Staff Report to the
Planning Commission Application Number: (04-0483

Applicant: Stephen Graves & Associates Agenda Date: May 27, 2009
Owner: Alfred E. Sibley Agenda Item #: |
APN: 087-321-02 Time: After 9:00 a.m.

Project Description: Proposal to divide a 34-acre parcel into two parcels of 9.45 acres (5.13 net
developable) and 24.5 acres (11.09 net developable), and to address an unpermitted residential
conversion of a barn by returning the barn residence to a non-habitable structure. The project also
includes bringing an existing bridge up to current code standards by widening, and other
improvements to the bridge and the access driveways within the project site. Requires a Minor Land
Division, a Development Permit to improve and widen an 8-foot right-of-way and to allow a non-
habitable accessory structure larger than 1,000 square feet, and a Riparian Exception.

Location: Project is located approximately 4 miles north of Boulder Creek at the 17.09-mile
marker along Highway 9 in Boulder Creck. The property may also be accessed off of Reynolds
Drive (338 Reynolds Drive).

Supervisorial District: 5th District {District Supervisor: Mark Stone)
Permits Required: Minor Land Division, Development Permit and Riparian Exception

Technical Reviews: Archeological Site Review, Soils Report Review, Preliminary Geologic
Hazards Investigation, Geotechnical Feasibility Study, Geological Report Review, Biotic Pre-
Site

Staff Recommendation:

o Certification that the proposal is exempt from further Environmental Review under the
California Environmental Quality Act.

e Approval of Application 04-0483, based on the attached findings and conditions.
Exhibits

A. Project plans ' E. Assessor’s parcel map
B. Findings F. Location, Zoning & General Plan
C. Conditions maps
D. Negative Declaration (CEQA
determination)

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060
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Owner: Alfred E. Sibley

Parcel Information

Parcel Size: 34.67 acres

Existing Land Use - Parcel: ‘ Residential/ agriculture

Existing Land Use - Surrounding: residential

Project Access: Access to north of site from Reynolds Drive, and also
from Highway 9

Planning Area: San Lorenzo Valley

Land Use Designation: R-R (Rural Residential)

Zone District: SU (Special Use)

Coastal Zone: __ Inside _x_ Outside

Appealable to Calif. Coastal Comm. __ Yes _x No

Environmental Information

Geologic Hazards: Potential landslide / seismic activity

Soils: Geotechnical report has been reviewed and accepted

Fire Hazard: n/a '

Slopes: 5-10 acres at 0 - 30% slopes, 19-25 acres at 31 — 50% + slopes
Env. Sen. Habitat: Limited to Riparian area

Grading: 35 cubic yards of grading proposed

Tree Removal: No trees proposed to be removed

Scenic: Highway 9 is a mapped Scenic Resource

Drainage: Existing drainage adequate

Archeology: portion mapped, Phase 1 fieldwork found no evidence of resources

Services Information

Urban/Rural Services Line: __ Inside _X_ Outside

Water Supply: San Lorenzo Valley Water

Sewage Disposal: Private septic

Fire Dastrict: Boulder Creek Fire Protection District
Drainage District: Zone 8

History

The single-family residence on proposed Parcel | is estimated to have been built in 1937, pre-dates
zoning, and is a legal non-conforming dwelling. The 2,000 square foot barn on proposed Parcel 2
was built in the 1980s, and the building permits for this structure were never finalized: a foundation
inspection was performed, but no other inspections were requested. The bamn has since been
converted without permit to a single-family residence. A permit application was submitted to
construct a bridge across the San Lorenzo River to the barn/ residence, and although the permit was
never issued, the bridge was built. The original proposal submitted with this application was for a
Land Division into 4 new parcels. However, after extensive analysis by staff of the environmental
constraints on the project stte, and the completion of a rural density matrix, the proposal was revised
to a request for two parcels.
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Project Setting and Analysis

The subject property is located along State highway 9 in the San Lorenzo Valley. The parcel
currently takes access from Reynolds Drive off Fern Drive from Highway 9 to the north, and via an
access driveway off Highway 9 to the southeast. Approximately 7.4 acres of the parcel contain slopes
of greater than 50% and the San Lorenzo River flows southward along the eastern edge of the
property. The property is residentially zoned (Special Use) and has a Rural Residential General Plan
designation, and is currently developed with a single-family dwelling located within the proposed
Parcel 1 accessed from Reynolds Drive. A portion of the site is mapped “Timber Resource”, but no
timber harvesting is proposed.

The proposed new building and development envelope for Parcel 2 is located on slopes of 10-30 %.
The parcel contains large areas of unstable slopes and recent landslide activity, and thus it was
necessary to delineate an area that is geologically suitable for future development and for the location
of septic facilities. There is an existing barm within a geologically unstable area of Parcel 2 that is
currently used as a second residence. It is proposed that the bam-residence will be returned to anon-
habitable structure prior to map recordation. Building and development envelopes for future
development of a single-family residence were identified through the geologic analysis submitted in
a Preliminary Geologic Hazards Investigation by Nolan Associates, dated 2/27/06, and an Addendum
to the Geologic Report dated 12/18/07. Several other small outbuildings are located in proximity to
the proposed building site on Parcel 2.

The proposed new building site (Parcel 2) would use the existing access driveway and bridge from
Highway 9, both of which will require upgrading. Atthe time that any new development is proposed
for Parcel 2, it will be required that the existing access drive and the bridge are widened to 12 feet, in
order to meet minimum road standards for emergency vehicle access. The building envelope 1s
approximately 160 feet from Highway 9 at its closest point. Sight distance was determined to be
adequate at the intersection of the access way with Highway 9. A Fire Department hammerhead
turnaround must also be constructed as shown on Exhibit A plans. The proposed bridge and road
improvements will not alter the existing overall drainage pattern of the site. '

The existing bridge, in addition to widening, will receive a structural upgrade, which will require
plan review letters from the project geologist and the project geotechnical engineer. According to
FEMA maps and an evaluation by Jack Schultz, P.E. dated 10/3/07, all of the bridge widening and
upgrading construction work would occur outside of the 100-year flood hazard area. The placement
of a small amount of rip-rap is proposed within the channel to stabilize abutments, but as discussed
in the mitigated Negative Declaration, this is not expected to impact the functioning of the channel,
or to alter the flood hazard. The bridge and the proposed building / development envelope are above
the Base Flood Elevation.

Zoning & General Plan Consistency

The subject property is a 34.78-acre parcel, located in the SU (Special Use) zone district, a
designation that allows residential uses. The General Plan designation 1s Rural Residential (R-R).
A Rural Density Matrix was completed for the subject parcel, which indicated a minimum size of 5
net developable acres is required for each lot. The proposed division of the parcel into two parcels of
5.13 and 11.09 net developable acres is consistent with the General Plan Policy for Rural Residential

parcels.
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Minor Land Division

The applicant proposes to divide the subject property into two separate parcels that could each be
developed with a single-family residence. There is an existing residence on the proposed Parcel 1 in
the northem portion of the project site. No new development is proposed for Parcel 1. The proposed
new building site on Parcel 2 will be located southeast of the existing residential site and will be
accessed by a separate driveway. The eastern edge of the proposed new building envelope on Parcel
2 is located approximately 50 feet away from the top of the bank of the San Lorenzo River, outside
of the riparian buffer and adequately set back from riparian vegetation to protect this resource.

The existing residence on the proposed Parcel 1 is served by an existing private road (Reynolds
Drive). The proposed building envelope for Parcel 2 will be served by an access driveway from
Highway 9 and a bridge over the San Lorenzo River, and is located in an area that avoids nearby
steep slopes and landslide areas. The septic system is proposed to be located within the proposed
building / development envelope and has 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 development within the allowed General Plan density range.
The County allows for development based on a rural density score that is calculated from points
determined from nine different site constraint matrices. The subject property is located within the
Rural Residential (R-R) General Plan land use designation. A Rural Density Matrix was completed
that indicated a minimum density size of 5 net developable acres per parcel. The proposed division
of the parcel into two parcels of 5.13 and 11.09 net developable acres is consistent with the allowable
density.

Building and Development Envelopes

Building and development envelopes for the future development of Parcel 2 has been specified to
avoid potential geologic hazard areas above the proposed building site. Because of steep slopes and
landslide areas, it was important to identify an area for new development that was geologically
stable, in an area of 30% or less slope and accessible. The building and development envelope
locations have been reviewed and accepted by the project geologist, geotechnical engineer, and the
County geologist.

Residential Development Permit

A Residential Development Permit is included in this proposal in order to widen and improve an
existing 8-foot wide right-of-way for access to Parcel 2, including the widening and reconstruction of
an existing 9-foot wide bridge across the San Lorenzo River. The access way and the bridge are
required to be widened to 12 feet, and a hammerhead Fire Department turnaround would be
constructed within the Parcel 2 development envelope. The Development Permit would also include
the required conversion of an unpermitted barn structure currently being used as a residence on
Parcel 2 to a non-habitable structure. The bridge and right-of-way improvements can be done at the
time of future residential development of Parcel 2; however, the required conversion of the existing
unpermitted barn/ residence back to a non-habitable structure will be required to occur prior to final
map recordation.
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Riparian Exeeption

A Riparian Exception will be necessary for the existing bridge over the San Lorenzo River that
provides access to proposed Parcel 2, and for the proposed stabilization and repair work. The bridge
will require work to widen it to 12 feet, to repair scour that has occurred, and to provide bank
stabilization at each abutment. Grading work for the bridge and to upgrade/ widen the existing
access road leading to the building site will consist of a maximum of 35 cubic yards of cut and 2
cubic yards of fill. The environmenta! review done for this proposal (Mitigated Negative
Declaration) includes mitigations that will require pre-construction meetings with Environmental
Planning staff prior to any work performed within the riparian corridor and erosion control measures
to be implemented during construction.

