access: Adequate

Solar Orientation: East
Hazardous Materials: N/A

Drainage District: None
Project Access: Private R/W off
Branciforte Drive

Water Supply: Well

Special Designation: None

X __ Outside
X __ Outside
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EnvironmentalReview Initial Study
Page 4

PROJECT SETTING AND BACKGROUND:

The subject property is located on the west side of Branciforte Drive and the existing
residence is accessed via a bridge across Branciforte Creek. The proposed building
sites will be accessed via a different bridge than the existing residence on the adjacent
property. The proposed building sites are located in an open meadow on the slope
above Branciforte Creek. The remainder of the property contains oak woodland with
some other small clearings and existing residential structures.

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project proposal involves two separate components. A Lot Line Adjustment with
the adjacent residential property, and a Minor Land Divisionto divide the resulting 13.3
acre parcel into three residential parcels. Parcel A containsthe existing residence, and
two new parcels (Parcels B & C) are proposed. The accessfor ParcelsB& C is
proposed off of a shared access with the adjacent residential property, and will be
widened to a minimum of 18 feet in width. Roadway improvements (in the form of minor
widening) are proposed to the intersection of Branciforte Drive and the shared access
road. A maximum of approximately 500 cubic yards (cut) and 400 cubic yards (fill)of
grading are proposed for the installation of road improvements. The existing bridge
across Branciforte Creek is proposed to be widened. Thiswidening is proposedto be
achieved through cantilevering off of the existing bridge, however the existing
abutments may iequire modification . No new bridge supports are proposed within the
creek or riparian corridor.




Environmental Review Initial Study . - -- - - Significant Less than

Or Significant Less than
Page 5 Potentially with Significant
Significant Mitigation Or Not
Impact Incorporation No Inipact Applicable
il. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST
A. Geology and Soils
Does the project have the potentialto:
1. Expose people or structures to
potential adverse effects, including the
risk of material loss, injury, or death
involving:
A. Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area 0r as
identified by other substantial
evidence? X
B. Seismic ground shaking? ht
C. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction? X
D. Landslides? X

A geologic investigationfor the project was prepared by UPP Gectechnology, dated
8/17/05 (Attachment 7) and geotechnical investigationswere prepared by Dees &
Associates, dated 5/7/04, 4/6/05 & 6/7/05 (Attachment 8). These reports have been
reviewed and accepted by the Environmental Planning Section of the Planning
Department (Attachment 6). The reports conclude that fault rupture will not be a
potentialthreatto the proposed development, and that seismic shaking can be
managed by constructing with conventional spread footings or pier and grade beam
foundation systems, depending on location within the lot, and by following the
recommendationsin the geologic and geotechnical reports referenced above.

A potentialfor debris flows does exist from the drainage area above the propcsed
building sites. Inorderto mitigate the potential hazard from debris flows building
envelopes have been restricted (see acceptance letter prepared by the County
Geologist, Joe Hanna, dated 9/22/05, a drainage system as discussed in the letter of
Joe Hanna (Attachment 6 ) shall be installed, and all recommendations of the project
geologist and geotechnical engineers must be followed. Attachment §).
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2. Subject people or improvements to

damage from soil instability as a result

of on- or off-site landslide, lateral

spreading, to subsidence, liquefaction,

or structural collapse? X
See response A-1 above.
3. Develop land with a slope exceeding

30%"7? X

There are slopes that exceed 30% on the property. However, no improvements are
proposed on slopes in excess of 30%. See Attachment 5.

4, Resultini soil erosion or the substantial
loss of topsoil? X

Some potentialfor erosion exists during the construction phase of the project,
however, this potential can be controlled because the project is located away from
areas of steep slopes and standard erosion controls are a required condition of the
project. Priorto approval of a grading or building permit, the project must have an
approved erosion control plan, which will specify detailed erosion and sedimentation
control measures. The plan will include provisions for disturbed areas to be planted
with ground cover and to be maintained to minimize surface erosion. There will be a
condition that prohibits any disturbance within the uppermost creek banks and winter
grading will not be approved for disturbance in areas in proximity to the riparian
corridor.

5. Be located on expansive soll, as
defined in Table 18-I-E of the Uniform
Building Code(1994), creating
substantial risks to property? X

The geotechnical report for the project did not identify any elevated risk associated with
expansive soils.

6. Place sewage disposal systems in
areas dependent upon soils incapable
of adequately supporting the use of
sepiic tanks, leach fields, or alternative
waste water disposal systems? X

The proposed project will use an onsite sewage disposal system, and County
EnvironmentalHeaith Services has determined that site conditions are appropriate to
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support such a system,

7. Result in coastal cliff erosion? - X

B. Hydrology, Water Supply and Water Quality

Does the project have the potential to:

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

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood
Insurance Rate Map, dated April 15, 1986, the proposed building sites are located
outside of the 100-yearflood hazard area from Branciforte Creek. No modificationto
the bridge will be allowed if decreased flood conveyance will result.

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

See response B-1 above.

3. Be inundated by a seiche or tsunami? _— i X

4. Deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit, or a significant
contribution to an existing net deficit in
available supply, or a significant
lowering of the local groundwater
table? —— X

The project will rely on a private well for water supply. The General Plan rural
residential density matrix maps indicate that groundwater supply Is adequate n this
area.

The project is located in a mapped groundwater recharge area. The gseotechnical
study prepared by Dees & Associates, dated 1/18/05 (Attachmeni 9) cenciudes that
the groundwater recharge area is not correctly mapped on this parcel. The existing
and proposed development is located outside of the revised groundwater recharge
area. The report was reviewed and accepted by the County Geologist.

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

Runofffrom this project may contain small amounts of chemicals and other household
contaminants. No commercial or industrial activities are proposed that would
contribute a significant amount of contaminants to a public or private water supply.
Potential siltation from the proposed project will be mitigated through implementation of
erosion control measures.

6. Degrade septic system functioning? X

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

7. Alter the existing arainage pattern of
the site or area, includingthe alteration
of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner which could result in flooding,
erosion, or siltation on or off-site? X

The will not alter the existing overall drainage pattern of the site. Department of Public
Works Drainage Section staff has reviewed and accepted the proposed drainage plan.

8. Create 0r contribute runoff which
would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned storm water drainage
systems, Or create additional source(s)

of polluted runoff? X

Departmentof Public Works Drainage staff has reviewed the project and have
determined that existing storm water facilities are adequate to handle the increase in
drainage associated with the project. See response B-5 for discussion of urban
contaminants and/or other polluting runoff.

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

See response 8-7 above.

10.  Otherwise substantiallydegrade water
supply or quality? X
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C. Biological Resources
Does the project have the potential to:

1. Have an adverse effect on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species, in local or
regional plans, policies, Or regulations,
or by the California Departmentof Fish
and Game, or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service? X

According to the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB), maintained by the
California Department of Fish and Game, there are no known special status plant in
the site vicinity, and there were no special status plants observed in the project area.
Steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) are present in portions of Branciforte Creek,
however the project will not include work within the creek or between the uppermost
creekbanks and therefore there will not be direct impact to fish. Indirect impacts could
occur if sediment is allowed to reach the creek, and therefore a detailed, effective
erosion control plan, to include prohibition on winter grading in proximity to the riparian
corridor, will be required.

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

Bridge widening is proposed across Branciforte Creek to access the proposed parcels.
This widening is proposed to be cantilevered off of the existing bridge with no new
supports within the riparian corridor, according to the project engineer (Attachment 14).
However, existing bridge abutments may be modified and additional asphalt paving
leading up to the bridgewill be installed. In order to protect the riparian resource area,
earthwork andlor any disturbance within the riparian corridor should only occur
between April 15 and October 15. Additionally, an erosion control plan, which prevents
sediment from entering the riparian corridorwill be required prior to recordation of the
parcel map.

3. Interfere with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species, or with established X
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native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native
or migratory wildlife nursery sites?

The proposed project does not involve any activities that would interfere with the
movements or migrations of fish or wildlife, or impede use of a known wildlife nursery
site. See also B-1.

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

The developmentarea is adjacentto a riparian corridor, which could be adversely
affected by a new or additional source of light that is not adequately deflected or
minimized. Inorder to protectthe riparian corridor from fugitive light, it is
recommended that all lighting on the proposed parcels be low rise, shielded, and
directed away from the riparian corridor.

5. Make a significant contributionto the

reduction of the number of species of

plants OF animals? X
6. Conflict with any local policies or

ordinances protectingbiological

resources (such as the Significant

Tree Protection Ordinance, Sensitive

Habitat Ordinance, provisions of the

Design Review ordinance protecting

trees with trunk sizes of 6 inch

diameters or greater)? X

The proposed bridge widening will not require a Riparian Exception because the bridge
serves an existing use and work will occur in an area of existing disturbance.

7. Conflictwith the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Biotic Conservation Easement, or

other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan? X

D. en i Na le urces
Doesthe stha thep ntial to:

1. 1 orbe affected by lan X
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designated as "Timber Resources" by
the General Plan?

A portion of the subject property is designated as a Timber Resource. However, per
the forester's report prepared by Stephen R. Staub, dated 4/::3/04 {Attechment 11) this
mapping is inaccurate. There is a lack of conifers and a predominance of evsrgreen

hardwoods in the mapped area.

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

The project site is not currently being used for agriculture and no agricultural «tses are
proposed for the site or surrounding vicinity. Although the site is located within the A
(Agriculture) zone district, it is not located within an agricultural General Plar: land use
designation and does not carry an agricultural resource designation.

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

4, Have a substantial effect on the
potential use, extraction, or depletion
of a natural resource (i.e., minerals or

energy resources)? i X

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

1. Have an adverse effect on a scenic
resource, including visual obstruction
of that resource? X

The project will not directly impact any public scenic resources, as designated inthe
County's General Plan{1894), or obstruct any public views of these visual resources.

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

The project site is not located along a County designated scenic road or within a
designated scenic resource area.

3. Degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its
surroundings, including substantial
change in topography or ground
surface relief features, andlor
developmenton a ridge line? X

The existing visual setting is a wooded hillside with areas of open meadow The
proposed project is limited to creation of the new lot configuration and access. There
will be a project condition that requires individual structures, when they are proposed ,
to be desigried and landscaped so as to fit into this visual setting. Specifically, the
exterior colors and materiais shall be earth tones found inthe immediate area and
grading shall be minimized by placing the structure on the lower part of the hillside and
building aii improvementsto match the existing contours.

4. Create a riew source of light or glare
which would adversely affect day or
nighttima views inthe area? X

See response C-4 above.

5. Destroy, cover, or rrodify any unique
geciogic or physical feature'! X

There are no unigue geological or physical features on or adjacent to the site that
would be destroyed, covered, or modified by the project.

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

1 Cause an adverse change in the
sigriticance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines 15064.57 X

The existing structure 0N the property is not designated as a historic resource on any
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federal, State or local inventory.
2. Cause an adverse change inthe

significance of an archaeological

resource pursuantto CEQA

Guidelines 15064.57 X

According to the Santa Cruz County Archeological Society site assassment, aated
7/9/04Attachment 10),there is no evidence of pre-historic culturai reso:irces
However, pursuantto Section 16.40.040 of the Santa Cruz Caunty Code, if
archeological resources are uncovered during construction, the responsitle persons
shall immediately cease and desistfrom all further site excavation and ~cmp!v with the
notification procedures given in County Code Chapter 16.40.040.

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

Pursuantto Section 16.40.0400f the Santa Cruz County Code, if at any time furing
site preparation, excavation, or other ground disturbance associated with this project,
human remains are discovered, the responsible persons shall immediately caase and
desist from all further site excavation and notify the sheriff-coroner and the Ftanning
Director. Ifthe coroner determines that the remains are not of recent origin, a full
archeological report shall be prepared and representatives of the lccal Native
California Indian group shall be contacted. Disturbance shell not resume untit the
significance of the archeological resource is determined and appropriate mitigations to
preserve the resource on the site are established.

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

G. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Does the project have the potential to:

1. Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment as a result of
the routine transport, storage, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials, not
including gasoline or other motor
fuels? X

2. Be located on a site which is included - X
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on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuantto Government
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment?

The project site is not included on the 7/12/05 list of hazardous sites in Santa Cruz
County cornpiled pursuant to the specified code.

3. Create a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area
as aresult of dangers from aircraft
using a public or private airport located

within two miles of the project site*? X
4, Expose peopleto electro-magnetic

fields associated with electrical

transmission lines? X
5. Create a pciential tire hazard? X

The project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code requirements and will
include fire protection devices as required by the localfire agency (Attachment 12).