Environmental Review

Environmental review has been required for the proposed project per the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for
the proposed Land Division, Riparian Exception and improvements to the bridge and access road.
The project was reviewed by the County’s Environmental Coordinator on December 1, 2008, and
the preliminary determination to issue a Negative Declaration with Mitigations (Exhibit D) was
made on December 5, 2008. The mandatory public comment period expired on January 8, 2009.
The only comments received were from the applicant, regarding the timing of the required
mitigations.

The environmental review process focused on the potential impacts of the project in the areas of
geology/ soils, hydrology/ water supply and biological resources. The environmental review process
generated mitigation measures that will reduce potential impacts from the proposed land divisien and
future 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 Plan. Please see Exhibit "B" ("Findings") for a complete
listing of findings and evidence related to the above discussion.

Staff Recommendation

» Certify the Mitigated Negative Declaration issued on , 2008 per the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act.

. APPROVAL of Application Number 04-0483, 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
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Report Prepared By:

Report Reviewed By:

A
Alice Daly’ N\~ \|
Santa Cruz County Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor
Santa Cruz CA 95060
Phone Number: (831) 454-3259
E-mail: alice.daly@co.santa-cruz.ca.us

EZW W —

Paia Levine
Principal Planner
Santa Cruz County Planning Department
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Development Permit Findings

1. That the proposed location of the project and the conditions under which it would be
operated or maintained will not be detrimental to the health, safety, or welfare of persons
residing or working in the neighborhood or the general public, and will not result in
inefficient or wasteful use of energy, and will not be materially injurious to properties or
improvements in the vicinity.

This finding can be made, in that the project is located in an area designated for residential uses.
While some areas of the subject property are encumbered by physical constraints to development
such as steep slopes and active landslide areas, there is sufficient net developable area for residential
development within two designated building envelopes. Future construction will comply with
prevailing building technology, the California Building Code, and the County Building ordinance to
insure the optimum in safety and the conservation of energy and resources. The proposed
improvements to the access road and bridge, and conversion of an unpermitted barn to a non-
habitable structure will not deprive adjacent properties or the neighborhood of light, air, or open
space, in that adjacent properties are distant from the proposed project, and will meet all current
setbacks that ensure access to Jight, air, and open space in the neighborhood.

2. That the proposed location of the project and the conditions under which it would be
operated or maintained will be consistent with all pertinent County ordinances and the
purpose of the zone district in which the site is located.

This finding can be made, in that the locations of the access road and bridge to be improved, and of
the unpermitted barn to be converted to a non-habitable structure, will be consistent with all pertinent
County ordinances and the purpose of the SU (Special Use) zone district tn that the primary
residential use of the property will be one that meets all current site standards for the zone district.

3. That the proposed use is consistent with all elements of the County General Plan and with
any specific plan which has been adopted for the area.

This finding can be made, in that the proposed residential use is consistent with the use and
density requirements specified for the Rural Residential (R-R) land use designation in the County
General Plan.

The proposed improvements to the access road and bridge, and conversion of an unpermitted barn to
a non-habitable structure will not adversely impact the light, solar opportunities, air, and/or open
space available to other structures or properties, and meets all current site and development standards
for the zone district as specified in Policy 8.1.3 (Residential Site and Development Standards
Ordinance). The improvements to the access road and bridge, and conversion of an unpermitted barn
to a non-habitable structure will not adversely shade adjacent properties, because of the distance
between the proposed improvements and adjacent development, and will meet current setbacks for
the zone district that ensure access to light, air, and open space in the neighborhood.

The proposed improvements to the access road and bridge, and conversion of an unpermitted barn to
anon-habitable structure will not be improperly proportioned to the parcel size or the character of the
neighborhood as specified in General Plan Policy 8.6.1 (Maintaining a Relationship Between
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Structure and Parcel Sizes), and the proposed development will comply with the site standards for
the SU zone district consistent with development that could be approved on any similarly sized lot in

the vicinity.
A specific plan has not been adopted for this portion of the County.

4. That the proposed use will not overload utilities and will not generate more than the
acceptable level of traffic on the streets in the vicinity.

This finding can be made, in that the proposed improvements to the access road and bridge and
conversion of an unpermitted barn to a non-habitable structure will occur on an existing developed
lot. No new traffic will be generated by the proposed development, and thus the project will not
adversely impact existing roads and intersections in the surrounding area.

5. That the proposed project will complement and harmonize with the existing and proposed
land uses in the vicinity and will be compatible with the physical design aspects, land use
intensities, and dwelling unit densities of the neighborhood.

This finding can be made, in that the proposed improvements to the access road and bridge, and
conversion of an unpermitted barn to a non-habitable structure is located in a lightly-developed low
density rural neighborhood containing a variety of architectural styles, and the proposed
improvements to the access road and bridge, and conversion of an unpermitted barn to a non-
habitable structure is consistent with the land use intensity and density of the neighborhood, and will
not be visible from other surrounding residential properties.

6. 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 improvements to the access road and bridge, and
conversion of an unpermitted barn to a non-habitable structure will be of an appropriate scale and
type of design that would be compatible with the aesthetic qualities of the surrounding properties and
will not reduce or visually impact available open space in the surrounding area.
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Subdivision Findings

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

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 Specific Plan, if any.

This finding can be made, in that this project creates two parcels no smaller than 5 net developable
acres in area 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 1s allowed at
densities determined by the Rural Residential Density Matrix. This proposal complies with the
requirements of the Rural Restdential Density Matnix, which authorizes a density of development of
one dwelling unit per 5 acres of net developable land area, in that the parcels to be created will be
18.88 acres of net developable land area and 10.00 acres of net developable land area.

The project is consistent with the General Plan in that the necessary infrastructure is available to
the site including public water service, private septic waste treatment, and nearby recreational
opportunities. The land division is located off of a private street that provides satisfactory access
to one of the two sites, and it will be required that the existing aceess off of Highway 9 to the
other site will be brought up to current standards prior to any future proposed development of
that site. The proposed land division is similar to the pattern and density of the surrounding rural
residential development in the project vicinity.

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 SU (Special Use) zone district, where the project is located, a designation that
allows residential uses when implementing the site’s (R-R) Rural Residential General Plan
designation. The proposed parcel configurations meet the minimum dimensional standards and
setbacks for the zone district.

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

This finding can be made, in that geological and geotechnical reports were prepared for the property,
and the proposed parcels and the building envelopes within the two parcels are properly configured
and sited to allow development that would be in compliance with the required site standards.
Environmental constraints that would be adversely impacted by the proposed development, and
geologically hazardous landslide areas have been avoided.
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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.

7. That the proposed subdivision or type of improvements will not cause serious public
health problems.

This finding can be made, in that the parcels can be served by the San Lorenzo Valley Water
District and by adequate private septic systems. The septic leachfield and expansion arca for
Parcel 2 is located more than 100 feet away from the top of the bank of the San Lorenzo River.

8. 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 required improvements to the access roadway and bridge will provide a
benefit to public safety.

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 building envelopes within the resulting parcels are oriented
to the fullest extent possible in a manner to take advantage of solar opportunities.

9. 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, as no development is proposed at this time, other than the improvement and
widening of the existing access drive and bridge that access proposed Parcel 2 from Highway 9.
While Highway 9 is a mapped Scenic Resource, the improvements will not be visible from the
Highway 9 view corridor.

-10- EXHIBIT B
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Riparian Exception Findings
1. That there are special circumstances or conditions affecting the property;

The special circumstances that affect the property is the location of the building site across the
San Lorenzo River. The only access to the building site is over the existing bridge, which will be
widened and stabilized to meet current safety standards.

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

The exception is necessary for the proper design and function of the permitted residential use of
the property. The building site is located in an area that requires access over the river by way of
an existing bridge.

3. That the granting of 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,

The granting of the exception will not be detrimental to public welfare or injurious to other
property downstream or in the area in which the project is Jocated. The proposed widening of the
bridge will be carefully constructed with proper sediment and erosion control onsite.

4. That the granting of the exception, in the Coastal Zone, will not reduce or adversely
impact the riparian corridor, and there is 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.”

The granting of the exception is in accordance with the purpose of the Riparian Protection
Ordinance and General Plan. The proposed bridge widening will include minimal grading, and
proper erosion control will be implemented onsite. No vegetation will be removed, nor will the
construction impact any sensitive habitat or riparian area. The work will commence during the
dry season to further prevent sediment from entering the river. Environmental Planning staff will
inspect the project to ensure that proper construction techniques have been implemented prior to
the start of construction.
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Conditions of Approval

Exhibit A:  Tentative Parcel Map, 2 sheets, by Dunbar & Craig, Licensed Land Surveyors,
dated 4/08, and Site Plan/ Bridge Widening Plan/ Driveway Design, 4 sheets, by
Jack Schultz, P.E. dated 4/16/08.

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
agreement with the conditions thereof, and

B. Submit proof that these conditions have been recorded 1n the official records of
the County of Santa Cruz (Office of the County Recorder). The conditions shall
also be recorded on the Parcel Map and are applicable to both resulting parcels.

C. Pay a Negative Declaration Environmental Notice of Determination fee of $1,993 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. A “letter of no effect” from
the Department of Fish and Game will be accepted by the Clerk of the Board 1n lieu
of the $1,993 fee.

D. Record a Declaration of Restriction to maintain the barn as a non-habitable structure.

IL. Prior to map recordation, the applicant shall obtain final inspection of a building permit for
the conversion of the barn residence on Parcel 2 to a non-habitable structure. The building
permit application shall include all plans and required submittal materials for the conversion
of the existing barn to a non-habitable structure. No other building permits shall be issued,
and map recordation shall not occur prior to the final inspection of the required conversion of
the barn to non-habitable status.

III. A Parcel 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 following requirements:

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.

B. This land division shall result in no more than two (2) residential parcels total. A
statement shall be added to clearly state that all structures on Parcel 2 must be located
within the designated building envelope, and the septic leachfield on Parcel 2 must be
located within the development envelope, and no disturbance other than an access
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driveway and the bridge across the San Lorenzo River are allowed outside the
development envelope on Parcel 2.

C. The minimum amount of parcel area per dwelling unit shall be 5 acres of net
developable land.

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

1. The building envelope and development envelope on Parcel 2 located
according to the approved Tentative Map in conformance with the
Preliminary Geologic Hazards Investigation report prepared by Nolan
Associates, dated February 27, 2006.

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

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

1. A copy of a current “Will Serve™ letter from the San Lorenzo Valley Water
District shall be submitted with the Building Permit application.

2. The proposed septic system serving Parcel 2 shall be reviewed and approved
by the County Department of Environmental Health Services.

3. The access road and bridge to Parcel 2 shall be widened to 12 feet in
accordance with the Site Plan/ Bridge Widening Plan / Driveway Design
plans by Jack Schultz, P.E. dated 4/16/08.

4, Prior to initiating any disturbance in the riparian area and prior to issnance of
any building permit, a streambed alteration agreement from the Department
of Fish and Game shall be required.

5. Grading plans by a licensed engineer or architect shall be required for all
access driveways and building sites.

6. Submit 3 copies of a plan review letter prepared and stamped by a licensed
geologist.
7. Submit 3 copies of a plan review letter prepared and stamped by a licensed

geotechnical engineer.

8. For residential development, submit a written statement signed by an
authorized representative of the school district in which the project is
located confirming payment in full of all applicable developer fees and
other requirements lawfully imposed by the school district in which the
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project is located.

8. In order to minimize impacts from accelerated erosion, prior to building
permit issuance, the project must have an approved Erosion Control Plan for
review and approval of Environmental Planning Staff. The plan shall be
prepared by a Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control, and
shall specify detailed erosion and sedimentation control measures. The plan
shall include provisions for disturbed areas to be planted with ground cover
and to be maintained to minimize surface erosion.

9. 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 tax liabilities affecting the subject parcels.

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

C. All requirements of the County Fire Protection District shall be met.
V. Al future construction within the property shall meet the following conditions:
A. In order to minimize impacts from accelerated erosion, prior to initiating work on the

road or in the creek and prior to building permit issuance, the project must have an
approved Erosion Control Plan for review and approval of Environmental Planning
Staff. The plan shall be prepared by a Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment
Control, and shall specify detailed erosion and sedimentation control measures. The
plan shall include provisions for disturbed areas to be planted with ground cover and
to be maintained to minimize surface erosion.

B. Any outstanding balance due to the Planning Department must be paid prior to
making a Building Permit application. Applications for Building Permits will not be
accepted or processed while there is an outstanding balance due.

C. In order to ensure that erosion control measures are properly implemented, prior to
any disturbance, a pre-construction meeting shall be held onsite with Environmental
Planning staff to inspect the erosion control measures prior to any site disturbance.
The disturbance envelope shall be verified, silt fences shall be inspected, and
Environmental Planning staff shall verify all other aspects of the erosion control plan.

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

No land clearing, grading or excavating shall take place between October 15 and
April 15.

No land disturbance shall take place prior to issuance of building permits (except the
minimum required to install required improvements, provide access for County
required tests or to carry out work required by another of these conditions).

Pursuant to Sections 16.40.040 and 16.42.100 of the County Code, if at any time
during site preparation, excavation, or other ground disturbance associated with this
development, any artifact or other evidence of an historic archacological 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 Sherift-
Coroner if the discovery contains human remains, or the Planning Director if the
discovery contains no human remains. The procedures established in Sections
16.40.040 and 16.42.100, shall be observed.

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

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 improvements have been constructed in conformance
with the geotechnical report.

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

Park dedication in-lieu fees shall be paid for the total number of bedrooms in the
proposed new dwelling unit. These fees are currently $800 per bedroom, but are
subject to change.

Child Care Development fees shall be paid for the total number of bedrooms in
the proposed new dwelling unit. These fees are currently $109 per bedroom, but
are subject to change.

Zoue 8 drainage fees shall be assessed on the net increase in impervious area due

to new development and also to include the increase from the approval of as-built
facilities.
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Application #: 04-0483
APN: 087-321-02
Owner: Alfred E. Sibley

V1L

VIIL

VIIL

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 inspec-
tions and/or necessary enforcement actions, up to and including Approval revocation.

As a condition of this development approval, the holder of this development approval
("Deveiopment Approval Holder"), is required to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the
COUNTY, its officers, employees, and agents, from and against any claim (including
attorneys' fees), against the COUNTY, it officers, employees, and agents to attack, set aside,
void, or annul this development approval of the COUNTY or any subsequent amendment of
this development approval which is requested by the Development Approval Holder.

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

i. 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 settlement unless such Development Approval Holder has approved
the settlement. When representing the County, the Development Approval Holder
shall not enter into any stipulation or settlement modifying or affecting the 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 include the applicant
and the successor'(s) in interest, transferee(s), and assign(s) of the applicant.

E. Within 30 days of the issuance of this development approval, 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.

Mitigation Monitoring Program
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Application #: (04-0483
APN: 087-321-02
Owner: Alfred E. Sibley

VIIN. 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 California Public 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 specifically described following each mitigation measure listed below. The purpose of
this monitoring is to ensure compliance with the environmental mitigations during project
implementation and operation. Failure to comply with the conditions of approval, including the
terms of the adopted monitoring program, may result in permit revocation pursuant to section
18.10.462 of the Santa Cruz County Code.

A. Mitigation Measures: Geology and Soils (Condition V.A')

In order to minimize impacts from accelerated erosion, prior to'building permit issuance, the
project must have an approved Erosion Control Plan for review and approval of
Environmental Planning Staff. The plan shall be prepared by a Certified Professional in
Erosion and Sediment Control, and shall specify detailed erosion and sedimentation contro]
measures. The plan shall include provisions for disturbed areas to be planted with ground
cover and 1o be maintained to minimize surface erosion.

B. Mitigation Measures: Geology and Soils (Condition V.C)

In order to ensure that erosion control measures are properly implemented, a pre-construction
meeting shall be held onsite with Environmental Planning staff to inspect the erosion control
measures prior to any site disturbance. The disturbance envelope shall be verified, silt fences
shall be inspected, and Environmental Planning staff shall verify all other aspects of the
erosion control plan.
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Application #: 04-0483
APN: 087-321-02
Owner; Alfred E. Sibley
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 98 days prior to the expiration
date and in no event later than 3 weeks prior to the expiration date.

cc: County Surveyor

Approval Date:

Effective Date;

Expiration Date:

Paia Levine Alice Daly
Principal Planner Project Planner

Minor variations to this permit that do not affect the overall concept or density may be approved by the Planning
Director at the request of the applicant or staff in accordance with Chapter 18.10 of the County Code.

Please note; This permit expires two years from the effective date listed below unless a
building permit (or permits) is obtained for the primary improvements described in the
development permit (does not include demolition, temporary power pole or other site
preparation permits, or accessory structures unless these are the primary subject of the
development permit). Failure to exercise the building permit and to complete all of the
construction under the building permit, resulting in the expiration of the building permit, will
void the development permit, unless there are special circumstances as determined by the
Planning Director.

Approval Date:

Effective Date:

Expiration Date:

Paia Levine Alice Daly
Principal Planner Project Planner

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

- 18- EXHIBIT C

T




CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
NOTICE OF EXEMPTION

The Santa Cruz County Planning Department has reviewed the project described below and has
determined that it is exempt from the provisions of CEQA as specified in Sections 15061 - 15332 of
CEQA for the reason(s) which have been specified in this document.

Application Number: 04-0483
Assessor Parcel Number: 087-321-02
Project Location: 338 Reynolds Drive, Boulder Creek CA 95006

Project Description: Proposal to divide a 43-acre parcel into two parcels of 9.45 acres and 24.5
acres, to recognize an unpermitted residential barn by conversion to a non-

habitable status and widening an existing bridge and other improvements
to site access

Person or Agency Proposing Project: Stephen Graves & Associates

Contact Phone Number: 831-465-G677

A, The proposed activity is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15378.
B. The proposed activity is not subject to CEQA as specified under CEQA Guidelines
Section 15060 (c).
C. Ministerial Project involving only the use of fixed standards or objective
' measurements without personal judgment.
D. Statutory Exemption other than a Ministerial Project (CEQA Guidelines Section

15260 to 15285).

Specify type:

E. _X Categorical Exemption

Specify type: Mitigated Negative Declaration

F. Reasons why the project is exempt:

In addition, none of the conditions described in Section 15300.2 apply to this project.

Date:

Alice Daly, Project Planner
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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

NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

1. - Application Number: 04-0483 Stephen Graves & Associates, for Alfred Sibley
Proposal to divide a 34-acre parcel into two parcels of 9.45 acres and 24.5 acres, and to recognize an
unpermitted residential conversion of a non-permitted barn by returning the barn residence to a non-
habitable structure. The project also included bringing an existing unpermitted bridge up to current code
standards by widening and by other structural improvements to the bridge and the access driveways
within the project site. Requires a Minor Land Division and a riparian Exception. The project is located
approximately 4 miles north of Boulder Creek at the 17.09-mile marker on Highway 9. The site may
also be accessed off of Reynolds Drive at 338 Reynolds Drive, Boulder Creek California.

APN: 087-321-02 Alice Daly, Staff Planner
Zone District: SU (Special Use)

ACTION: Negative Declaration with Mitigations

REVIEW PERIOD ENDS: January 8, 2009

This project will be considered at a public hearing by the Planning Commission. The time, date
and location have not been set. When scheduling does occur, these items will be included in all
public hearing notices for the project. =
Findings:

This project, if conditioned to comply with required mitigation measures or conditians shown below, will net have
significant effect on the environment. The expected environmental impacts of the project are documenied in the
fnitial Study on this project atlached to the original of this notice on file with the Planning Department, County of
Santa Cruz, 701 Ocean Street, Santa Cruz, California.