6. Reisase bio-engineered organisms or
chermicals into the air outside of
project tuildings? X

H. Transportatior/Traffic
Does the project have the potential to:

1. Cause an increase intraffic that is
substantial in relation to the existing
trafiic load and capacity of the street
syslem {i.e., substantial increase in
gither tha number of vehicle trips, the
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or
conjestion at intersections)? X

The project will create a small incremental increase intraffic on nearby roads and
intersections. However, given the small number of new peak trips created by the
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project (2 peak trips - 1 peak trip per new dwelling unit), this increase is fe3s than
significant. Further, the increase will not cause the Level of Service at any nearby
intersectionto drop below Level of Service D.

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

existing parking facilities? — el

The project meets the code requirements tor the required number »f 2arking <naces
and therefore new parking demand will be accommodated on site.

3. Increase hazards to motorists,
. . . [
bicyclists, or pedestrians? SR,

The proposed project includes an access road that is a minimum of 18ieet iii width
which will provide adequate access to the proposed parcels. The roadway alignment
for the project access with Branciforte Drive creates a potential vehicular sig: distance
hazard. Perthe letter submitted by Pinnacie Traffic Engineering, dated 2/3/0%
(Attachment 13) the vehicular site distance for vehicles turning on to Brarcifcrie Drive
is adequate per stopping distance standards for vehicles traveling zicng Fran siforte
Drive. Additionally, the traffic engineer states that the sight distance coiilc be improved
by trimming of vegetation within the Branciforte Drive right of wav.

4. Exceed, either individually (the project
alone) or cumulatively (the project
combined with other development), a
level of service standard established
by the county congestion management
agency for designated intersections,
roads or highways? R4

See response H-1 above.

1. Noise

Does the project have the potential to:

1. Generate a permanentincrease in
ambient noise levels inthe project
vicinity above levels existing without

the project? S W

The projectwill create an incremental increase in the existing noise enviranr:=nt.
However, this increase will be small, and will be similar in character 10 noise ,enerated
by the surrounding existing uses.
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2. Expose people to noise levels in

excess of standards established in the
General Plan, or applicable standards
of other agencies? _ X

3. Genarale 2 tamporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project? - X

Noise generatea during construction will increase the ambient noise levels for adjoining
areas. Constructicn will Le temporary, however, and given the limited duration of this
impact itis consideredto be less than significant.

J. Air Quality

Does the projeci have the potential to:
(Where avsilatie, the significance criteria
established by the MBUAPCD may be relied
upon to tnake the following deterrninations;j.

1. Viciate any air quality standard or
contribute substantiaily to an existing
or projected air quality violation? X

The Norti: Zentral Coast Air Basin does not meet State standards for ozone and
particulate rinaiter (PM10). Therefore, the regional pollutants of concern that would be
emitted by me project are ozone precursors (Volatile Organic Compounds [VOCs] and
nitrogen oxides [NCx}), and dust.

Given the modest amount of new traffic that will be generated by the project there is no
indication that new emissions of VOCs or NOx will exceed Monterey Bay Unified Air
Pollution Control District{MBUAPCD) thresholds for these pollutants and therefore
there will riot be a significant contribution to an existing air quality violation.

Project cenistruciion may result in a short-term, localized decrease in air quality due to
generation of dust. However, standard dust control best management practices, such
as periogic watering, will be implemented during construction to reduce impactsto a
less than significant ievel.

2. Coritlict wiih or obstruct
implementation of an adopted air
qusiity pian’? X

The project wik ot coniflict with or obstruct implementation of the regional air quality
plan. See response J-1 above.
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3. Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations? X
4. Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people? X
K. Public Services and Utilities
Does the project have the potential to:
1. Resultin the need for new or
physically altered public facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:
a. Fire protection? X
b. Police protection? X
c. Schools? - X
d. Parks or other recreational
activities? X
e. Other public facilities; including
the maintenance of roads? X

While the project represents an incremental contribution to the need for services, the
increase will be minimal. Moreover, the project meets all of the standards and
requirementsidentified by the local fire agency and school, park, and transportation
fees to be paid by the applicant will be usedto offset the incremental increase in
demand for school and recreational facilities and public roads.

2. Resultinthe need for construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the X

Z./ Z
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coristruction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

See response 8-7 above.

3. Resultin the need for construction of
nevs water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
faciiities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
effecis? X

The project will rely on an individual well for water supply. Publicwater delivery
facilities wi.il not have w be expanded.

The project wili be served by an on-site sewage disposal system, which will be
adequate to accommodate the relatively light demands of the project.

4. Cause a viclation of wastewater
treatinent standards of the Regional
Waier Quality Control Board? X

5. Crealg a situation in which water
supplies are inadequate to serve the
proiact or provide iire protection? X

Additionally. the localfire agency has reviewed and approved the project plans,
assuring contcimity with fire protection standards that include minimum requirements
for water <uoply for fire prcjtection (Attachment 12)

6. Resultin inadequate access for fire
protection? X

The projects road access meets County standards and has been approved by the
localfire a3ency.

7. Make a significant contribution to a
cumulative reduction of landfill
cauasity cr abiily ¢ properly dispose
of refuse? X

The projeci wil: rmake an incremental contribution to the reduced capacity of regional
landfills. However, this contribution will be relatively small and will be of similar
magnitude t2 inat creatad by existing land uses around the project.
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d. Result in a breach of federal, state,

and local statutes and regulations

related to solid waste management? L X
L. _Land Use, Population, and Housing
Does the project have the potential to:
1. Conflictwith any policy of the County

adopted for the purpose of avoiding or

mitigating an environmental effect? o X

The proposed project does not conflict with any policies adopted for the purpzse of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

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

The proposed project does not conflict with any regulations adopted for the puirpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

3. Physicallydivide an established
community? X

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

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

The proposed project is designed at the density and intensity of development allowed
by the General Plan and zoning designations for the parcel. Additionally, the project
does not involve extensions of utilities (e.g., water, sewer, or new road systerrs) into
areas previously not served. Consequently, it is not expected to have a significant
growth-inducing effect.

5. Displace substantial numbers of
people, Or amount of existing housing, _X__
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necessitatingthe construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Lea than
Significant

Or
NO Impact

Not
Applicable

The proposed projectwil! entail a net gain in housing units.
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M. Non-Local Approvals

Does the project require approval of federal, state,
or regional agencies? Yes No X

N. Mandatory Findings of Significance

1. Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
populationto drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number
or restrictthe range of a rare or endangered
plant, animal, or natural community, or
eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory? Yes No X

2. Does the project have the potential to
achieve short term, to the disadvantage of
long term environmental goals? (A short term
impact on the environment is one which
occurs in a relatively brief, definitive period of
time while long term impacts endure well into
the future) Yes _ No X

3. Doesthe project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable (“cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects,
and the effects of reasonably foreseeable
future projects which have entered the
Environmental Review stage)? Yes No X

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

REQUIRED COMPLETED N/A

Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission
(APAC) Review X

Archaeological Review XXX

Biotic Report/Assessment X

Geologic Hazards Assessment (GHA) X

Geologic Report XXX

Geotechnical (Soils) Report XXX

Riparian #re-Site X

Septic Lot Theck XXX

Other:

Attachments:

Vicinity Map

Map of Zoning Districts

Map of General Plan Designations

Assessc-s Parcel Map

Tentative Map & Preliminary improvement Plans prepared by Mid Coast Engineers, dated 6/17/05

with revisions through 12/15/05

Geologic & Geotechnicai Review Letter prepared by Joe Hanna, County geologist, dated 9/22/05

Geologic investigation (Report Summary, Conclusions, Recommendations, Map & Cross Sections)

preparec by UPP Geotechnology. dated 8/17/05

8. Geotechnical Investigations (Conclusions and Recommendations) prepared by Dees & Associates,
dated %/7/24, 4/6/05 & 6/7/05

9. Groundwater Recharge Study prepared by Dees &Associates, dated 1/18/05

10. Archeological Reconnaissance Survey Letter prepared by Elizabeth Hayward, dated 7/9/04

11. Forester'sreview letter prepared by Stephen R. Staub, dated 4/23/04

12. Branciforte Fire District letter prepared by Pat O'Connell, dated 5/12/05

13. Sight Distanca Analysis prepared by Pinnacle Traffic Engineering, dated 8/8/05

14. Bridge VWidering Feasibility letter prepared by Streeter Group Inc., dated 10/31/05

15. Discretionary Appiication Comments dated 1/27/06

SEFAFSE

N o
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500 0 500 1000 Fee!

Environmental Review Inital ¢

ATTACHMENT__2

APPII\IICATION oY -0 ¥e

Legend
] APN 101-041-05
/\/ Streets. Map created by Santa Cruz County
/\/ Perennial Stream Planning Department:
Agriculture June2004

49




General Plan Map
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, Ca 95060
(831) 454-2580 Fax: (831)454-2131 Too: (831) 454-2123

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

September 22,2005

Steven Graves and Associates
2735 Porter Street
Santa Cruz. CA 95073

Subject: Review of Engineering Geology Report by UPP Geotechnology, Inc., Dated
August 17,2005, Project No. 2940.1L1; and Geotechnical Report by Dees
and Associates, Dated April 6, and June 7,2005 Project No. SCR-0005.2;

APN 101-041-05 and 101-057-01, Application No. 04-0276

Dear Steven Graves and Associates:

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the Planning Department bas accepted the
subject reports and the following items shall be required:

1. Groundwater Recharge: The reports correctly indicate that there has been a mis-
mapping of the primary groundwater recharge area on this property, and that the
primary groundwater recharge area is actually closerto the creek.

2. Age of Landslide: The reports identify a landslide on the site that is at least
10,000 years old, and therefore should be considered as “inactive.” That
determination is reasonable given the subdued relief of the landslide, which
suggests many years of erosion without significant landslide reactivation.

3. Canyon Drainage: The engineering geology report indicates that surface drainage
flows out of the mouth of a small canyon and into the proposed building envelopes.

Moreover, we concur with the geologist's recommendation that the drainage shoulg \

be captured either in culverts or durably lined open channels, and should be =

directed to an appropriate location of dispersal. The proposed parcel map approv%&*
must be conditioned to require the installation and maintenance of these drainage£_S

improvements.

Payiew

4, Debris Flow Potential: The engineering geologist defers to the evaluation of the -
geotechnical engineer conceming the potential for debris flow hazards and the

t .a

related necessary setback. The proposed setback is incorporated into the geologiE Z 5

development envelope shown on Figure 4 of the UPP Report. This setback may
be adequate for debris flows coming out of this canyon, but sediment is currently g
being deposited on the alluvialfan at the mouth of the canyon, and the amount of
depositionis significant enoughto be a nuisance to development and should be
avoided. Attached is a modified Figure 4. The figure has been modified to expand
the geological development envelopesto the east, and to remove a portion of the

. (over)
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Review of EngineeringGeology F<‘ rt by UPP Geotechnology,and Geotechn'  Report by Dees and
Associates - -

Application 04-0276, APN: 101-041-05and 101-051-01
Page2 of 3

envelope from areas where there has been recent sediment deposition. The
northerly lot's geologic development envelope containstwo areas: Area A and Area

B. Area A is for the septic system leachfield only, and Area B is for any other
development.

5. All grading and construction shall comply with the recommendationsof the report.

6. Final plans shall reference the report and include a statement that the project shall
conform to the report's recommendations.

7. Before building permit issuance a plan- review letter shall be submitted to
Environmental Planning. The author of the report shall write the pfan review letter.

The letter shall state that the project plans conform to the report's
recommendations.

8. The proposed roadway, including the bridge, must comply with County Code
Section 16.20.180: Design Standards forPrivate Roads, Driveways, and Bridges
unlessthe localfire protection agency requires a higher standard. Exceptionsto
these standards may be allowed if the responsible fire protection agency indicates
that they have reviewed and approved the proposed exceptions.

9. Ail proposed improvements within the 100-Year Floodplain must comply with all
requirements of County Code Section 16.10, Geologic Hazards.

After building permitissuarice, the soils engineer mustremain involved with the project during
construction. Please review the Notice  Permits Holders (attached).

Our acceptance of the report is limited to its technical content. Other project issues such as
zoning, fire safety, septic or sewer approval, etc. may require resolution by other agencies.

Please submit two copies of the report at the time of buitding permit application.

Please call the undersigned at (831) 454-3175, or e-mail pin829@co.santa-cruz.ca.us if we
can ge_:\of any further assistance.

) e ) el MEVIEeW |Nn
S‘incereé’ly, ATTACF?MEN‘?“ ev Wcrgzj

T APPHEATBN—22=caZz

Jog/ %na
Ccr)/nty Geologist

Cc.  Owner: Greene, Stephen Lyon Wakeman & Clare Capadona Trust, 4363 Branciforte
Dr., Santa Cruz, CA 95065

Randall Adams, Environmental Planning
Dees and Associates, 501 Mission Street, Suite 8A, Santa Cruz, CA 95060
UPP Geotechnology, Inc., 750 Camden, Suite A, Campbell, CA 95008
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NOTICE TO PERMIT HOLDERSWHEN A SOILS REPORT HAS BEEN PREPARED,
REVIEWED AND ACCEPTED FOR THE PROJECT

After issuance of the building permit, the Countv requires vour soils enaineer to be involved
during construction. Several letters or reports are required to be submitted to the County at
various times during construction. They are as follows:

1. When a project has engineered fills and / or grading, a letter from your soils
engineer must be submitted to the Environmental Planning section of the Planning
Department prior to foundations being excavated. This letter must state that the
grading has been completed in conformance with the recommendations of the soils
report. Compaction reports Or a summary thereof must be submitted.