Required Mitigation Measures or Conditions:
None
XX __ Are Attached

Review Period Ends___January 8, 2008

Date Approved By Environmental Coordinator___ January 28, 2009
CLAUDIA SLATER

- Environmenta! Coordinator
(831) 454-5175

TG projact 18 appTovEd, Compiete Sha 1 ThiE notics Wil The Clerk of the Board=~ =™ == ¥

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

The Final Approval of This Project was Granted by

on _ . No EIR was prepared under CEQA.

THE PROJECT WAS DETERMINED TQO NOT HAVE SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT.

Date completed nolice filed with Clerk of the Board:__




NAME: Alfred Sibiey
APPLICATION: 04-0483
AP.N: 087-321-02

NEGATIVE DECLARATION MITIGATIONS

In order to minimize impacts from accelerated erasion, prior to map recordation, the
project must have an approved Erosion Control Plan for review and approval of
Environmental Planning Staff. The plan shall be prepared by a Certified Professional
in Erosion and Sediment Control, and shall specify detailed erosion and
sedimentation control measures. The plan shall include provisions for disturbed
areas to be planted with ground cover and to be maintained to minimize surface
erosion.

In order to ensure that erosion control measures are properly implemented, a pre-
construction meeting shall be held onsite with Environmental Planning staff to inspect
the erosion control measures prior to any site disturbance. The disturbance envelope
shall be verified, silt fences shall be inspected, and Environmental Planning staff
shall verify all other aspects of the erosion control plan.
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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 TDD: (831} 454-2123

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PERIOD
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY

APPLICANT: Stephen Graves & Associates, for Alfred Sibley

APPLICATION NO.:04-0483
APN: 087-321-02

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

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

-~ XX Mitigations will be attached to the Negative Declaration.
No mitigations will be attached.
Environmental Impact Repor

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

As pan of the environmental review process required by the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), this is your opportunity to respond to the preliminary determination before it is
finalized. Please contact Matt Johnston, Environmental Coordinator at (831) 454-3201, if you
wish to comment on the preliminary determination. Written comments will be received until 5:00
p.m. on the last day of the review period.

Review Period Ends: January 8, 2009

“Alice DAly T T
Staff Planner

Phone: 454-3259

Date: December 5, 2008
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Environmental Review
Initial Stlldy Application Number: 04-0483

Date: December 1, 2008
Staff Planner: Alice Daly

. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

APPLICANT: Stephen Graves & APN: 087-321-02
Associates
OWNER: Alfred Sibley SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: S5th

LOCATION: Project is located approximately 4 miles north of Boulder Creek at the
17.09-mile marker along Highway 9 in Boulder Creek. Project site may also be '
accessed off of Reynolds Drive (338 Reynolds Drive)

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This is a proposal to divide a 34-acre parcel into two parcels of 9.45 acres and 24.5
acres, and to address an unpermitted residential conversion of an existing non-
permitted barn by returning the barn residence to a non-habitable structure. The project
also includes bringing an existing unpermitted bridge up to current code standards by
widening and by other improvements to the bridge and the access driveways within the
project site. Requires a Minor Land Division and a Riparian Exception.

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

X Geology/Soils ______ Noise

_ X Hydrology/Water Supply/Water Quality ___AirQuality

__ X Biological Resources _____ Public Services & Utilities

_____ Energy & Natural Resources _____ Land Use, Population & Housing

_ Visual Rgasource§_ & 5esthet§_g§kww L Cumulaﬁve Impacts

L Cultural_R-ésouré;; S __ Growth Inducement

____ Hazards & Hazardous Materials - Mandatory Findings of Significance
Transportation/Traffic

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060
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Environmental Review Initial Swudy
Page 2

DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL(S) BEING CONSIDERED

General Plan Amendment | Grading Permit
X Land Division X Riparian Exception
Rezoning Other:

X Development Pe'rmit

Coastal Development Permit

NON-LOCAL APPROVALS
Other agencies that must issue permits or authorizations:

California Dep'artment of Fish & Game - Streambed Alteration

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

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

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

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

Mﬁ% /2/5%9?5

Matt J nston " Date

For: Claudia Slater |

o= Environmental Coordinator : = PR e AR
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Environmental Review Initial Study
Page 3

Il. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS
Parcel Size: 34.67 acres
Existing Land Use: Residential Agriculture

Vegetation: Mosaic characterized in part by mixed conifer forest and part oak/madrone

forest.
Slope in area affected by project: 5-10 acres

0-30%

Nearby Watercourse: San Lorenzo River
Distance To: immediately adjacent

19-25 acres 31 ~ 100%

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS

Groundwater Supply: yes, portion
Water Supply Watershed: upper San Lorenzo
Groundwater Recharge: no

Timber or Mineral: yes, portion timber resource
Agriculturatl Resource: Portion of parcel

Biologically Sensitive Habitat: no
Fire Hazard: Portion of parcel
Floodplain: Floodplain and Floodway
Erosion: no

Landslide: yes- portion

SERVICES

Fire Protection: Santa Cruz County
School District: San Lorenzo Valley
Sewage Disposal: Private Septic

PLANNING POLICIES

Zone District: SU (Special Use) ,
General Plan: R-R (Rural Residential)
Urban Services Line: ____Inside
Coastal Zone: ___ Inside

PROJECT SETTING AND BACKGROUND:

Liquefaction: no

Fault Zone: no

Scenic Corridor: yes, Hwy Qis a
Scenic Road

Historic: no

Archaeology: portion mapped,
Phase | fieldwork found no
evidence of resources

Noise Constraint: no

Electric Power Lines: no
Solar Access: nfa.

Solar Orientation: n/a

Hazardous Materials: n/a

Drainage District: Zone 8
Project Access: Highway 9
Water Supply: San Lorenzo Valley Water

Special Designation: None

_X_ Qutside

_ X OQutside

The subject property is located along State highway 9 in the San Lorenzo Valley. The ™~
parcel currently takes access from Hillside Drive to the north, and via Highway 9 to the
southeast. Approximately 7.4 acres of the parcel contain slopes of greater than 50%

and the San Lorenzo River flows southward along the eastern edge of the property.

The proposed new building site is located on slopes of 10-30%. The parcel also
contains large areas of recent landslide activity. The parcel is residentially zoned




Environmental Review Initial Study
Page 4

{Special Use) and is currently developed with a single-family dwelling located within the
northern portion of the lot that is accessed from Hillside Drive. There is also an existing
non-permitted barn that is currently used as a second residence that is proposed 1o be
returned 1o a non-habitable structure.

The proposed building site to the south would use the bridge from Highway 9. There are
several ather small outbuildings located at both the existing building site as well as in
proximity to the proposed building site. :

The General Plan designation is Rural Residential (R-R). A Rural Density Matrix was
completed for the subject parcel, which indicated a minimum size of 5 net developable
acres. The proposed division of the parcel into two parcels of 5.13 and 11.09 net
developable acres is consistent with the General Plan Policy for Rural Residential
parcels.

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

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project description is based on a Tentative Map prepared by Dunbar & Craig, dated
December 20, 2007 and civil drawings prepared by Santa Cruz Drafting, dated
December 20, 2007.

This project consists of dividing a 34-acre parcel into 5.13 (Lot 1) and 11.09 (Lot 2) net
developable acre lots. A building site has been identified and reviewed by Nolan
Associates, the project engineering geologist. The Preliminary Geologic Hazards
Investigation dated February 27, 2006 was reviewed and accepted by the County
Geologist.

The new parce! will be served by the existing bridge and access road that has
historically been used to access the barn located at the southeastern portion of the
parcel. The barn is currently being used as a second residence, and will be converted
back to a non-habitable structure. The unpermitted bridge will require work to widen the
structure, to repair scour that has occurred and to provide bank stabilization at either
abutment. A Riparian Exception will be necessary to allow the stabilization and repair
work.

Grading for the work at the bridge and to upgrade the existing access road leading to
“the building site consists of about 35 cubic yards of stripping/excavation and about 2 -
cubic yards of fill. Erosion control will be implemented during construction to include
various Best Management Practices (BMPs). Mitigations will include preconstruction
meetings with Environmental Planning staff, the project soils engineer and contractor
prior to any work performed within or in proximity to the riparian corridor.
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The proposed parcel is entirely located within the water supply watershed as well as a
groundwater recharge area, however the proposed building site is not located within
these mapped resource areas.

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

The proposed parcel contains an existing bam and driveway that are to be retained.
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Environmental Review Initial Study Significan Less than

Or Significant Less than
Page 6 Patentiatly with Significant
Significant Mitigation Or Not
lmgact Incorporation No Impact Applicable

ll. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

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

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

A. Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or as
identified by other substantiai
evidence? X

B. Seismic ground shaking? X

C. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liguefaction? ' X

D. Landslides? X

A Preliminary Geologic Hazards Investigation for the project was prepared by Nolan
Associates, dated February 27, 2006 (Attachment # 4), an Addendum to the Geologic
Report was prepared by Nolan, dated December 18, 2007 (Attachment # 5) and a
geotechnical investigation was prepared by Dees & Associates, Inc. dated December
20, 2007{Attachment # 6). These reports have been reviewed and accepted by the
County Geologist (Attachment # 7). While the Geologic Report and Addendum
identified potential hazards due to landsliding, strong seismic shaking and flooding, the
reports conclude that these hazards can be mitigated to a significant extent by project
design, including restricting any future development to the |dentlf|ed Geologlcally
Feasible Building Envelope and designated setbacks. T ey

The foundation design for the bridge lmprovements shafl be based on the deterministic
and probabilistic seismic shaking evaluation presented in the Geologic Report and the
findings incorporated into the geotechnical analysis. A plan review letter from both the
project Geologist and Geotechnical Engineer will be required before building permit
approval for any work on the bndge.
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Significanr Mitigation Or Not
Impact Incorporation No Impact Applicable
2. Subject people or improvements to

damage from soil instability as a result

of on- or off-site landslide, lateral

spreading, to subsidence, liquefaction,

or structural collapse? _ X

The Preliminary Geologic Hazards Investigation report prepared by Nolan Associates
(Attachment # 4) concluded that there is a potential risk from identified landsiides on
the property. The recommendations contained in the geotechnical repornt (Attachment #
6), identify a development envelope that would provide the maximum setback
practicable from the identified landslide. A site-specific geotechnical investigation is
required prior to any future development on the project site, and further reports would
be required at the design stage of any future development proposal.

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%.

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

Some polential for erosion exists during the bridge and road improvement phase of the
project; however, this potential is minimal because erosion controls are a required
mitigation. Prior to map recordation, the project must have an approved Erosion
Control Plan, prepared by a Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control,
which will specify detailed erosion and sedimentation control measures. The plan will
include provisions for disturbed areas to be planted with ground cover and to be
maintained to minimize surface erosion.

5. Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in section 1802.3.2
of the California Building Code(2007),
creating substantial risks 1o property? X

The geotechmcal report for the pro;ect (Attachment # 6) did not |dent|fy any elevated
risk associated with expansive soils.
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6. Place sewage disposal systems in

areas dependent upon soils incapable

of adequately supporting the use of

septic tanks, leach fields, or alternative

waste water disposal systems? X

The existing residence uses an onsite sewage disposal system, and a site evaluation
done by County Environmental Health Services (Attachment # 8) has determined that
site conditions are appropriate to support such a system.

7. Result in coastal cliff erosion? X
There are no coastal cliffs on the project site.

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

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

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood
insurance Rate Map, dated March 2, 2006, and an evaluation by Jack Schultz, P.E.
dated 10/3/07 (Attachment # 9) all work proposed to occur in conjunction with the
bridge widening will occur outside of the 100-year flood hazard area. While the
placement of a small amount of riprap is proposed within the channel to stabilize the
abutments, this is not expected to impact the functioning of the channel or to alter the
fiood hazard.

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

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Naticnal Flood
Insurance Rate Map, dated March 2, 2006, and an evaluation by Jack Schultz, P.E. -
dated 10/3/07 (Attachment # 9), no portion of the proposed development lies within a
100-year flood hazard area. Both the proposed building envelope and the existing
bridge are above the Base Flood Elevation. As stated above, the small amount of
riprap.placed in the voids.at the abytments is not expected to significantly impact the
flood flows. " '

3. Be inundated by a seiche or tsunami? X
The project is not in a coastal area.
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Significani Mitigation Or Not
1mpact Incorporation No Impact Applicable
4. Deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit, or a significant
contribution to an existing net deficit in
available supply, or a significant
lowering of the local groundwater
table? X

The project will rely on the San Lorenzo Water Districl, which has provided a will-serve
letter for this project. The project is nol located in a mapped groundwater recharge
area. '

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

Runoff from this project may contain small amounts of chemicals and other
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 bridge and road improvements will be mitigated
through implementation of erosion control measures.

6. Degrade septic system functioning? | X

There is no indication that existing septic systems in the vicinity would be affected by
the project. A septic evaluation performed in 2007 was approved by the Environmental
Health Services staff (Attachment # 8).

7. Aller the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner that could result in flooding,
erosion, or siltation on or off-site? X

The proposed bridge \};idéni'hg"a'n& minor inipro;e}:;ghts to the road will not alter the
existing overall drainage pattem of the site. The Department of Public Works Drainage
Section slaff has reviewed and approved a preliminary drainage plan.
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8. Create or contribute runoff that would

exceed the capacity of existing or

planned storm water drainage

systems, or create additional source(s)

of polluted runoff”? _ X

Department of 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. The project is conditioned to provide a drainage
plan that demonstrates that the project will not resuit in an increase in the stormwater
runoff rate in accardance with General Plan Policy 7.23.1. The disturbance involved in
the widening of the bridge is minimal and a drainage plan will be included with the
building permit application.

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

As stated in item B-8 above, the project is conditioned 1o require an engineered
drainage plan that will adequately address runoff, sc that it would not exacerbate any
- existing problems with runoff into the San Lorenzo River. M

10.  Otherwise substantially degrade water
supply or quality? X

As stated above, an erosion control plan prepared by a Certified Professional in
Erosion and Sediment Control (CPESC) will be required. as a project mitigation. BMPs
will be maintained during construction.

C. Biological Resources
Does the project have the potential to:

1. Have an adverse effect on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species, in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations,

or by the California Department of Fish - R
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 three listed animal species
associated with the San Lorenze River habitat. The proposed bridge widening is not
anticipated to impact these species or the riparian habitat in. that netting and other
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protective materials will be used to prevent construction debris from entering the
stream. Additionally, erosion control BMPs will ensure that no sediment enters the
stream. To ensure that there are no adverse effects on any protected species, a pre-
construction meeting will be held onsite with Environmental Planning staff to inspect
the erosion control measures prior to any site disturbance.

One special status plant species, Bonny Doon manzanita, is listed on the CNDDB,
however, however, Bonny Doon manzanita is a chaparral species, and no chaparral
habitat is present at the project site.

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

forests, intertidal zone, etc.)? X

As stated in C-1 above, erosion control, seasonal grading restrictions.and inspections
by Environmental Planning staff will be implemented to minimize any potential impact
to the waterway.

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

As stated in C-1 and C-2 above, mitigations are required to minimize any potential
impact to the waterway from sedimentation or other development activities. There are
no additional migratory corridors or migratory wildlife sites in the vicinity of the project.

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

Development activities will not include lighting.

5. Make a significant contribution to the
reduction of the number of spec;es of

plants or animais? .. - Koo o e

Refer to C-1 and C-2 above.
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6. Conflict with any local policies or

ordinances protecting biological

resources (such as the Significant

Tree Protection Ordinance, Sensitive

Habitat Ordinance, provisions of the

Design Review ordinance protecting

trees with trunk sizes of 6 inch

diameters or greater)? X

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

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

The project site is not within a Habitat Conservation Plan or Biotic Conservation
Easement area, and would not be a part of any other local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan.

D. Energy and Natural Resources
Does the project have the potential tc:

1. Affect or be affected by land
designhated as “Timber Resources” by
the General Plan? X
The project is adjacent to land designated as Timber Resource. However, the project
will not affect the resource or access to harvest the resource in the future. The timber
resource may only be harvested in accordance with California Department of Forestry
timber harvest rules and tegulations.

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

fﬁé"p'roject site is not currently being used for agric'uiture ;hd no ag'jr"f‘cf{j-l't'ural uses are
proposed for the site or surrounding vicinity. There is a small vineyard on the project
site that is for personal use only.
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3. Encourage activities that result in the

use of large amounts of fuel, water, or
energy, or use of these in a wasteful
manner? X

Other than the proposed improvements to the existing bridge and roadway, no new
development is proposed for this project.

4. Have a substantial effect on the
potential use, extraction, or depletion
of a natural resource {i.e., minerals or
energy resources)? ' X

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

1. Have an 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 in the
County’s General Plan (1994), or obstruct any public views of these visuai resources.

Although Highway 9 is a designated scenic resource, the only views from the highway
that will potentially be affected by the project are associated with the temporary
construction for the bridge widening. This impact is temporary and largely shielded
from the highway by natural vegetation and elevation and not considered a significant
impact.

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

Refer to E-1 above.

-35-




i i it Significant Less than
Environmental Review Initial Study o Stemtieam Less than

page 14 Poteniially with Significanmt .
Significant Mitigation Or Not
kmgpact Intorporation No Impact Applicable
3. Degrade the existing visual character

or quality of the site and its

surroundings, including substantial

change in topography or ground

surface relief features, and/or

development on a ridge line? X

The existing visual setting is rural. No new development is proposed, other than
widening the existing bridge, which would be designed and landscaped to fit into this
setting.

4, Create 2 new source of light or glare
that would adverseiy affect day or .
nighttime views in the area? X

The Development Permit will be conditioned to prohibit the use of exterior lighting or
reflective surfaces that may adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

5. Destroy, cover, or modify any unique
geologic 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
significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines 15064.57 X

The existing structures on the property are not designated as a historic resource on
any federal, State or local inveniory.

2. Cause an adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to CEQA
Guidelires 15064.57 e . Xl

Because portions of the project site have been mapped for potential archeclogical
resources, including the area of the existing bridge to be widened and the existing
barn, a Phase | archeological survey was conducted on 11/04/08, and no archeological
resources have been identified in the project area. The footprint of the existing barn will
not change, and all undeveloped areas of the site came up negative. There is very little
ground disturbance associated with the bridge widening and road improvements, and
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no new structures are proposed. Pursuant to County Code Section 16.40.040, if at any
time in the preparation for or process of excavating or otherwise disturbing the ground,
any human remains of any age, or any artifact or other evidence of a Native American
cultural site which reasonably appears to exceed 100 years of age are discovered, the
responsible persons shall immediately cease and desist from all further site excavation
and comply with the notification procedures given in County Code Chapter 16.40.040.

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

Pursuant to Section 16.40.040 of the Santa Cruz County Code, if at any time during
site preparation, excavation, or other ground disturbance associated with this project,
human remains are discovered, the responsible persons shall immediately cease and
desist from alt further site excavation and notify the sheriff-coroner and the Planning
Director. If the coroner determines that the remains are not of recent origin, a full
archeological report shall be prepared and representatives of the local Native
California Indian group shall be contacted. Disturbance shall not resume until the
significance of the archeological resource is determined and appropriate mitigations to
preserve the resource on the site are established.

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

There are no known unigue paleontological resources or sites on the project site, or
within at least one mile of the site area.

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

fueis? X

No transport, storage, use or disposal of hazardous materials is anticipated in
conjunction with the project.
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2. Be located on a site which is included

on a list of hazardous materials sites

compiled pursuant to Government

Code Section 65962.5 and, as a

result, would it create a significant

hazard to the public or the

environment? o X

The project site is not included on the February 27, 2008 list of hazardous sites in
Santa Cruz County compiled pursuant to the specified cade.