2. Prior to placing concrete for foundations, a letter from the soils engineer must be
Submitted to the building inspector and to Environmental Planning stating that the soils
engineer has observed the foundation excavation and that it meets the
recommendations of the soils report.

3. At the completion of construction, a final letter from your soils engineer is required
to be submitted to Environmental Planning that summarizes the observations and the
tests the soils engineer has made during construction. The final letter must also state
the following: "Based upon our observations and tests, the oroiect has been completed
in conformance with our geotechnical recommendations.”

If the final soils letter identifies any items of work remaining to be completed or that
any portions of the project were not observed by the soils engineer, you will be
required to complete the remaining items of work and may be required to perform
destructive testing in order for your permit to obtain a final inspection.

Environmental Review Inital ?udy
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UPP GEOTECHNOLOGY, INc.

Engineering Geology * Geotechnical Engineering

August 17,2005
Project No. 2940.1L1
Serial No. 13550

Mr. Steve Greene

c/o STEPHEN GRAVES & ASSOCIATES
2735 Porter Street

Soquel, CA 95073

SUBJECT: RECONNAISSANCE GEOLOGIC INVESTIGATION
GREENE PROPERTY
4363 BRANCIFORTE DRIVE
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, CALIFORNIA Envirarmental Review Irita) Study

_ ATTACHMENT_3 . /od /2
Dear Mr. Greene: APPLICATION ~ e/- Y

INTRODUCTION

As you requested, we have performed a reconnaissance geologic investigation for your property
located at 4363 Branciforte Drive in unincorporated Santa Cruz County, California (see Figure 1,
Site Location Map). We understand that you are planning to subdivide the parcel into three
residential properties and construct a new single-familyresidence on each of the two new lots. Dees
and Associates have completed several studies for the site.

The purpose of our investigation was to evaluate, at a reconnaissance level, the nature and extent of
potential geologic hazards that could affect the development of the subdivided properties. Our
investigation has been conducted in accordance with generally accepted engineering geology
principles and practices; and in accordance with the scope and conditions presented in our
Confirming Agreement dated July 25, 2005. No other warranty, either expressed or implied, is
made.

It should be noted that our opinions are preliminary and are based upon our level of education in
engineering geology and previous experience in Californiaand the Santa Cruz area. We believe that
our findings are reasonable, based upon the limited information that could be collected within the
scope of services provided. A more detailed study could result in substantial modifications of these
preliminary conclusions. In addition, another consultant with a different background in training and
experience could form different opinions about the site.

SCOPE OF SERVICES

As the basis for this investigation, we have reviewed geologic maps and aerial photographs of the
site and vicinity. In addition, we have consulted with the County Geologist about any concerns he

Copyright - Upp Geotechnology, It camden Avenue. Suit A » Cé('npbeil CA 95008
{408) 866-5436 - F AX: [408) 866-9436
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may have with the area. On July 27, 2005, our senior engineering geologist conducted a
reconnaissance of the site and vicinity. On August 11, 2005, cur principal engineering geologist
conducted a reconnaissance of the site. A more detailed geologic investigation that would normally
include site mapping; subsurface exploration and testing; laboratory testing; and engineering
analyses of the collected data was beyond the scope of this investigation.

GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY

The subject property is located in a valley at the base of a northern-trendingridge (see Figure 1, Site
Location Map). According to the Geologic Map of Santa Cruz County (Brabb, 1997), the site is
underlain by Purisima formation to the west and Quartz diorite to the east (see Figure 2, Regional
Geologic Map). The Purisima formation bedrock is composed of Pliocene- to upper Miocene-aged
(approximately 1.8 to 23.8 million years old) yellowish gray siltstone with thick interbeds of bluish
gray fine-grained sandstone. Quartz diorite is an igneous rock that formed during the Cretaceous
age (approximately 65 to 145 million years ago). Quartz diorite grades into granodiorite southeast
of Ben Lomond.

Our review of aerial photographs shows that in the site vicinity, the topography of the ridge flank
appears to be controlled by a large ancient landslide (see Figure 3, Aerial Photo Interpretation Map).
The remnants of the ancient landslide are approximately 600 feet wide by 1,000 feet long. The
landslide debris mass appears to have been displaced approximately 350 feet downslope. Based
upon the current topography, it appears that when this landslide occurred, the toe of the landslide
may have displaced or blocked Branciforte Creek. Subsequently, the toe of the landslide was eroded
away, creating the current truncated appearance of this landslide and the broader valley or flood
plane in this area. The landslide appears to have occurred during a much wetter period of time,
before the end of the last major glaciation about 11,000 years ago. During that time, Branciforte
Creek would have had a significantly higher flow volume.

In more recent times (the past 10,000 years), sediment that #as eroded from the head scarp area and
landslide mass has been deposited at the base of the ridge to create an alluvial fan extending onto
the valley's flood plane.

The greater San Francisco Bay Area is recognized by geologists and seismologists as one of the
most active seismic regions in the United States. The four major faults that pass through the Bay
Area in a northwest direction have produced approximately 12 earthquakes per century strong
enough to cause structural damage. The faults causing such earthquakes are part of the San Andreas
fault system, a major rift in the earth's crust that extends for at least 700 miles along the California
Coast, which includes the San Andreas, Hayward, Calaveras, and San Gregorio fault zones.

The main trace of the active San Andreas fault is located approximately 6% miles northeast of the
central portion of the subject property. The Hayward and Calaveras faults are located approximately

21% and 23% miles northeast of the site, respectively. The San Grcé?\ﬁ'r%nrtﬁél#aliﬁe‘]lw
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approximately 13% miles southwest of the site. In addition, the Zayante fault is mapped
approximately 3% miles northeast of the central portion of the property. According to the CDMG
(1998), the Zayante fault is considered active.

Anticipated ground shaking intensities for the area are characterized as very strong and equal to a
Modified Mercalli intensity of VI to VHI (Borcherdt, et. al., 1975). A Modified Mercalli intensity
of VIII generally causes considerable damage to ordinary well-built buildings and poorly designed
or conshucted structures experience partial collapse (Yanev, 1974). Ground shaking equal to a
Modified Mercalli intensity of VIII was felt at the site because of the October 17, 1989 Loma Prieta
Earthquake (Stover, et al., 1990).

SITE DESCRIPTION

The subject site is a roughly rectangular shaped parcel measuring approximately 950 feet long by
700 feet wide, located on the west side of Branciforte Drive. The site is bounded to the south by
developed private land and to the north and west of undeveloped lands. The site is bounded to the
east by Branciforte Creek. A gravel driveway enters the northeastern corner of the property and
leads from Branciforte Drive along the western property fine to an existing single-family residence.
The existing residence is located in the northeast central portion of the property. A bam and
swimming pool are located southeast and southwest, respectively, of the residence.

Total topographic relief across the property is approximately 240 feet (see Figure 4, Geologic Site
Plan). The higher elevations on the property are located on the base of the ridge along the northwest
property comer. The ridge base topography is characterized by two ridges separated by a drainage
way. (The convex contours of these ridges are not depicted on the topographic map of Figure 4.)
The ridges are separated by a drainage way that leads down to the head of the alluvial fan. The
topographic relief across the proposed building envelopes is less than 35 feet.

During our site reconnaissance, we observed the drainage course in the building areas to evaluate
the potential debris fllov hazard. The drainage course on the slope at the rear of the proposed
properties is approximately 30 to 40 feet wide. Slope gradients are as steep as approximately 1%:1
on the south side of the drainage course and approximately 3:1 on the north side. An approximately
I-foot wide incised channel begins approximately 100 feet from the base of the slope. The channel
is initially approximately 2 feet deep and decreases to 6 inches as the channel meanders down the
slope to the pad areas. The drainage coarse splits into two drainage channels near the base of the
slope. A slight topographic hump is located between the two drainage channels. In our opinion, the
topographic hump is a result of erosion from the drainages and is not from the deposition of alluvial
debris.

The slopes above the proposed building sites are well rounded. During our site reconnaissance, We
did not observe potential debris source areas on the slope large enough to create a significant debris

flow hazard. In addition, we did not observe evidence of recent erosion. Trees have approximat
Enwronmer? l Rewewﬁn‘Ytg Study

ATTACHMENT 273 o7 /)

Copyright - Upp Geotechnology, Inc. : 6 3 AP P L‘C ATION é:} ;7/_ 0 ;:"1\. b

urp (3EOTECHNOLOGY, inc.




Greene —Reconnaissance Geologic Investigation
August 17,2005
Page 4 of 6

inches of soil built up on the uphill side of the tree as a result of soil creep. There are also several
inches of thick leaf litter on the ground.

Vegetation in this area consists of oak and eucalyptus trees with associated grasses and
undergrowth. Drainage across the site and proposed building envelopes is characterized as sheet
flow to the southeast into Branciforte Creek.

DISCUSSION

Dees and Associates conducted a Groundwater Recharge Study for the existing residence and Septic
leachfield, and presented the results of that investigation in a letter dated January 18, 2004. Their
investigation included a review of the soil survey maps and groundwater recharge maps of the area;
excavation and logging of three test pits ranging in depth from 2%to 5%feet and one hand-augered
boring excavated to a depth of 5% feet; and the preparation of their report. Two test pits were
located east of the existing residence, one test pit was located north of the barn, and the boring was
located south of the septic leachfield. Their subsurface observations on the site revealed a stiff clay
soil cap that varies from 1to 2%feet thick overlaying shallow granodiorite and/or siltstone bedrock.
Because of the presence of clayey soil over shallow bedrock, Dees and Associates concluded that
the groundwater recharge zone mapped on the site should be moved east to the top of the creek
bank.

Dees and Associates evaluated slope stability above the proposed homesites and submitted a report
dated April 6, 2005. The scope of their investigation included consultation with the County
Geologist, reconnaissance of the slope, review of subsurface data acquired for the groundwater
recharge study; review of geologic maps and aerial photos in the site vicinity; engineering analysis;
and the preparation of a report. Dees and Associates reviewed three additional test pits excavated by
Environmental Concept for the proposed septic leachfields. The test pit excavated near the base of
the slope at the rear of the property encountered 2 feet of sandy loam over weathered Purisima
formation sandstone. Based upon their reconnaissance and analysis, Dees and Associates conclude
that the potential for debris flow impacting the proposed homesites is low.

Subsequently, Dees and Associates submitted a letter (dated June 7,2005) in response to comments
by the County Geologist. Dees and Associates assumed that a 3-foot thick debris flow hazard on the
site exists. The potential debris flow velocity and run-out distance were calculated and used to

establish a set back from the base of the slope. Environmental Review inital Study
ATTACHMENT__Z, .
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Based upon the results of our reconnaissance investigation, it is our opinion that the proposed
subdivided parcels are suitable for residential development. In our opinion, the primary constraint to
development IS the potential for strong to very strong seismic shaking from a large earthquake 0On at
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least one of the nearby faults. In our opinion, the potential for debris flow or landsliding impacting
the proposed building sites is low. In addition, we concur with Dees and Associates that the
proposed building envelope is not located in a groundwater recharge zone.

Based upon our review of subsurface exploration performed by Dees and Associates, the subject
site appears to be underlain by a shallow layer of stiff clay between approximately 1 and 2%ofeet
thick. In addition, during our site reconnaissance we observed the soil exposed in the creek bank at
the base to the site. The soil appears to have enough clay to preclude the area form being within a
groundwater recharge zone. The presence of the clay layer limits the amount of surface water that
would percolate into the groundwater. In addition, dense Purisima formation siltstone and very
dense granodiorite bedrock typically have relatively low permeability. In our opinion, the proposed
building envelopes are not located within a zone of groundwater recharge.

The proposed building sites are located on the upper part of an alluvial fan that has developed at the
mouth of a drainage course. We observed no evidence to suggest that the fan was created by debris
flow. Should a debris flow develop in the watershed, in our opinion, it would flow into the
established drainage course. It is also our opinion that the development of a debris flow on the
convex ridge flaks above the proposed building sites is very low. It is unlikely that thick soil has
developed on these hillsides and there is no concentrated runoff.

The proposed building pads are located at the mouth of the drainage course leading from the valley.
We recommend, therefore, that the drainage course be modified to direct runoff away from any
proposed structures.

The sites are located at the base of an ancient landslide. In our opinion, this landslide moved in the
pre-Holocene age, when the climate was much wetter. Our opinion that this feature is old is
supported by the following sequence of events.