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

within two miles of the project site” . X
4. Expose people to electro-magnetic

fields associated with electrical

transmission lines? X
5. Create a potential fire hazard? ' ' X

The project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code requirements and W|l|
include fire proteclion devices as required by the local fire agency.

6. Release bio-engineered organisms or
chemicals into the air outside of
project buildings? ' X

No bio-engineered organisms or chemicals shall be used.

H. Transportation/Traffic
Does the project have the potential te:

1. Cause an increase in traffic that is
substantial in relation 10 the existing
traffic load and capacity of the street e
system (i.e., substantial increase in
either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or
congestion at intersections)? X

The project will not increase traffic on nearby roads and intersections, as no additional
dwelling units are proposed.
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2. Cause an increase in parking demand
that cannot be accommodated by
existing parking facilities? : X

The project meets the code requirements for the required number of parking spaces
and therefore new parking demand will be accommodated on site.

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

The proposed project will comply with current road requirements to prevent potential
hazards to motorists, bicyclists, and/or pedestrians.

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

See response H-1 above.

. Noise
Does the project have the potential to:

1. Generate a permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without
the project? X

The project will create an incremental increase in the existing noise environment.
However, this increase will be small, and will be similar in character to noise generated
by the surrounding existing uses.

.2. . Expose people to noise levels in : : e
excess of standards established in the

General Plan, or applicable standards

of other agencies? X

Per County policy, average hourly noise levels shall not exceed the General Plan
threshold of 50 Leg during the day and 45 Leq during the nighttime. Impulsive noise
levels shall not exceed 65 db during the day or 60 db at night. Sensitive receptors will
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be too far away to experience any increase in noise levels, as the bridge is
approximately 200 yards from Highway 9, and 20-30 feet lower in elevation. There are
no nearby residences.

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

Noise generated during construction will increase the ambient noise levels for adjoining
areas. Construction will be temporary, however, and given the limited duration of this
impact and the distance from any sensitive receptors, as discussed above, it is
considered to be less than significant.

J. Air Quality
Does the project have the potential to:

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

The North Central Coast Air Basin does not meet State standards for ozone and
particulate matter (PM10). Therefore, the regional poliutants of concern that would be
emitted by the project are ozone precursors (Volatile Organic Compounds [VOCs] and
nitrogen oxides [NOx)), and dust.

No new traffic will be generated by the project, thus there is no indication that hew
emissions of VOCs or NOx will exceed Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control
District {(MBUAPCD) thresholds for these pollutants and therefore there will not be a
significant contribution to an existing air quality violation. _ :
Project construction may result in a short-term, localized decrease in air quality due to
generation of dust. However, standard dust control best management practices, such
as periodic watering, will be implemented during construction 1o reduce impacts to a
less than significant level. :

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

The project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the regional air quality
plan. See J-1 above.

3. Expose sernsitive receptors to
substantial poliutant concentrations? X

See J-2 above.
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4. Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people? X

The proposed improvements to an existing bridge and private roadway are not
expected to generate objectionable odors.

K. Public Services and Utilities
Does the project have the potential to:

1. Result in the need for new or
physically altered public facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:

a. Fire protection? X
b. Police protection? X
c. Schools? : X

d. . Parks or other recreational
activities? X

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

The proposed project will not increase the need for public services. Moreover, with the
proposed widening of the existing bridge, and improvements to the road within the
- project site; the project meets all of the standards and requirements.identified-by the..... .
County Fire District.

2. Result in the need for construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects? X




Environmental Review Initial Study Significant Less than

Or Significani Less than
Page 20 Potentially with Significant
Sigpificant Mirigation Or Not
Impact Incorporation Ne Impact Applicable

Department of Public Works Drainage staff have reviewed the drainage information
and have determined that downstream storm facilities are adequate to handle the
increase in drainage associated with the project (Attachment # 10).

3. Result in the need for construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
effects? X

The project will rely on the Sain Lorenzo Valley Water District for water supply. A will-
serve letter has been obtained from the San Lorenzo Valley Water District.

The project will be served by an on-site sewage disposal system, which Environmental
Health has reviewed and approved.

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

The project’'s wastewater flows will not violate any wastewater treatment standards. -

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

The water mains serving the project site provide adequate flows and pressure for fire
suppression. Additionally, County Fire has reviewed and approved the project plans,
assuring conformity with fire protection standards that include minimum requirements
for water supply for fire protection.

6. Result in inadequate access for fire
protection? X

The proposed improvements to the existing bridge and road have been designed to
meet County standards and have been reviewed and approved by County Fire. The

. -project design includes a.proposal for.a fire.department turnaround. .. - 0 fi s i

One lane will remain open at all times. Fire trucks, ambulances and other emergency
vehicles will not be blocked from using the road at any time.
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7. Make a significant contribution to a

cumulative reduction of landfill _
capacity or ability to properly dispose
of refuse? X

The project will make an incremental contribution 1o the reduced capacity of regional
landfills. However, this contribution will be relatively small and will be of similar
magnitude to that created by existing land uses around the project.

8. Result in a breach of federal, state,
and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste management? X

The project will not result in a breach of federal, state or local solid waste management
requlations.

L. Land Use, Population, and Housing
Does the project have the potential to:

1. Conflict with any policy of the County
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect? T X o

The proposed project does not conflict with any policies adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Per General Plan Policy 7.23.1 new
development is required to provide on and off-site improvements to alleviate drainage
problems and to require runoff ievels to maintained at predevelopment rates to reduce
downstream flood hazards. The project will be conditioned to control runoff in
accordance with Public Works Design Criteria and the recommendations of the project
geotechnical engineer.

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 . purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

3. Physically divide an established
community? X

The project wili not inciude any element that will physically divide an established
community.
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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 systems) into
areas previously not served. Consequently, it is not expected to have a significant
growth-inducing effect. '

The proposed project will not extend the road or increase its capacity.

5. Displace substantial numbers of
people, or amount of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of
replacement housing eisewhere? X

— The proposed project will 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 X
(see page 2 of this repont)

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
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant, animal, or natural community, or
eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory? Yes

2. Does the project have the potential to
achieve shart term, to the disadvantage of
long-term environmentat goals? (A short term
impact on the environment is cne which
occurs in a relatively brief, definitive period of
time while long term impacts endure well into
the future) Yes

3. Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable (“cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects,
and the effects of reasonably foreseeable
future projects which have entered the
Environmental Review stage)? Yes

4. Does the project have eénvironmerital effects -
which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or
indirectly? Yes
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TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

REQUIRED COMPLETED*  N/A

Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission

(APAC) Review X
Archaeological Review X

Biotic Report/Assessment X

Geologic Hazards Assessment (GHA) X
Geologic Report X o
Geotechnical (Soils) Rebon X L
Riparian Pre-Site _ X
Septic Lot Check | X

Other:

Attachments:

1. Project Maps

2. Project Plans, dated 4/16/08, prepared by Jack Schultz, P.E.

3. Tentative Map & Preliminary Improvermnent Plans prepared by Dunbar & Craig, dated December 20,

2007

Preliminary Geologic Hazards Investigation, prepared by Nolan Associates, dated 2/27/06
Addendum to Geolagic Reporl, by Nolan Asscciates, dated 12/18/07

Geotechnical Feasibility Study by Dees and Associates, Inc. dated 12/20/07

County Geologist review letter for Geolechnical Report, by Joseph Hanna, dated 10/16/08
Environmental Health Services Agency Site Evaluation, dated 6/13/05

Flood elevation siudy by Jack Schultz, P.E. dated 10/3/07

O County of Santa Cruz Discrehonary Appllcahon Commems dated 9f17!08

—“9@."“@9‘?"
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INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of our preliminary geologic hazards investigation for a parce]
located on the west side of California State Highway 9, approximately 4 miles north of Boulder
Creek, California (Figure 1: Topographic Index Map). The purpose of our study was to evaluate
risks posed to the project by geologic hazards. Our investigation was directed towards evaluating
the principal geologic hazards relevant to this site, including landsliding, ground failure due to
strong seismic shaking, and flood-related hazards. There are two existing residences on the
parcel, one of which is permitted with Santa Cruz County and one of which is not. This
investigation was intended to address potential geologic hazards associated with 1) the existing,
non-permitted residence, 2) an existing bridge that crosses the San Lorenzo River, serving the
non-permitted residence, and 3) permitting and developing an accessory dwelling unit on the
subject property. This project does not include any evaluation of the permitted house near the
northern portion of the subject property.

Due to nature of this project, some of the discussion of this report pertains to development sites
that are existing and some that are proposed. To eliminate confusion, we will refer to each item
specifically, where necessary. When referring to all of the three 1tems listed above, we will refer
to them as the ‘areas of development,” where the related discussion pertains to all three items
sirmlarly.

The scope of our investigation inchuded the following tasks:

1. A review of pertinent geologic literature and maps for the study area.

2. Inspection of several series of stereographic aenal photos dating back to the 1940's
to assess the past stability of slopes on and near the property.

3. Two days of geologic mapping of the property and environs.
4.  Excavation and logging of four geologic test pits.
5. Co-logging five geotechnical borings, advanced by Dees & Associates.

6. Data analySis and geologic evaluation of the areas of development.

7. Preparation of this report summarizing our findings, conclusions and
recommendations.

Nolan Associates
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We were provided with the following project documents:

1. A letter requiring a soils report with the assistance of an engineering geologist,
compieted by Cathy Graves of the County of Santa Cruz Planning Department, dated
November 8, 2005.

2. A *Geotechnical Feasibility Study’ by Dees & Associates, project number SCR-
0080, dated March 23, 2005.

3. A Tentative Parcel Map with boundary and topographic information for the subject
property, by Dunbar and Craig, Licensed Land Surveyors no. 5615, dated November
2003, printed at a scale of 1"=60".

SITE DESCRIPTION

The subject property 1s an irregularly shaped parcel of about 34.7 acres, encompassing
predominantly east-facing slopes on the west side of the San Lorenzo River (Figure 1). The San
Lorenzo River flows southward through eastern portions of the subject property and roughly
parallels the eastern property boundary (Figure 1, Topographic Index Map). On the subject
property, the current course of the San Lorenzo River is flanked by flat to gently sloping river
terraces that have been incised into the underlying bedrock. During our investigation, we visited
the subject property on six occasions between November 2005 and January 2006. During these
visits we consistently observed the San Lorenzo River flowing in its bedrock channel at shallow
depths.

The existing residence is located atop a gently-sloping portion of a spur ridge crest,
approximately 260 feet west of the San Lorenzo River, in the southeastern portion of the subject
property (Plate 1: Geologic Site Map). The area downslope of the residence is vegetated
predominantly by redwood trees, and the area surrounding and upslope of the residence has non-
native grasses, small plants, and grape vineyards. From our historic aerial photo research, it
appears the areas surrounding and upslope of the residence were cleared sometime between 1975
and 1982, presumnably for construction of the residence. The balance of the property is vegetated
predominantly by redwood, madrone, and oak trees. During our field reconnaissance, we
observed two springs. Both springs were seen flowing out of the large landslide mass shown on
Plate 1, Jocally incising flatter sections of landslide deposits or occupymg the mboard edges of
... dirt roads before continuing downslope to the east. G :

Topographic elevation of the property ranges from approximately 570 to 900 feet above mean
sea level (Figure 1). Slopes in the area of investigation range from 0% (where associated with
grading, river terraces and river bottoms, or unit surfaces of landslide masses) to over 200%
(where associated with head scarps of landslides and river bank incision). The existing residence

1s located on a flat, graded pad. On the south side of the residence, the flat pad extends for
Environmenta] Beview Inja! S '
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approximately thirty to forty feet, with 55% downhill slopes beyond that. On the north side of
the residence, the flat pad extends for approximately twenty-five feet, where it meets the
generally flat driveway area. On the east side of the residence, the flat pad extends for
approximately seventeen feet, with downhill slopes ranging between 24% and 40% beyond that.
On the west side of the residence, the flat pad extends for approximately six feet, wherea 1'to 3'
high wood retaimng wall s Jocated. Slopes above this retaining wall have multiple, small,
terraced benches for grape vineyards, but the overall slopes are 26% for approximately fifty feet,
then steepen to 31% for approximately forty feet (Plate 1 & Plate 2: Geologic Cross Sections).

One topographic anomaly worth noting is an abandoned railroad grade, which cuts across the
slopes just downhill to the east of the existing residence (Plate 1). Here we observed a flat,
graded raiJroad grade that cuts into the natura) slopes while staying approximately parallel to
contours. This railroad grade has both uphill and downhill cuts. The uphili cuts range between
0.5:1 and near vertical and are up to 11.5 feet high. The downhill cuts are 0.5:1 and up to 5.0
feet high. Both uphill and downhill railroad cuts display evidence for recent small failures and
sloughing.

The ex1stmg residence is accessed by an approxlmate]y 700-foot-long dirt and base rock
driveway with an approximately 500-foot-long asphalt paved loop at its end that completes the
access 10 the existing residence. This driveway includes a 90-foot-long bridge that crosses the
San Lorenzo River approximately 350 feet from California State Highway 9.

REGIONAL GEOLOGY

The subject property is Jocated within the central portion of the Coast Ranges Physiographic
Province of California, a series of coastal mountain chains that parallel the pronounced
northwest-southeast directed structural grain of Central Califorman geology. The property is
located on the southwest flank of the central Santa Cruz Mountans, which are mostly underlain
by a large, elongate structural unit known as the Salinian Block. The Salinian Block is floored
with granitic and metamorphic rocks of Mesozoic age, and is separated from contrasting
basement rock of the Franciscan Complex to the northeast and southwest by the San Andreas and
Nacimiento-San Gregorio-Sur faults, respectively. The granitic basement is overlain by a
sequence of dominantly marine sedimentary rocks of Cretaceous to Pliocene age and non-marine
sediments of late Pliocene to Pleistocene age (Figure 2: Regional Geologic Map).

- .. Throughqut the Cenozoic Era, this portion of California has bgen dominated by tecionic. forces.._.
associated with lateral or "transform” motion between the North American and Pacific
lthospheric plates, producing long, northwest-trending fanlts such as the San Andreas and San
Gregorio, with horizontal displacements measured in tens to hundreds of miles. Accompanying
the horizontal (stnke-slip) movement of the plates have been episodes of compressive stress,
reflected by repeated episodes of uplift, deformation, erosion and deposition of sedimentary

rocks. Near the crest of the Sama Cruz Mountains, this tectonic deformation is evidenced by
Environmental udy
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steeply dipping folds, overturned bedding, faulting, jointing, and fracturing in the sedimentary
rocks older than the middle Miocene. Along the coast, the on-going tectonic activity 1s most
evident in the formation of a series of uplifted marine terraces. The lL.oma Prieta earthquake of
1989 and its aftershocks are the most recent reminders of the geologic unrest in the region.

REGIONAL FAULTING AND SEISMICITY

California's broad system of strike-slip faulting has a long and complex history. Locally, the San
Andreas, Zayante-Vergeles and San Gregorio faults and the Monterey Bay-Tularcitos fault zone
present a seismic hazard to the subject property. These faults are associated with Holocene
activity (movement in the last 11,000 years) and are therefore considered to be active (Petersen,
et al, 1996). Local faults are discussed in detail in Appendix A of this report.

The region as a whole is subject to on-going seismicity. The most severe historic earthquakes to
affect the subject property are the 1906 San Francisco Earthquake and the 1989 Loma Prnicta
Earthquake, with Richter magnitudes of about 8.3 and 7.1, respectively. Other histonc
earthquakes of note include two magnitude 6.1 earthquakes in Monterey Bay in 1926 and a host
of smaller or more distant events. Refer to Figure 3 for a map showing the locations of faults and
historic earthquake epicenters around the Monterey Bay area. The intensity of seismic shaking
that could occur at the site from an earthquake generated by local active faults will be discussed
in a later section. '

SITE GEOLOGY

The Geologic Site Map (Plate 1), Geologic Cross Sections (Plate 2) and Geologic Test Pit Logs
(Plate 3) depict relevant topographic and geologic information collected for the subject property
and vicinity.

-

Stratigraphy and Earth Materials

Butano Sandstone: upper sandstone member (Thu)

-

As mapped by Brabb (1989), the northeastern portions of the subject property 1s underlain by the
upper sandstone member of the Butano Sandstone bedrock of Eocene age and the Twobar Shale
Member of the San Lorenzo Formation of Eocene age (Figure 4 & Plate 1). The upper sandstone
member of the Butano Sandstong is described by researchers as thin-bedded to very thick bedded
medium gray, fine- to ‘médium- gramed arkosic sandstone contammg thin interbeds of medium-
pray siltstone, measuring about 3,200 feet in thickness (Brabb, 1989).

I

S

San Lorenzo Formation: Twobar Shale member (1s1)

As mapped by Brabb (1989), the central portjon subject property is underlain by the Twobar
SE%L‘?%%&‘BH%H L Sl Qenzg Formation of Eocene age (Figure 4 & Plate 1). The Twobar

z '/ gl
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Shale Member of the San Lorenzo Formation is described by researchers as very thin bedded and
Jaminated olive-gray shale, measuring about 790 feet in thickness along Kings Creek (Brabb,
1989).

San Lorenzo Formation: Rice's Mudstone member (Tsr)

As mapped by Brabb (1989), the southwestern comner of the subject property is underlain by the
Rice’s Mudstone member of the San Lorenzo Formation, of Oligocene and Eocene age (Figure 4:
Local Geologic Map; & Plate 1). The Rice’s Mudstone member of the San Lorenzo Formation

1s described by researchers as olive-gray mudstone and massive medium light-gray, very fine- to
fine-grained arkosic sandstone with a thick bed of glauconitic sandstone at its base, measuring
about 1,700 feet in thickness along Bear Creek (Brabb, 1989).

Quaternary Fluvial Terrace Deposits (older) (O1)

r- m ;rm "r- n 3 -?

We observed a relatively older generation of fluvial terrace deposits. These deposits are older
than the fluvial deposits (Qf) that were observed flanking the San Lorenzo River, evidence by
their abandoned and elevated nature, and their considerable distance (565 feet) from the modern
river channel of the San Lorenzo River.

S N

We encountered these older fluvial terrace deposits in test pit (TP-4), uphill and west of the
existing residence. These deposits were observed a minimum thickness of 11 feet here, with the
base of this deposit not observed in our excavation. They are generally horizontal layers of gray,
reddish-brown, and olive-gray sandy clay to clayey sand. The lateral limits of these deposits are
approximately located on our Site Geologic Map (Plate 1).

I =

Quaternary Fluvial Terrace Deposits (Of)

A

We observed fluvial terrace deposits blanketing both the western and eastern sides of the San
Lorenzo River. These deposits were formed on a broad, relatively flat bedrock surface carved by
the ancestral San Lorenzo River. Since the formation of these terraces, the San Lorenzo River
has incised down through the thickness of these recent fluvial deposits, and down further into the
underlying bedrock.

- s

We observed these fluvial deposits in geologic test pit (TP-1) and geotechnical borings (B-3, B-
4, & B-5). These deposits and their associated soils were observed up to 13 feet thick. They are
cofisistently moderately- to well-sorted fine-grained sand with a coarser basal layer of sifty fine-
grained sand with rounded pebbles and cobbles up to 10" in diameter.

Quaternary Colluvium (Oc)

I o

Colluvium averlies the bedrock on the flanks of the ridge on the property. Colluvium is

produced b e/ o lope) creep and mixing of the loose soils that develop near the
Environmenta
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ground surface by weathering and biologic activity. These colluvial deposits are not depicted on
the Geologic Site Map (Plate 1) and Geologic Cross Sections (Plate 2). We typically display
colluvium only where it js inferred to form deposits thicker than 5 feet. It is our opinion that in
the investigation area colluvial deposits are not present greater than 5 feet in thickness.