1. The landslide moved and offset Branciforte Creek to the east. This movement typically
required many episodes of relatively small displacements.

2. High flood flows of the creek eroded off the toe of the landslide and created a wider flood
plane than elsewhere along the creek.

3. As the climate became dryer, erosion from the landslide mass created an alluvial fan onto
the flood plane.

4. In most recent time, runoff has incised channels into the fan, suggesting a significant drop-
off in erosion of the landslide body.

In our opinion, therefore, the potential for a reactivation of this landslide is low. Should movement
of this landslide occur, it is our opinion that the movement would be very limited and should not
constitute an immediate threat to the structures situated outside the landslide mass.

Environmental Review ml'rr-)l Study
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The long-term stability of many hillside areas is difficult to predict. A hillside will remain stable
only as long as the existing slope equilibrium is not disturbed by natural processes or by the acts of
Man. Landslides can be activated by a number of natural processes, such as the loss of support at
the bottom of a slope by stream erosion or the reduction of soil strength by an increase in
groundwater level from excessive precipitation. Artificial processes caused by Man may include
improper grading activities; or the introduction of excess water through excessive imgation,
improperly designed or constructed leachfields, or poorly controlled surface runoff.

It should be noted that although geologists and engineers have learned much in recent years about
the causes and mechanisms of landslides, it is not yet possible to predict with certainty when and
where all landslides will occur. On a geologic time scale, all mountains will eventually be reduced
to plains, largely by landslide and erosion processes. People who choose to live in hillside terrain,
therefore, must be aware of and willing to accept the unknown level of risk that eventually a
landslide could occur at almost any site. The risk is, of course, greater in areas with a history of past
landslide movement. In addition, because of the close proximity to the San Andreas Fault and other
active faults, it should be anticipated that the site would be subjected to strong ground shaking at
some time within the life of the dwelling.

It has been our pleasure to provide this reconnaissance investigation for you. If you have any
questions, please call.

Yours very truly,
UPP GEOTECHNOLOGY, INC.

Project Engineer Certifi¢d Engineering Ge ogéi 1083
Professional Geologist, 7931

CNR/RRU:jc

Copies: Addressee (5)

Attachments: Figure I, Site Location Map EnvironmentalReview Initg| Study
Figure 2, Regional Geologic Map ATTACHMENT _Z, Q_QLQ
Figure 3, Aerial Photo Interpretation Map APPLICATION — H:A

Figure 4, Geologic Site Plan

NOTE: Thisdecument is protected under Federal Copyright Laws, Unauthorized use or copying of this documeni by anyone other than the client(s)
is siricely prohibited, {Contact UGH for "APPLICATIONTO USE. ")
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| Dees & Associates
Geotechnical Engineers

501 Mission Street, Suite BA Santa Cruz, CA 85060 Pheone {831} 427-1770 Fax 18311427.1784

Project No. SCR-0005
7 May 2004

MR. STEVE GREENE
4363 Branciforte Drive
Santa Cruz, California 95062

Subject: Geotechnical Feasibility Study

Reference: Proposed 3-Lot Minor Land Division
4363 Branciforte Drive
APN 101-041-05
Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Mr. Greene

At your request, we met you at the referenced site to determine the suitability of the site
for constructingtwo new single family residences. We understand you woutd like to
split the existing 12-acre(+) parcel into three lots and construct new single family.
residences on the two newly created lots.

Site Description

The site 5 located on the west side of Branciforte Drive, approximately ¥%2-mile north of
Happy Valley Road inthe County of Santa Cruz, California, Figure 1. The site
topography consists of a gently sloping meadow with a moderate to steep slope that
ascends to the top of the ridge that separates Branciforte Drive and Granite Creek
Road. The meadow area covers almost half the site and is vegetated in low lying
grass, the slope is heavily vegetated with trees and brush. Branciforte Creek runs along
the edge of the meadow and Branciforte Drive. See Figure 2.

The site is developed with a single family residence and driveway. The driveway is
paved and provides access to the existing residence and other residences located
between the site and Branciforte Drive. The new homesites are proposed at the back
of the meadow at the base of the slope. A new driveway is proposed to access the new
homesites. The owner is attempting to get access from the neighbor's driveway to the
south of the site. Ifthe owner cannot get access from the neighbor's driveway, the
existing driveway will be lengthened and used for access for the new homesites.

The new homes will utilize a leachfield for septic disposal. Environmental Concepts
excavated one test pit below the proposed homesites and performed percolation
testing. We were provided with a copy of the test pit log.

Soil Conditions
The site is mapped as being in the Purisima Formation which consists of fine to

Environmental Review Init S}udvy
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medium grained siltstone and sandstone, Brabb 1989. The test pit excavated by
Environmental Concepts encountered 2 feet of sandy loam over weathered Purisima
sandstone. We anticipate the depth to sandstone to be shallow on the slopes
becoming thicker as you move into the meadow area away from the slope. Deep soil

deposits may be present along Branciforte Creek.

Seismic Setting
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 project lies about 6.5 miles southwest of the San Andreas Fault zone and
2.6 miles southwest of the Zayante Fault zone, Figure 3. 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.

Several patterns have emerged following the 17 October 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.
The majority of earthquake-related damage occurred in homes which were either
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.

The site is not mapped in a known landslide area and no landslides were observed during
our cursory site visit, Figure 4. Deep seated landslides are not anticipated at the site,
however, shallow slump sliding should be expectedwhere concentratedrunoffis allowed to
saturate the surface soils overlyingthe bedrock. Our observations indicate surface runoff
is currently by sheet flow and the debris flow potential is low above the proposed
homesites.

The primary seismic hazard at this site is the Potentialfor very strong ground shaking. The
absence of a phreatic surface indicates a very low to nil potential for seismically induced
liquefactionto occur below this site.

Discussions and Conclusions

Based on our cursory observations, review of available data regarding the site, and
review of the test pit logs for the proposed septic leachfield, we feel the two proposed
homesites are suitable for construction of single family residences.

Primary geotechnical concerns for development of the site include: 1 ®nsuring
foundations penetrate the upper loose soil horizon and are embedded into firm native

soil or compacted engineered fill, 2) providing proper drainage facilities on the upslope
Environmente:lgqeview Inital Study
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side of the building sites to collect surface runoff from the slopes above, 3) maintaining
an adequate setback from the edge of Branciforte Creek, 4) designing for strong
seismic shaking, and 5) providing a firm, compacted subgrade for the proposed
driveway(s). A design-level geotechnical investigation should be performed prior to
construction to develop geotechnical criteria and recommendations for design and
construction of the proposed residences.

Limitations

The opinions expressed in this letter are based on 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 undertakento develop design-level geotechnical
recommendations for construction of structures at either site. Such a study could
include test borings, laboratory tests and/or other methods of investigation. We would
be pleasedto perform such a study if you desire.

Once again, itis our professional opinion that each proposed homesite is suitable for
construction of single family residences. Should you have any question, please do not
hesitate to call our office.

Very truly yours,

DEES & ASSOCIATES

Rebecca L. Dees

C.E. 57210

G.E. 2623
RLD/bd

Copies: 1 to Addressee
2 to Stephen Graves &Associates
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- Dees & Associates
Geotechnical Engineers
504 Mission Street, Suite 8A Santa Gruz, CA 95060 Phone (831) 427-1770 Fax (831)427-1794

April 6, 2005 Project No. SCR-0005.2

MR. STEVE GREENE

% Stephen Graves & Associates
2735 Porter Street

Soquel, California 95073

Subject: Stability of Slope Above Proposed Homesites

Reference Proposed 3-Let Minor Land Division
4363 Branciforte Drive
APN 101-041-05
Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Mr. Greene:

At the requestof Joseph Hanna, County of Santa Cruz Geologist, we have evaluated the
 stability of the rear slope and the potential for debris flow type landslidingto impact the two— -
proposed homesites.”

Our scope of services included: 1) a site meeting with Joseph Hanna, County Geologist, 2)
a reconnaissance Of the slope above the proposed homesites, 3) review of the septictest
pit log and review of the logs for test pits excavated for the groundwater recharge study, 4)

_ review of a 1989 aeria! photo of the site, 5) review of the County of Santa Cruz Landslide
Map (Cooper-Clark), 6) review of the County of Santa Cruz Gealogic Map (Brabb 1989), 7)
engineering analysis and 8) preparation of this report.

Site Description

The site is located on the west side of Branciforte Drive approximately %-mile north of
Happy Valley Road in the County of Santa Cruz, California. The site topography consists
of a gently sioping meadowthat ascends to a steeply stoped ridge to the west of the site.
The north end of the site is developed with a single family residence, barn and gravel
driveway. The southern portion of the site is undeveloped. TWO new homesites are
proposed at the southern end of the site inthe open meadow area. The two new homesites
will be located on a gentle north facing slope at the upper end of the meadow, Figure 1.

Topography
The topography of the slope above the site is defined by two convex slopes with a drainaae

in between. The drainage appearsto have been formed from an ancient landslide based
on our review of the aerial photos, the sites topography and the presence of an alluvialfan
at the mouth of the drainage. It appears the edges of this presumed slide eroded intothe
drainage until the side slopes became well rounded and uniform and the bottom of the
drainage becameflat and gentle. The side slopes ofthe drainage are vegetatedwith large

Environmental Review Inita  tudy

26 APPLICATION __ &4/ 2424




SCR-0005.2

April 6,2005

Mr. Steve Greene
4363 Branciforte Drive

diameter oak trees and a light underbrush. The floor of the drainage is vegetatedwith large
diameter eucalyptus trees and a few oak trees. Short berry vines and poisonoak coverthe
ground surface.

Drainage

Surface runofffrom the slope abovethe siteis concentrated inthe drainage swale. Runoff
at the base of the drainage concentrates into small eroded channels that flow down the
slope towards the meadow. A small eroded channel has developed onthe slope above the
proposed homesites. Two to three inches of water was flowing inthe channel during our
investigation. The channel is about Bto 2 feet wide and 1to 2 feet deep. The channel
spits into two forks; the main fork continues down the slope and across the northern
homesite before discharging into Branciforte Creek. The southern fork is less defined and
eventually fans out into the meadow area inthe southern homesite.

Subsurface Soil Conditions ‘
The soils encounteredinthe three test pits excavated for the groundwater recharae study
by Dees &Associates and the three test pits excavated by Environmental Concepts for the.
proposed septic leachfieldsconsisted of fe grained Clayey sand over clay over weathered
purisima sandstone or granitic bedrock. The test pit excavated by EnvironmentalConcepts
near the toe of the slope encountered 2 feet of dark brown sandy loam over weathered
purisima sandstone.

Landsliding

The slope above the proposed homesite is uniformly rounded and well vegetated.
Drainage is by sheet flow off the convex slopes to the floor of the drainage, where drainage
concentrates intowell defined eroded channels and flows to the base of the slope. There
were no indications of rotational landsliding or debris flows on the slope (no scarps or
vertical faces). The only indicationof slope instabilitywas a small shallow slump slide with
a 1to 2 feet high rounded scarp. The slump was about 20 feet across and had a barely
visible offset. Hydrophytes (water loving plants) were evident atthe base o the slump. A
large diameter (24-inch +) oak tree is growing at the top of the scarp.

Discussions and Conclusions
Based on our investigation, we feel the potential for debris flows to impact the proposed
homesites is low.

The drainage above the proposed homesites has a gently sloping floor with well defined
drainage channels. The side slopes ofthe drainage are well rounded with uniform sheet
flow down to the channel at the base of the drainage. Uniform drainage, heavy tree cover
and ground vegetation has protected the slopes from erosion. None of the soils observed
in the test pits had bedrock clasts or mottling normally associated with debris flow
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April 6,2005

Mr Steve Greene
4363 Branciforte Drive

landsliding and the soils observed appeared to be Well sorted, cohesive and typical of
alluvial deposits.

It is our opinion that the proposed development will be subject to “ordinary risks” as
defined inthe Scale of Acceptable Risks attached to this report.

ff you have any questions, please call our office.
Very truly yours,
DEES & ASSOCIATES

Rebecca L. Dees

Geotechnical Engineer
G.E. 2623

Attachments
Copies: 2 to Addressee
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SCALE OF ACCEPTABLE RISKS FROM v y oS 1C GIC HAZARDS®
Risk Level Structure Type Risk Characteristics

Extremely low risk Structureswhose continued functioning i critical, or 1. Failure affectssubstantial
whose failure might be catastrophic: nuctear reactors, populations, risk nearly equals
large dams, power intake systems, plants manufacturing nearly zero.
or storingexplosives a toxic materials.

Very low risk Structureswhose use is critically needed after a disaster: 1. Failure affects substantial
important utility centers; hospitals; tire, police and populations. Risk slightly higher
emergency communication facilities; fire station; and than 1 above.

critical transportation elements such as bridges and
overpasses; also dams.

Low risk Structures of high occupancy, or whose use after a L. Failure ofa single structurs would
disastzr would be particularly convenient: schools, affectprimarily only the occupants.
churches, theaters, large hotels. and other high rise
buildings housing large numbers of psople, other places
normally attracting large concentrations ofpeople, civic
buildings such as fire stations, secondary utility
struchures, extremely large commercial enterprises, most

roads, alternative or non—critical bridges and overpasses,— {

“Ordinaryrisk The vast majority of strusturas: most commercial and I. Failure only affects owners

industrial buildings, small.hotels and apartment buildings, foccupants of a structure rather
and single family residences. than a substantial population.

2. No significant potential for loss of
life or serious physical injury.

3. Risk level is similar or comparable
to other ordirary risks (including
seismic risks) to citizens of coastal
California

4. No collapse of structures; structoral
damage limited to repairable
damage in most cases. This degree
of damage is unlikely as a result of
storms with a repeat time 0F50

years Or less,
Moderate risk Fences, driveways, nori~habitable struciures, detached 1. Structure is not occupied or
retaining walls, sanitary landfills. recreation areas and occupied infrequently.

pen space.
2. Low probability of physical injury.

3. Moderate probability of collapse.

' Non-seismic geologic hazards include flooding, landslides, erosion, wave runup and sinkholecotlapse

Environmenial Heview Inf
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Dees & Associates
Geotechnical Engineers
501 Mission Street. Suite BA Santa €ruz, CA 95060 Phone (831} 427.1770 Fax (831) 427.1794

June 7,2005 Project No. SCR-0005.2

MR. STEVE GREENE

% Stephen Graves & Associates
2735 Porter Street

Soquel, California 95073

Subject: Debris Flow Potential above the Proposed Homesites

Reference:  Proposed 3-Lot Minor Land Division
4363 Branciforte Drive
APN 101-041-05
Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Mr Greene:

At the requestof Joseph Hanna, County of Santa Cruz Geologist, we have assumed a debris flow
potential exists above the proposed homesites and have developed set backs for the assumed
debris flow.

A 3 feet thick debris flow potential was assumed to exist within the valley above the homesites,
Figures 1. The velocity of the potential debris flow was calculated using methods developed by
Baynoldin 1954. A velocity of 3.6 feet per second was determined for the site, Figure 2. The runout
distance of potential debris flows was evaluated using methods developed by Takahashi and
Yoshidain 1973. A runoutdistance of 45 feet was determinedfor the site, Figure 2. To accountfor
uncertainties, we recommend using a 75 foot set back for structures. See Figure 1.

If you have any questions, please call our office.

Very truly yours,

DEES & ASSOCIATES

Rebecca L. Dees
Geotechnical Engineer
G.E. 2623

Attachments

Copies: 2 to Addressee Environmental Review Inital Study
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" Dees & Associates
Geotechnical Engineers
501 Mission Street, Suite 82 Santa Cruz, CA 95060 Phone (831) 427-1770 Fax (831} 427-1744

January 18,2005 Project No. SCR-0005.1

MR. STEVE GREENE

% Stephen Graves & Associates
2735 Porter Street

Soquel, California 95073

Subject: Groundwater Recharge Study

Reference: Existing Residence and Septic Leachfield
4363 Branciforte Drive
APN 101-041-05
Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Mir. Greene:

Introduction

The County of Santa Cruz has identified portions of your site to be within a Groundwater
RechargeZone. The groundwater recharge zone mapped by the County is based on an
arbitrary setback fromthe creek and is not basedon actual topographic or soil information
collected at the site. The mapped groundwater recharge zone generally parallelsthe west
side of Branciforte Creek. Portions of the existing residence and the septic leachfieldare
located within the mapped groundwater recharge zone.

Purpose and Scope _
At your request, we have performed an investigation Inthe vicinity of the existingresidence

and septic leachfield to evaluate the near surface soil conditions. The purpose of our
investigation was to determine the suitability of the soil for groundwater recharge.

Our investigationincluded review of the soil survey maps and groundwater recharge maps
for the site, exploration d subsurface soil conditions with three (3) test pits excavatedto
depths between2.5to 5.5feet, one hand augered boringdrilled to a depth of 5.5 feet, and
preparationof this report.

Site Description

The site is located on the west side of Branciforte Drive approximately Y:-mile north of
Happy Valley Road inthe County of Santa Cruz, California. The site topography consists
of a gently sloping meadow that ascends to a steeply sloped ridge to the west of the site.
The site is developed with a single family residence, barn and gravel driveway, Figure 1.
The driveway follows along the top edge of the creek bank. The barnis locatedat the end
of the driveway at the top of the creek bank and the residence is located on the upslope
(west) side of the driveway about 100 feet before the barn.

Environmental Review Inital Study
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SCR-0005

January 17,2005

Mr. Steve Greene
4363 Branciforte Drive

Subsurface Soil Conditions

Three test pits were excavated on January 5, 2005 and one hand augered boring was
drilled on January 17, 2005 to evaluate the soil conditions around the existing residence
and septic leachfield. Two test pits were excavated on the east side of the residence, one
test pit was excavated at the north end of the barn and one hand augered boring was
drilled at the south end of the septic leachfield, Figure 1.

The test pit excavated at the north end of the residence, Test Pit 1, encountered 8 inches
of loose, dark brown silty sandy topsoil over 16 inches of dark grey with orange stiff clay
over 3 feet of medium dense to dense tan brownfine silty sand over very dense orange
brown granodiorite bedrock. The topsoil and clayey soils were nearly saturated, the
underlyingfine silty sand was damp and the granodiorite was moistto very moist. The test
pit excavated at the south end of the residence, Test Pit 2, encountered 12 inches of dark
brown, loose silty sandy topsoil over 12 inches of dark grey with orange, stiff clay over very
dense orange to reddish brown granodiorite bedrock. The backhoe was unable to
penetratethe very dense granodiorite encountered at the base of Test Pit 2. The fopsoil

and clayey soils were nearly saturated and the underlying granodiorite was moist to very
moist.

The test pit excavated at the north end of the barn (the north end of the septic field), Test
Pit 3, encountered 18 inches of mediumdense fil (fractured granodiorite) over 12 inches
of medium dense, dark brown clayey sand over 12 inches of dark grey, stiff clay over
orange brown granodiorite. Some very weathered sandstone pocketswere encounteredat
the contact of the granodiorite. The presence of bothsandstoneand granodiorite indicate
the test pitwas excavatedat Or near the contact between the TWo bedrock types at the site.
Our hand augered boring, B4, was drilled about 100 feet south of Test Pit 3 and
encountered 12 inches of clayey sand topsoil over 2.5 feet of brown to grey brown clay
over siltstone bedrock. The County of Santa Cruz Geologic Map (Brabb) indicates the
granodiorite extends about 50 to 100 feet south of Test Pit 3, which is consistentwith our
subsurface exploration results.

Discussions and Conclusions

Based on our investigation, the existing homesite and the northern half of the septic
leachfield are located over shallow granodiorite bedrock with a 12 to 16 inch thick clay
cap. The southern end of the leachfield is located over shallow siltstone bedrockwitha 2.5
feet thick clay cap. The presence of clay and shallow dense bedrock indicate the existing
residence and septic leachfield areas are not suitable for groundwater recharge. The
clayey surface soils and the bedrock restrict Percolation into the soil and the resulting
perchedwater flows towards the creek before it can percolate into the ground.

2 Environmental Revie*' =i~} St
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SCR-0005

January 17, 2006
Mr. Steve Greene
4363 Branciforte Drive

In summary, we feel the groundwater recharge zone mapped in the vicinity of the
residence and septic leachfield at the site is incorrect based on the nature of the

subsurface soils. Inour opinion, the groundwater recharge line should be moved east to at
least the top edge of the creek bank.

If you have any questions, please call our office.
Very truly yours,

DEES 8 ASSOCIATES
Rebeccal. Dees

Geotechnical Engineer
G.E. 2623

Attachments
Copies: 5to Addressee
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN STREET, SUITE 400, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
(831) 454-2580 Fax:(831)454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123
TOM BURNS, DIRECTOR

July 9,2004

Stephen Graves and Associates
2735 Porter Street
Soquel, CA 95073

SUBJECT: Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey for APN 101-041-05

To Whom It May Concern,

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

Please contact me at 831-454-3372 if you have any questions regarding this review.

Sincerely, |

Efizabeth Hayward
Planning Technician

Enclosure

Environmental Review Inital Study
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EXHIBIT B

SANTA CRUZ ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY . o
1305EAST CLIFE DRIVE, SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA 95062 .

Preliminary Prehistoric Cultural Resource
Reconnaissance Report
B e T e :--!’- P N T T _/-_'— e e s e e e e s oy
Parcel APN: /é;/ kv S A= SCAS Project #: SE-04 = o B

Planning Permit #: /5 4 - 22 ?é’ 4 Parce} Size: _/ Z,d.,

Applicant: e = ginst ' ngéz
Nearest Recorded Prehistoric Site: /2 — S & fD A @c’%ﬁiﬁ 34

o oy

"~ .,70n _M (“:Z=) members of the Santa Cruz Archaeological Society spent a total
of C% heurs on the above described parcel for the purposes of ascertaining the presence or
absence of prehistoric cultural resources on the surface. Though the parcel was traversed on foot
at regular intervals and diligently examined, the Society cannot guarantee the surface absence of
prehistoric cultural resources where soil was obscured by grass, underbrush or other obstacles.

No core samples, test pits, or any subsurface analysis was made. A standard field form indicating
survey methods used, type of terrain, soil visibility, closest freshwater source, and presence or
absence of prehistoric and/or historic cultural evidence was completed and filed with this report at

the Santa Cruz County Planning Department.

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

Further details regarding this reconnaissance are available from the Santa Cruz County
Planning Department or from Rob Edwards, Director, Archaeological Technology Program,
Cabrillo College, 6500 Soquel Drive, Aptos CA 95003, (831) 479-6294, or email redwards
@Cabrillo.cc.ca.us.
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Stephen R. Stanb If AUB
Forester @ Envivonmental Consnltant .

April 23.2004

Mr. Stephen Greene

c/o Stephen Graves and Associates
2735 Porter Street

Soquel, CA 95073

Forester's Evaluation of Timber Resources on Lands of Greene,
4363 Brauciforte Drive, Santa Cruz County APN 101-041-05

Atyour request, on March 4th and April 8" I reviewed the Greene property for native timber
resources such as are mapped in Santa Cruz County's Timber Resources layer in the County GIS
system. The County's Timber Resources mapping shown in a copy provided to me by Stephen
Graves' office shows timber resources covering a very small area in the extreme northwestem.
corner of your parcel. The purpose of my review was to assess the accuracy and applicability of
mapped timber resources on the-property.

Methodologv. Location of northern and western property lines in the vicinity of mapped
resources were reviewed in the field with Mr. Greene and confirmed in a meeting with his
neighbor on those boundaries, Mr. Demck Brown. Existing fencelines are reasonable .
approximations of property line locations for those areas. Branciforte Creek is the eastern
property line. I noted the presence or absence of native conifers (redwood and Douglas-fir), their
approximate location, and measured the extent of crown eover of stems 12" in diameter and
larger.

Observations. County mapping of timber resources at and adjacent to the northwest corner of
the Greene parcel is inaccurate.' No conifers occur in the immediate northwest comer of the
Greeneparcel and, looking onto'the neighboring property both to the north and the west where
timber resources are mapped, conifers are a rare and incidental component of what is an almost
pure mixed evergreen' hardwood forest dominated by interior live oak, shreve oak, and California
bay laurel.

Six clusters of young growth redwoods do occur with the mixed evergreen hardwoods on steed,
.predominantly north- and northeast-facing slopes along the western edge of the property starting

some 250 feet south of the parcel's northwest comer. Although not contiguous, these redwoods
dominate an area of approximately eight-tenths of an acre located west and upslope fram the

existing residence. Six additional groupings of redwood occur at intervalg Along-tBrRigséankinital Study
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of Branciforte Creek. These groups are small and sporadic within a predominant creekside forest
cover of bays, live oaks and a few big leaf maples. Combined redwood cover along the 960’
length of the parcel’s creekside boundary is roughly three-tenths of an acre, bringing the
property-wide, cumulative total to an estimated 1.1 acres. The southernmost three groups of
redwoods.along the creek are unusually short, ranging from 65’ to 90’ tall, suggesting poor site
quality to which redwood is only marginally adapted.

Analysis. The County’s mapping of timber resources was originally done in the 1970s to assist
in planning associated with forest practices issues and with rezoning mandated by the Timber
Taxation Reform Act, which created Timber Production Zoning (TPZ). Having an overview of
the County’s timber resources enabled planners to identify parcels with commercial timber
resources sufficient to be eligible for TPZ and to be alert to potential fragmentation of timber
resources due to subdivision and parcelization (Cathleen Carr, Santa Cruz County Planning,
personal communication).

As noted above, site specific evaluation of the subject property found only isolated clusters of
timber resources of very limited extent. These timber resources are not contiguous either within
the property or with other, more extensive timber resources on adjoining parcels. The parcel’s
timber resources are not commercially viable due to a variety of factors: very small total volume,
location of most of that volume on steep slopes with poor access near a class 3 watercourse,
location of the balance of that volume within a class 1 watercourse protection zone with
significant harvesting restrictions.

In view of these factors, | conclude that the subject parcel does not contain timber resources as
defined and intended in its timber resources mapping and planning element. It should be noted,
however, that the few groups of native conifers on the property occur almost exclusively in areas
protected from development by County slope and riparian restrictions.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Stephen R. Staub
Registered Professional Forester #1911

Environmentat Hevigw Inital Btudy
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Santa Cruz County Planning Department May 12,2005
701 Ocean Street

4th Floor

Santa Cruz, CA 95062

To whom it may concern:

Steve and Claire Green, owners of the property at 4363 Branciforte Drive have asked that the
Fire District review preliminary plans to spit their property for the addition of two additional
residences.The access to these additional houses would be across the bridge on the
driveway to the house at 4055 Branciforte Drive. They have asked if the bridge across
Branciforte Creek, which is 12 feet wide, would be acceptable. They have assured the District
that all other requirementsto meetthe UWIC codes would be met or exceeded. They have
shown preliminary drawing of the access road to the bridge would be widened with improved
access and visibility for both directions on Branciforte Drive. Also turnouts would be added on
both sides of the bridge. Additionally the bridge needs to be engineered and the deck redone
so the 25 ton weight limit be met and so posted. The Bridge rails would be extended to 14
feet across.

| have gone to the site and reviewed the preliminary plans. If all other UWIC Code
requirements are met or exceeded, the bridge, due to its short length and the roadways
increased visibility and turnouts would be acceptable to the Fire District.

Sincerely,

|

t Q'Connell
Fire Chief

Environ
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PINNACLE TRAEFIC ENGINEERING
930 San Benito Street

Hollister, California 95023
(831) 638-9260/ FAX (831) 638-9268
pte@shcglobal.net

August 8,2005

Steve and Clare Greene

c/o: Mr. Zack Dahl

Stephen Graves and Associates
2735 Porter Street

Soquel, CA 95073

Greene MLD Project (4055 Branciforte Drive); Santa Cruz County, California
Driveway - Sight Distance Analysis

Dear Zack,

Per your request, | have performed an analysis of the sight distance adequacy for the driveway
on Branciforte Drive. The existing driveway is located on the west side of Branciforte Drive
approximately 0.50 miles north of Happy Valley Road (see attached Project Location Map). The
existing driveway currently provides access for a single parcel. The project includes repaving
the existing driveway and constructing a new driveway for the proposed 2 parcels (Parcel B and
C). A copy of the Preliminary Improvement Plan prepared by Mid Coast Engineers is attached.
The proposed improvements will not affect the existing vertical alignment of the driveway near
Branciforte Drive. However, the horizontal alignment will be adjusted slightly to satisfy the
County’s minimum intersection angle standard (65 degrees). The following provides an
overview of existing conditions, a discussion regarding sight distance criteria, a description of
the data collected for this analysis and a summary of the conclusions.

Existing Conditions - Branciforte Drive has a single 10’ travel lane in each direction north of
Happy Valley Road. There are numerous private driveways on both the east and west sides of
Branciforte Drive. Branciforte Drive has a slight upgrade to the north in the general vicinity of
the existing project driveway (3% +/-). South of the project driveway there is a horizontal curve
to the west. This section of Branciforte Drive is currently posted with a 35 miles per hour (mph)
speed limit. A review of traffic count data published by the Santa Cruz County Regional
Transportation Commission (2004 Transportation Monitoring Report) and the City of Santa Cruz
indicates that existing average daily traffic volumes along this section of Branciforte Drive are
approximately 2,000-2,500 trips per day. A random sampling of vehicle speeds on Branciforte
Drive was collected around 4:45-5:00 PM on August I, 2005 (a minimum of 10 samples in each
direction). This speed data indicated that average vehicle speeds were about 40 mph in the
northbound direction and 38 mph in the southbound direction (copy attached),

Sight Distance Criteria - Sight distance criteria is presented in the “A Policy on Geometric
Design of Highways and Streets” published by the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO), and the Caltrans “Highway Design Manual” (HDM).
Stopping sight distance is the minimum distance required by a driver on a roadway to bring a
vehicle to a stop after an object on the roadway becomes visible. Comer sight distance is the
Greene MLD Sight Distance L01.doc Environmental Review inftal Study
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Steve and Clare Greene
August 8,2005
Page 2

distance required for a vehicle to enter a roadway and accelerate to an adequate speed without
requiring through traffic to radically alter their speed. The criteria published in both documents
primarily addresses sight distance at public street intersections, and not at private road
intersections or rural driveways. The Caltrans HDM does state that for rural driveways, “the
minimum corner sight distance shall be equal to the stopping sight distance as given in Table
201.1.” The stopping sight distance requirements in both the AASHTO and Caltrans documents
are essentially equal for level conditions. Information in the AASHTO document also provides
stopping sight distance requirements for various roadway grades (Exhibit 3-2). A copy of the
AASHTO and Caltrans material is attached for further review.

Data Collection - For this sight distance analysis new measurements were recorded. Traffic
cones were used to identify the respective line of sights at the existing driveway and on
Branciforte Drive. Sight distance measurements were recorded with a traffic cone placed on the
edge of the existing travel way (shoulder stripe) and with a cone placed on the center line of
Branciforte Drive (adjacent to driveway). The sight distance measurements were also recorded
with a traffic cone setback from the edge of travel way by 5’ and again with a cone setback by
10°. A graphic illustration of the various sight distance measurements is attached for further
review. While conducting the measurements, it was noticed that the existing vegetation within
the shoulder area is slightly overgrown. Therefore, the sight distance measurements were also
recorded assuming that the existing vegetation could be trimmed within the County right-or-way.
It should be mentioned that Mid Coast Engineers has also prepared a sketch illustrating the
existing sight distance parameters at the existing driveway (copy attached). The corresponding
vehicle speeds presented for each measured distance were determined using the AASHTO
stopping sight distance criteria [Exhibit 3-2). The appropriate roadway grades were also used for
the respective directions. ‘Che stopping sight distance measurements and corresponding vehicle
speeds are presented in the following table.

Stopping Sight Distance Measurements and Vehicle Speeds
Stopping Sight Distance-Traffic Cone Placement

Direction of Travel 1 5 @ Edge of | @ Center
Setback Setback | Pavement Line
Southbound (North of Driveway)
Distance (Feet) - 255’ 310° 360° 520°
Speed (Miles per Hour) - (275" (340”) 44 MPH 55 MPH

37MPH | 42 MPH

Northbound (South of Driveway)
Distance (Feet) - 240’ 230° 340° 355°
Speed (Miles per Hour) - (2807) (3307 45 MPH 46 MPH

3SMPH | 44 MPH

(Distance in parenthesis is sight distance with trimming of existing shoulder vegetation)

The data in the above table demonstratesthat stopping sight distance for vehicles on Branciforte
Drive at the project driveway is adequate for 45-55 mph. This data also demonstrates that when
a vehicle is on the project driveway and the driver is setback from the edge of travel way by 5°-

107, stopping sight distance is adequate for a minimum of 35-40mph. It should be mentioned
Environmental Review Inital S udy
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Steve and Clare Greene
August 8,2005
Page 3

that the trimming of existing vegetation within the shoulder area (County right-of-way) will
increase stopping sight distances at the project driveway.

Conclusion and Recommendations = Based on the data reviewed and collected for this analysis, it
is concluded that adequate stopping sight distance is available for vehicles on Branciforte Drive
and at the existing project driveway. However, as previously stated the trimming of vegetation
within the existing shoulder area will increase stopping sight distances at the project driveway.
Therefore, it is recommended that the County maintain the existing vegetation within the County
right-or-way to maximize stopping sight distance.

If you have any questions regarding the contents of this sight distance analysis or need additional
information, please contact me at your earliest possible opportunity.

Pinnacle Traffic Engineering

02079

Larry D. Hail, P.E.
President
Idh:msword
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ATTACHMENT MATERIAL

PROJECT LOCATION MAP

MID COAST ENGINEERS - PRELIMINARY IMPROVEMENT PLAN

MID COAST ENGINEERS - SIGHT DISTANCE PARAMETERS

PINNACLE TRAFFICENGINEERING - VEHICLE SPEED DATA

AASHTO AND CALTRANS STOPPING SIGHT DISTANCE REQUIREMENTS

PINNACLE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING - SIGHT DISTANCE MEASUREMENTS
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PINNACLE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING

930 San Benito Street
Hollister, California 95023
(831) 638-9260/ FAX (831) 638-9268

Greene MLD (4055 Branciforte Drive) - Sight Distance Analysis

Vehicle Speed Data on Branciforte Drive { Collected 8/1/05 - LDH)

Direction/Speed (mph)

Data #
1. 42 30
2. 37 42
3. 42 35
4, 37 38
5. 39 42
6. 48 3
7. 42 32
8. 40 43
9. 37 45
10. 39 42
11. 40
12. 39
13, 33
Totals - 403 497
Ave. Speed : 40.3 38.2

Environmental Review inital Stydy

ATTASEMENT 42 52 12

14




auEysy( 3y31s 3uiddoyg *1-¢ Nnqryxy

-sourysip s payejnajes

euiwuelsp 0} pasn [SA) 271 1] ,s/W p°E JO BBl uoyRIe|90eP IS G JO W} B UO pejeoipald aour|sIp UoKORS! OYRlg BION

016 £°806 E¥19 0¥62 08
028 GGl 6'6EG 9'6/¢e 74
0gs 92t £0Lp £4G92 0L 582 Zv8e 2'e6l ¥'06 oclt
Gya V'rr9 S'5ov 6'8ET $9 0se 9'ere ¢'591 yee 02l
0.8 0°99g S'GFE S0l 09 0ce £Sle 8'8etL 244 oL
S6F t"26b £'06¢ I'2c0e 1] Gel cvBl L'l 569 001
Gev g'eey 0'0b2 Besi 05 09l gssi 626 929 06
oot B'6SE 12451 a9l 1514 oet 0’62l veL 9SG 08
S0€ 9°00€ 9'gst 1443 or S0l 6+01 ¢95 gy 174
0se At 174 9/LL 9’82l 51N G8 oce £y Ly 09
0oe L7961 ¥'o8 0L oe 59 G'E9 2188 8've 0s
GSt 6151 009 616 1 0s 2’9y 1A]! A or
Gil 6Ll ¥'8e S'El 0e Sg FA ¥ €01 602 0E
08 194 a'le L'GG ! 02 58l k4 6¢ClL 02
- () ) {1 ) " (ydw) (u) {w) (w) () (Yruy)
ubissg  pagnoen jeae uo B8IURISID poads uGlsaQ  palnoey) |9A8| U0 IUBISIP paads
aouelsIp uofjoes. ufiiseq souesSIp uogoeel ufiiseq
aoueisip ybis Buiddols ™ Bunyeug ajeig] aoueisp bis buiddols Bunjeig ayelq
Alewolsnd sn EINETT

AASHTO—Geometric Design o Highways and Streets

~

DD

Environmental Review inital Study

ATTACHMENT.
APPLICATION

112

(OS5



‘ AAS HT O e Elements of Design

Metric US Customary
Design Stopping sight distance {m) Design Stopping sight distance (ft)
speed Downgrades Upgrades speed __—Downgrades .Upgrades

(km/h) 3% 6% 9% 3% 6% 9% ] (mph) (3%) 6% 9% (3%) 6% 9%
20 20 20 20 19 18 18 15 B0 82 8 F5 74 73
30 32 3 35 31 30 29 20 116 120 126 109 107 104
40 50 50 53 45 44 43 25 158 165 173 147 143 140
50 66 70 74 61 59 58 30 205 215 227 200 184 179
60 87 92 97 80 77 75 35 257 271 287 237 229 222
70 110 116 124 100 97 93 40 315 333 .354 289 278 269
80 136 144 154 123 118 114 45 378 400 427 344 331 32U
90 164 174 187 148 141 136 50 446 474 507 405 388 375
100 194 207 223 174 167 160 55 520 553 593 469 450 433
110 227 243 262 203 194 186 60 598 638 686 538 515 495
120 263 281 304 234 223 214 65 682 728 785 612 584 561
130 302 323 350 267 254 243 70 771 825 891 690 658 631
75 866 927 1003 772 736 704
80 965 1035 1121 859 817 782

Exhibit 3-2. Stopping Sight Distance on Grades

Decision Sight Distance

Stopping sight distances are usually sufficient to allow reasonably competent and alert
drivers to come to a hurried stop under ordinary circumstances. However, these distances are
often inadequate when drivers must make complex or instantaneous decisions, when information
is difficult to perceive or when unexpected or unusual maneuvers are required. Limiting sight
distances to those needed for stopping may preclude drivers from performing evasive maneuvers,
which often involve less risk and are otherwise preferable ‘to stopping. Even with an appropriate
complement of standard traffic control devices in accordance with the MUTCD (6), stopping
sight distances may not provide sufficient visibility distances for drivers to corroborate advance
warning and to perform the appropriate maneuvers. It is evident that there are many locations
where it would be prudent to provide longer sight distances. In these circumstances, decision
sight distance provides the greater visibility distance that drivers need.

Decision sight distance is the distance needed for a driver to detect an unexpected or
otherwise difficult-to-perceive information source or condition in a roadway environment that
may be visually cluttered, recognize the condition or its potential threat, select an appropriate
speed and path, and initiate and complete the maneuver safely and efficiently (7). Because
decision sight distance offers drivers additional margin for error and affords them sufficient
length to maneuver their vehicles at the same or reduced speed. rather than to just stop, its values

are substantially greater than stopping sight distance.

Drivers need decision sight distances whenever there is a likelihood for error in either
information reception, decision-making, or control actions (8). Examples of critical locations
where these kinds of errors are likely to occur, and where it is desirable to provide decision sight
distance include interchange and intersection locations where unusual or unexpected maneuvers
are required, changes in cross section such as toll plazas and lane drops, and areas of concentrated

115
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CAurru.s.lL HIGHWAY DESIGN MANUAL 200-1

CHAPTER 200
GEOMETRIC DESIGN AND
STRUCTURE STANDARDS

Topic 201 - Sight Distance

Index 201.1 - General

Sight distance is the continuous length of highway
ahead visible to the driver. Three types of sight
distance are considered here: passing, stopping,
and decision.  Stopping sight distance is the
minimum sight distance to be provided on
multilane highways and on 2-lane roads when
passing sight distance is not economically
obtainable. Stopping sight distance also is to be
provided for all elements of interchanges and
intersections at grade, including private road
connections (see Topic 504, Index 405.1, & Figure
405.7). Decision sight distance is used at major
decisionpownts (see Indexes 201.7 and 504.2).

The following table shows the standards for
passing and stopping sight distance related to
design speed, and these shall be the minimum
values used in design.

Table 201.1
Sight Distance Standards
Design Speed(!) Stoppmg( ) ‘Passing
o) @ @
30 (Wagu) 30 (15, ) 217
40 GSI"N) 50 [\64‘ ) 235

s0 (5t meu) g5 (213') 345
60(717 mpv) g5 (2779 407
70 @3nek) 105Cedd’)  am
80 (SemPu)130 @27) 541
90{S6 m Pl 160 (st '} 60s
100 ’2-"‘“‘” 190 Qaz,?) 670
110 Leg maH) 29 728
120 (75 0¥ 2556@3{ ) 792

130 855

(1) See Topic 101 for selection of design speed.
{2} Increase by 20% on sustained downgrades >3% & > 2 lan.

(07

November 1, 2001

Chapter HI of A Poli
Highways and Streets,’
a thorough discussion ¢
sight distance.

201.2 Passing Sight

Passing sight distanc
distance required for 1
pass another vehicle
Passing must be a
oncoming vehicle com
the design speed, w
overtaking maneuver ir

Chapter m of “A POlib] ULl WUvAnvu e aevasges e
Highways and Streets,” AASHTO, contains a
thorough discussion of the derivation of passing
sight distance. In brief, AASHTO states that the
sight distance available for passing at any place is
the longest distance at which a driver whose eyes
are 1070 mm above the pavement surface can see
the top of an object 1300mum high on the road.

In general, 2-lane highways should be designed to
provide for passing where possible, especially
those routes Wi high volumes of trucks or
recreational vehicles. Passing should be done on
tangent horizontal alignments with constant grades
or a slight sag vertical curve. Not only are drivers
reluctant to pass on a long crest vertical curve, but
it is impracticable to design crest vertical curves tc
provide for passing sight distance because of high
cost where crest cuts are involved. Passing sighi
distance for crest vertical curves is 7 to 17 timer
longer than the stopping sight distance.

Ordinarily, passing sight distance is provided ai
locations where combinations of alignment an¢
profile do not require the use of crest vertica,
curves.

Passing sight distance is considered only on 2-lane
roads. At critical locations, a stretch of 3- or 4.
lane passing section with stopping sight distance i
sometimes more economical than two lanes witt
passing sight distance.

Passing on sag vertical curves can be accomplishec
both day and night because headlights can be seer
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Streeter Group, Inc.

Architecture, Structural Engineering

October 31, 2005

Steve Greene
4055 Branciforte Drive
Santa Cruz, CA 95065

Re:  Bridge Widening Feasibility
Our File No: 04123

Dear Mr. Greene,

At your request we have evaluated the feasibility of widening your existing wood bridge
across Branciforte Creek. It is our opinionthat it is structurally feasible to widen the
bridge without adding additional supports in the creek bed. This option may require the
use of steel beam girders instead of wooden ones. Additional work may be required at
the bridge abutments on the banks as well.

Should you have any questions or if you would like us to proceed with the design, please
let us know.

Respectfully yours,

STREETER GROUP, INC,

e,

Brad Streeter, SE 3724
President, Principal Enginegkag);

ATTACHMENT_) 2™ el Sty
| —

2571 Main Street. Suite C, Soquel, CA 95073 Phone: {831} 477-1781 Fox:(831] 477.1751 WWW STREETERGROUP.COM
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ
DISCRETIONARY APRLICATION COMMENTS

Project Planner: Randall Adaius Date: January 27. 2006
Application No. : 04-0276 Time: 14:05:40
APN: 101-041-05 Page: 1

Environmental Planning Completeness Coments
sm======= REVIEW ON JULY 2, 2004 BY ROBIN M BOLSTER ===

Please revise plans to show contour interval of 5 feet in the vicinity of improve-
ments (building. driveway, septic. etc.).

Please show the proposed location of the septic systems and expansion area to serve
the new homesites.

Please revise plans to show the limits of the floodplain adjacent to the proposed
building envelope.

===m===== [JPDATED ON JULY 8. 2004 BY JOSEPH L HANNA =s=ssece

Please have the applicant apply for an at-cost GHA for the project.

=m======= UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 11, 2005 BY ROBIN |l BOLSTER ====e=mm==

The plans depict a 50-foot riparian corridor extending in either direction from the
centerline of Branciforte Creek. General Plan Policy 5.2.1 defines the riparian cor-
ridoras 50 feet measures from the top of a “distinct channel or physical evidence of
high water mark.” The County Code (Section 16.30.030) states that the corridor is to
measured from the mean bankfull flowline. An additional 10-foot setback must be
maintained between the corridor and any proposed structure.

Please revise plans to show the 50-foot corridor. properly measured from the
bankfull flowline and NOT the centerline. Also, please add the 10-foot setback
According to the County Geologist. a GHA is still required fer this project
======w=== (JPDATED ON MAY 12, 2005 BY JESSICA L DEGRASSI

A GHA is required for this project. please have the project planner add this to the
review,

1) A GHA may still be required for this project. The County geologist will conduct a
site visit and make this determination. You may also provide a letter from a regis-
tered geologist stating that the slope above the homesites i s not a landslide. In
that case, a GHA would not be necessary.

2) If it is determined that a landslide exists on the property. please call out the
landslide area on the plans.

3) Please ensure that the septic systems are located within the geologic building
envelopes. The septic system on Parcel B i's shown on the plans as located outside
the geologic building envelope. All septic system locations are subject to approval

Envitonm i it
ATTACHMENT 24, /¢
APPLICATION _ 04022,
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Discretionary Comments - Continued
project Planner: Randall Adams Date: Januaryv. 27, 2006
Application No. : 04-0276 Time: 14:05:40
APN: 101-041-05 Page: 2
by Environmental Health. ====—= UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 14, 2005 BY ANDREA M KOCH
No comments, ===—===== UPDATED ON JANUARY 11. 2006 BY ANDREA M KOCH s=======

1) No Riparian Exception is required. The project i s exempt per Section 16.30.050a
of the County Code, which states as exempt "the continuance of any preexisting non-
agricultural use, provided such use has not lapsed for a period of one year or more.
This shall include change of uses which do not significantly increase the degree of
encroachment into or impact on the riparian corridor..."”

Technically, the widening of the bridge is not really a change in use. but the

widening does not significantly increase encroachment or impact on the riparian cor-
ridor.

========= |JPDATED ON JANUARY 11. 2006 BY ANDREA M KOCH

Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments

————————— REVIEW ON JULY 2, 2004 BY ROBIN M BOLSTER ========= NO COMMENT s======—
UPDATED ON JULY 12, 2005 BY ANDREA M KOCH UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER
14. 2005 BY ANDREA M KOCH ====m==m==

No comments. === |JPDATED ON JANUARY 11. 2006 BY ANDREA M KOCH ===mmmmasm=n

1) Submit an erosion control plan / work plan showing how sedimentation of the creek
will be prevented during the widening of the bridge.

Housing Completeness Comments

e . Environmental Review Inital Stu
% CQMMENTREVIEW ON FEBRUARY 10, 2005 BY TOM POHE WA-I_I'ACHMENT ;z —2 ‘*‘é %
- APPLICATION _ &4/~ O 7L

To create 3 new parcels, this project proposes the adjustment of boundaries of 2
existing parcels:101-041-05 (15.2 acres) and 101-051-01 (9.8 acres). (A transfer of
1.8 acres fom 101-041-05 to 101-051-01 is proposed.) Both parcels have existing
homes, 101-041-05 also has an existing, permitted guest house.

After creating a 20 foot right of way, parcel 101-041-05 would be divided into 3
arcels (8.5, 2.9. 2.0 acres)per the proposal. with the existing and guest house
eing retained on one of the parcels, thus allowing for for the future building of a
home on each of the 2 new lots.

Based on the understanding from the project planner that the parcel is outside the
Urban Services line and subject to a Rural Density Matrix which controls use of the
parcel, as well as ground water recharge issues. a flood plain and other issues
Ili{)r?i[t)hrigggevelopable land, no more than 3 parcels can ever result from parcel

No split is currently proposed for parcel 101-051-01, which, per the proposal will

(1




Discretionary Comments = Continued

Project Planner: Randall Adams Date: January 27. 2006
Application No. : 04-0276 Time: 14:05:4(Q
APN: 101-041-05 Page: 3

be enlarged to 11.6 acres. This parcel, in its enlarged state has not been analyzed
by a planner for a future split.

The proposal creates only 2 new developable lots, there does not appear to be any
possibility of a further split in parcel 101-041-05, and parcel 101-051-01 is not

currently proposing any split (nor has it been determined that a split is or ever
will be possible).

Because an affordable housing obligation i s only triggered in the event that 3 or
more units andlor parcels are created. at the current time. there appears to be no
affordable housing obligation for this proposal.

========= (JPDATED ON FEBRUARY 10, 2005 BY TOM POHLE ===
========= JPDATED ON FEBRUARY 10, 2005 BY TOM POHLE =—=—=—=

Housing Miscellaneous Comments Environmenta) Review Inital Sjudy

________ REVIEW ON FEBRUARY 10. 2005 BY TOM POHLE ======-ATTACHMENT_{S, 3 Z
NO COMMENT APPLICATION_M-Q,; 7> é

Any future creation of parcels for any of the existing or proposed new parcels could
create an affordable hOUSmFJ obligation. It is therefore recommended that conditions
be recorded against the title of all the resulting (existing and new) parcels for
this proposed project. providing notice that County of Santa Cruz Affordable Housing
In Lieufees may be due should any land division occur in the future.

Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY

=======—= REVIEW ON JUNE 30, 2004 BY DAVID W SIMS ===mms=
04-0276

5.8.4 Drainage Design in Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas

1) The current parcel and all future proposed parcels fall within designated Ground-

A




Discretionary Comments = Continued

Project Planner: Randall Adams Date: January 27. 2006
Application No. : 04-0276 Time: 14:05:40
APN: 101-041-05 Page: 4

water Recharge zones, requiring on-site retention of all increases in runoff due to
impervious surface creation. This requirement is made on a parcel basis and is in
effect regardless of whether the proposed construction i s within the mapped recharge
boundary. Since the proposed development is sited immediately upslope of the GV
boundary, and runoff would flow into this zone. no exemption i s warranted. Homes and
paved surfaces should be sited such that adequate down-slope land areas are avail-
abLe foglmitigation measures needed. The large parcel size should make this easily
achievable.

7.23.1 New Development 7.23.2 Minimizing Impervious Surfaces 7.23.5 Control Surface
Runoff

2) Regardless of Groundwater Recharge requirements, the applicant i s required to
propose general runoff mitigation measures, that hold runoff to pre-development
rates, and that maintain water quality. These should be easily achievable for such
large parcels as long as home siting is properly considered. There has been some in-
dication that access might be made from the western neighbor’s property. This might
result in a reduction of new driveway surfacing that would be positive.

3) Without more detail on the actual building sites, further comment cannot be
provided. No drainage plan was included. but more detail on how this development
will address the above policies is needed. The impacts of the pr0ﬁosed driveway ex-
tension occurs over all proposed parcels. and the mitigation of this impact may not
be left to be resolved.with individual building applications. Most applications for
Minor Land Division usually contain improvement plans with more extensive detail. |If
this has been omitted but is required, it will be commented on once received,
========= |JPDATED ON FEBRUARY 15. 2005 BY DAVID W SIMS ===

2nd Routing:

Application is complete for Stormwater Management review

Access road out-sloping is sufficient to disperse runoff, ﬁrOVided adequate vegeta-
tive cover i s maintained and/or established downslope of the road.

Dpw Drainage Miscellaneous Comments
CATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY
========= REVIEW ON JUNE 30. 2004 BY DAVID W SIMS

Profile elevations and spot elevations do not correspond with contour elevations
Please adjust to the same reference.

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

Please call the Dept. of Public Works. Storm Water Management Section, from 8:00 am
Lt"(os%s‘éﬂo noon i f you have questions. == UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 15, 2005 BY 0AVIO
NO COMMENT

Environmental Review Inital Studv
ATTACHMENT /%~ ¢ @fff
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Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Completeness Comments

—==z===== REVIEW ON JUNE 15. 2004 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELLI
N comment, project involves a subdivision or MLD.

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Miscellaneous Comments

—==——=-—— REVIEW ON JUNE 15, 2004 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELLl ===—==mw==
Encroachment permit required for all off-site work in the County road right-of-way

Dpw Road Engineering Completeness Comments

========= REVIEW ON JUNE 24, 2004 BY GREG J MARTIN m==m=x

The access road i s recommended to be paved 24 feet wide. or a minimum of 18 feet, or
!?VS\RtTriﬁ Fire Marshall' recommends. == = UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 15, 2005 BY GREG J
The terrain adjacent to Branciforte Road i s steep and the elevation of the existing
bridge on the access road IS significantlg lower than Branciforte Road. The sight
distance at this intersection appears to be obstructed.

The sight distance and access at the intersection of the access road with Bran-
ciforte Drive is recommended to be evaluated by a traffic engineer. A design based
upon standard criteria should be developed i¥ffeasible. The access road serves 3
parcels and therefore should be a 24 foot wide road. The angle of the intersection
appears to be an angle less than 60 degrees.

The intersection of the new driveway and the access road should be at rightangles
and have standard returns. The new driveway serves two parcels and is therefore
recommended to be 24 feet and a minimum of 18 feet wide to allow two-way traffic.
The portion of the driveway which serves one parcel may be 12 feet wide or as the
fire department requires.

If you have any questions please contact Greg Martin at 831-454-2811 . ~======== UP-
DATED ON MAY -13, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN =========

The proposed design for the access road intersecting with Branciforte Road does not
meet standard criteria as recommended. The width of the road is recommended to be 24
feet. The returns at the intersection are recommended to be 20 feet. The gradient of
the access road entering the intersection is recommended to be no more than 3 per-
cent within a distance of 20 feet from Branciforte Road.

| f you have any questions please contact Greg Martin at 831-454-2811.
DATED ON JULY 12, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN =========

Previous comments 0N May 13. 2005 not addressed. In addition. please verify the
sight distance shown on page 7 of the plans. A letter describing the analysis and
's&\zmr ﬁd by the engineer I's sufficient. ===w=e== JPDATED ON JULY 12, 2005 BY GREG J
m======== (JPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 14, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN ===

The sight distance analysis is accepted. The returns at the intersection are
recommended to be 20 feet. The gradient of the access road entering the intersection
i s recommended to be no more than 3 percent within a distance of 20 feet from Bran-
ciforte Road. A design was submitted which showed that this is possible without ex-

ATTACHMENT_/%, 5 3
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ceeding 20 percent slope. W& recommend these be conditions of approval.
Dpw Road Engineering Miscellaneous Comments

=======m= [JPDATED ON MAY 13, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN ===——=—
======~=== |JPDATED ON JULY 12, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN

Environmental Health Completeness Comments
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY

========= REVIEW ON FEBRUARY 10, 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========
========= (JPDATED ON FEBRUARY 11. 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= Septic site

evaluations to demonstrate septic suitability have been submitted but are not ap-
proved. Contact the EH Inspector at 454-3069 (Troy Boone) for status and remaining

ISSues.

========= (JPDATED ON FEBRUARY 25. 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ==—==—— The 2 septic site
evaluations required for this project are now aproved by the district inspector.
========= JPDATED ON MAY 11, 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= Previous aproval com-

ment still accurate. Drainage plan for both lots must be includedon septic permit
application plot plan.

========= |JPDATED ON JULY 7. 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========w Drainage plan for sep-
tic puprposes can be completed as part of building permit phase. Completeness
achieved for EHS.

=========(JPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 14, 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ===—=== Nb change in
previous comments.

Environmental Health Miscellaneous Comments
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY
se—===-== REVIEW ON FEBRUARY 11, 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ===em=ss

NO COMMENT

========= (JPDATED ON MAY 11, 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK

NO COMMENT

========= (JPDATED ON JULY 7, 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ===

========= [JPDATED ON JULY 7, 2005 BY JIM G ========= N0 COmment
========= (JPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 14, 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK =————==

NO COMMENT

Rranciforte Fire Protection District Completeness
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY

========= REVIEW ON JNE 21. 2004 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER DEPARTMENT NAME : CDF
FOR BRANCIFORTE FIRE Add the appropriate NOTES and DETAILS showing this information
on Your plans and RESUBMIT, with an annotated copy of this letter: The access road
shall be 18 feet minimum width and maximum twenty percent slope. All bridges. cul-
verts and crossings shall be certified by a registered engineer. Minimum capacity of
25 tons. Cal-Trans H-20 loading standard. The access road shall be in place to the

Envirsnmemak-ﬂﬂw-‘%
ATTACHMENT w
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following standards prior to any framing construction, or construction will be
stopped: - The access road surface shall be "all weather", a minimum 6" of compacted
aggregate base rock, Class 2 or equivalent. certified by a licensed engineer to 95%
compaction and shall be maintained. - ALL WEATHER SURFACE shall be minimum of 6" of
compacted Class II base rock for grades up to and including 5%. oil and screened for
grades up to and including 15%and asphaltic concrete for grades exceeding 15%. but
I'n no case exceeding 20%. The maximum grade of the access road shall not exceed 20%.
with grades greater than 15%not permitted for distances of more than 200 feet at a
time. The access road shall have a vertical clearance of 14 feet for its entire
width and length, including turnouts. A turn-around area which meets the require-
ments of the fire department shall be provided for access roads and driveways in ex-
cess of 150 feet in length. Drainage details for the road or driveway shall conform
to current engineering practices, including erosion control measures. All private
access roads, driveways, turn-around and bridges are the responsibility of the
owner(s) of record and shall be maintained to ensure the fire department safe and
expedient passage at all times, SHON on the plans. DETAILS of compliance with the
driveway requirements. The driveway shall be 12 feet minimum width and maximum
twenty percent slope. Provide an official copy of the duly recorded road maintenance
agreement. A1l Fire Department building requirements and fees will be addressed in
the Building Permit phase. Plan check I's based upon plans submitted to this office.
Any changes or alterations shall be re-submitted for review prior to construction.
72 hour minimum notice is required prior to any inspection and/or test. Note: As a
condition of submittal of these plans, the submitter. designer and installer certify
that these plans and details comply with the anIicabIe Sgecifications, Standards,
Codes and Ordinances. agree that they are solely responsible for compliance with ap-
plicable Specifications, Standards. Codes and Ordinances. and further agree to
correct any deficiencies noted by this review, subsequent review, inspection or
other source, and, to hold harmless and without prejudice, the reviewing agency.
========= (JPDATED ON JUNE 21, 2004 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER =========
========= |JPDATEO ON JUNE 21, 2004 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ==
SHOW on the plans, DETAILS of compl iance with the driveway requirements, The
driveway shall be 12 feet minimum width and maximum twenty percent slope.
The driveway shall be in place to the following standards prior to any framing con-
struction, or construction will be stopped:
- The driveway surface shall be "all weather", a mininum 6" of compacted aggregate
base rock. Class 2 or equivalent certified by a licensed engineer to 95% compaction
and shall be maintained. - ALL WEATHER SURFACE: shall be a minimum of 6" of com-
pacted Class II base rock for grades UE to and including 5%, oil and screened for
grades up to and including 15%and aspnaltic concrete for grades exceeding 15%. but
in N0 case exceeding 20%. - The maximum grade of the driveway shall not exceed 20%.
with grades of 15%not permitted for distances of more than 200 feet at a time. -
The driveway shall have an overhead clearance of 14 feet vertical distance for its
entire width. - A turn-around area which meets the requirements of the fire depart-
ment shall be provided for access roads and driveways In excess of 150 feet in
length. - Drainage details for the road or driveway shall conform to current en-
ineering practices. including erosion control measures. - All private access roads,
riveways. turn-arounds and bridges are the responsibility of the owner(s) of record
and shall be maintained to ensure the fire department safe and expedient passage at
1e;l_ll times. - The driveway shall be thereafter maintained to these standards at all
imes.

========= |JPDATED ON JUNE 21, 2004 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER = Environmental Review Inftal Study
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========= (JPDATED ON FEBRUARY 2, 2005 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER =========

DEPARTMENT  NAME:

All Fire Department building requirements and fees will be addressed in the Building
Permit phase.

Plan check is based upon plans submitted to this office. Any changes or alterations
shall be re-submitted for review prior to construction.

72 hour minimum notice is required prior to any inspection and/or test.

Note: As a condition of submittal of these plans. the submitter. designer and in-
staller certify that these plans and details comply with the applicable Specifica-
tions, Standards, Codes and Ordinances. agree that they are solely responsible for
compliance with applicable Specifications, Standards. Codes and Ordinances, and fur-
ther agree to correct any deficiencies noted by this review, subsequent review, in-
spection or other source, and, to hold harmless and without prejudice, the reviewing
agency.

DEPARTMENT NAME:CDF/COUNTY FIRE

All Fire Department building- requirements and fees will be addressed in the Building
Permit phase.

Plan check is based upon plans submitted to this office. Any changes or alterations
shall be re-submitted for review prior to construction.

72 hour minimum notice i s required prior to any inspection and/or test.

Note: As a condition of submittal of these plans, the submitter, designer and in-
staller certify that these plans and details comply with the -applicable Specifica-
tions. Standards. Codes and Ordinances. agree that they are solely responsible for
compliance with applicable SPecifications. Standards. Codes and Ordinances, and fur-
ther agree to correct any defticiencies noted by this review, subsequent review, in-
spection or other source. and, to hold harmless and without prejudice, the reviewing
agency.

Branciforte Fire Protection District Miscellaneous
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY
REVIEW ON JUNE 21, 2004 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER

————————— UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 2, 2005 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ===
========= (JPDATED ON MAY 19. 2005 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER

Environmental Review Inftal St

udy
ATTACHMENT. /57 HodE
APPLICATION ___¢&29-02 74>
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Rural Residential Density Matrix

AFN: 101-041-05 General Plan: Rural Residential (R-R)

Developable Land: (after boundary adjustment)

13.3ac (gross) - .22 ac (right-of-way)- 1.6 ac (Riparian area) - .1 ac (50%+ slope) = 11.2 acres let Developable

Point score
1 Location: 8
Al lots served by an 18 foot wide road
2. Groundwater Quality: 8
Adequate quantity, good quality
Private/mutuaal well
3. Water Resource Protection: 6
Septic outside groundwater recharge and water supply watershed
4. Timber Resources: No timber resource areas (per timber resources review letter) 10
5. Biotic Resource: Development activities outside biotic resource areas 10
6. Erosion: Purisima 7.8
(.30 (0-15% slge)x 10)+ (.36 (16-30% slope) x 8) +(.34 (31-50% slope) X 5)
7. Seismic Activity: No mapped faults 10
8. Landslide: Purisima 7.28
(.30 (0-19% slope) x 9) + (.36 (16-30% slope) x 8) +{.34 (31-50% slope) X 5)
9. Fire Hazard: Less then 10 minute response time 15
18 foot wide road
TOTAL 81.86
Minimum Average DevelopableParcel Size*: 2.5 acres
(from Rural Residential Table minus Cumulative Constraint Points
as determined by the point score)
Number of Potential Building Sites* 4 sites

(developable acreage divided by minimum average parcel size)