Colluvium was observed at the mouth of a small, intermittent drainage approximately 220 feet
north of the areas of development. These deposits were formed as a thin depositional fan at the
mouth of a focused dramage uphill to the west . These colluvial deposits are depicted on the
Geologic Site Map (Plate 1). 1t is our opinion that in these colluvial deposits are not greater than
5 feet in thickness.

A - E ] JEnm o | f

Quaternary Landslide Deposits (Qls,, Qlsy, Ols, Olsy;)

Multiple landslides of varying age, size, and depth have occurred on the subject property and
environs. These landslides have displaced intact soils and bedrock downslope of their origin to
varyimg distances. These deposits were observed during our field reconnaissance mapping,
subsurface investigation, and aerial photo inspection, and are depicted on our Site Geologic Map
(Plate 1), Geologic Cross Sections (Plate 2), and Geologic Test Pit Logs (Plate 3).

- E: IR

We have delineated three types of landslide deposits according to their apparent age as observed
in the field from criteria discussed later in the ‘Landsliding’ section of this report. From
youngest to oldest, we observed Recent Landsiide Deposits (Ols;), Younger Landshde Deposits
(Qlsy), and Older Landslide Deposits (Qis,;). Each of these landslide types are discussed in
greater detail later in the ‘Landsliding’ and ‘Landslide Hazard’ sections of this reporl. An
“unclassified” landslide (Q/s,,) is shown on the Santa Cruz County Landslide Map (Figure 5) on
the extreme northeastern comer of the subject property. This landslide is depicted on Plate 1.
However, we did not evaluate this landslide in the field.

b i .

Artificial Fill (aﬂ

Previous grading has resulted in the placement of artificial fill, 1) around the outer edges of the

flat pad where the existing residence is located, 2) locally along the downslope edge of road and

the main access driveway, 3) underneath and adjacent to Highway 9 due to grading for the

highway, and 4) along the downslope edge of the flat pad where the existing water tanks are

located upslope from the existing residence (Plate 1). Some other areas of unmapped fill of

minor thicknesses may exist in other areas. We presume.these other areas of fill are no thicker.. . ...
than 2 feet, and are not pertinent to the project. )

, .
& ]

Artificial fill was observed in test pit TP-1, where backfilling and spreading of soils related to
bridge construction has probably occurred. The test pit exposures suggest that artificial f1l] here
is approximately 0.5 thick. Artificial fill was also observed in test pit TP-2, where pad grading

& 8
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has occurred. The test pit exposures suggest that artificial fill at the thickest point of the fill
wedge 1s approximately 2.07 thick (Plate 3, Geologic Trench Logs). The thickness of the fiil
wedge surrounding the edge of the graded pad may vary laterally.

The other locations of artificial fill were observed only during our field reconnaissance mapping
and can be postulated to exist from 1 to 4 feet 1n thickness from projected original topographic
surfaces (Plate 2, Cross Section A-A’). One additional area of artifictal fill was observed under
and adjacent to Highway 9. The edge of this fill slope appears to partially within the eastern edge
of the subject parcel. This artificial fill slope appears to be approximately 15-20 feet thick, is a
considerable distance from the areas of development, and is considered not pertinent 1o the
project.

Local Geologic Structure and Faulting

Folding

Bedding within the subject property, as mapped by Brabb (1989; see Figure 4), is folded into a
southeast plunging anticline known as the Butano Anticline, with beds on the northeastern imb
dipping steeply to the northeast and beds on the southwestern limb dipping moderately to the
southwesl. In the areas of development. we measured beds striking west or northwest, and
dipping from 30 to 64 degrees 1o the south or southwest. These measurements were recorded
within trench exposures, head scarps of recent landslides, and river bottom outcrops.

e ] |

Although our bedding measurements are roughly consistent with the published mapping, the
location of the axis of the Butano Anticline was found to be approximately 450 feet north of it
location on the regional geological maps, which were mapped at the scale of 1:24,000 (and
compiled at a scale of 1:62,500) by Brabb (1989). Due to the larger scale (1"=40" of the
mapping during this investigation, we have modified the location of the Butano Anticline and the
folded contacts of the bedrock formations to match a more accurate location for the axis of the
Butano Anticline and the bedrock contacts that it folds. Such adjustments are common when
applying regional scale geologic mapping to specific sites. The rocks observed within the 9 total
subsurface excavations, agree with and support the modified locations of the bedrock contacts.

Faulting

(o -Published geology maps-(Brabb, 1989) and Santa Criz County fault maps (HE 1974 shiow ho™
faults cross the subject property, although both maps depict a northwest-trending fault passing
near the northeast corner of the subject property. This fault is shown offsetting Tertiary age
rocks. Hall e1al. (1974) describes this fauit as a bedrock fault with a maximum age of faulting as
Tertiary.

We do not anticipate that this fault will be a seismogenic source or a source of ground surface
di slonenmantdlAeview dnia : rﬁﬂiareas of development.
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Table 1 shows distances and directions to faults considered active by The State of California and

I Santa Cruz County. These faults are discussed in detail in Appendix A.
| TABLE 1
F Distances and Directions to Local Faults
Fault .‘ Distance from Site (km) Distance frem site {miles) ©  Direction from site
I | Zayante-Vergeles 4.35 : 2.70 southwest |
i San Andreas (main trace) ~ 8.89 5.52 : nartheast |
' Monterey Bay-Tularcitos ; 2829 : 17.58 : south
i e : T T
i San Gregorio 16.09 ! 10.00 z southwest
. ———— . - . - _
Landsliding

Multiple landslides of varying age, size, and depth have occurred on the subject property and
environs. These deposits were predominantly observed during our field reconnaissance mapping
and are depicted on our Site Geologic Map (Plate 1) and Geologic Cross Sections (Plate 2).

We have delineated three types of landslide deposits according to their apparent age as observed
in the field. Recent Landslide Deposits (Ols ) were observed with 1) fresh, very distinet scarps,
2) relatively little healing of its landslide geomorphology, and 3) tilted redwoods without growth
correction. Younger Landslide Deposits ((/s,} were observed with 1} distinct scarps, 2) a
moderate amount of diffused landshide geomorphology, and 3) a rejuvenated growth of disturbed
vegetation. Older Landslide Deposits (Qls,) were observed with 1) distinct or indiscernible
scarps, 2) a moderate to high amount of diffused landslide geomorphology, and 3) no discernible
vegetation disruption.

We also encountered Younger Landslide Deposits in geotechnical boring B-3 (Figure 9) to a

depth 7.0 feet below the ground surface. We did not observe a basal shear within these deposits,

and observed undisturbed, underlying, presumably Holocene age, fluvial deposits from 7.0 to

18.0 feet below the ground surface. We interpret this to be evidence that the boring was

advanced within the zone of accumulation of this particular landslide deposit and that this

) Younger Landslide Deposit has a relative age younger than that of the presumably Holocene age

]‘ fluvial deposits that underlie it, Detenhiningthe quartitative age of either the underiying *older: 5 = = ¢
fluvial deposits or the overlying, Younger Landslide Deposits may be possible, but 1s beyond the

scope of this project.

4 The County of Santa Cruz Landshde Map (Cooper-Clark, 1975; Plate 1 & Figure 5) covering the
i subject property depicts nurnerous ‘questionable’ and “unclassified’ landslides in the close
vicimity of the subject property. This map shows the toe of a west-directed, “unclassified

Environmental Review, InitapStur :
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landslide deposit” crossing onto the eastern edge of the subject property. We observed some
evidence for this large landslide during our historic aerial photo research. We also found intact
bedrock outcrops in the river bottom immediately below the inferred toe of this landslide, that
corresponds wel] with the local geology (Plate 1). This landslide does not impact the areas of
development.

¢

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

The following sections discuss potential geologic hazards on the property associated with
landsliding, strong seismic shaking, and river flooding on the subject property. Other potential
geologic hazards are not applicable to the subject property. We have made recommendations in a
following section that outline steps to reduce risks from these geologic hazards to acceptable
levels, where applicable. As outlined in Appendix B, “ordinary” risks are considered acceptable
for habitable structures, including the existing residence. “Moderate” risks are acceptable for
non-habitable structures, including driveways, detached retaining walls, drainage outfalls and
septic systems.. Our hazard assessments, and associated recommendations, are related only to the
areas of development.

= <

Landslide Hazards

The geologic evaluation of landslide hazard 1s based on a qualitative assessment of geologic
conditions around the areas of development. Among the factors considered are the distribution,
ages, and types of landsiiding in the areas of development; the steepness of siopes; and the
occurrence of geologic conditions in the area that would favor landslide formation, such as weak
bedrock. In this type of assessment, often the best indicator of landslide hazard is the past
behavior of slopes in the area. Consequently, the type and location of past landsliding is heavily
relied upon as an indicator of possible future occurrence of landsliding. It should be pointed out,
however, that there is always some potential for landsliding in areas of steep slopes or
mountainous terrain, regardless of past conditions, and anyone building in such areas must be
prepared to assume some risk due to landsliding. No amount of qualitative or quantitative
analysis can be expected to identify every factor that might cause landsliding to occur.

Bedrock Landsliding

The County of Santa Cruz Landslide Map (Cooper-Clark, 1975; Figure 5) covering the subject
=#properfy-depicts numerous “fuestienable’ and ‘unelassified” tandslhides in‘thevieitiity-of the
subject property. We observed multiple landslides of varying age and size within the area of
investigation (Plate 1). We consider the high amount of landsliding in the area to be related to
the relatively weak nature of the underlying bedrock. Our Site Geologic Map (Plate 1) shows the
areas of development are located within the Twobar Shale member of the San Lorenzo
Formation and coincides with our observations during our field reconnaissance mapping of
bedrock outcrop and subsurface excavations. Previous researchers (Brabb, 1989) describes the

Twobar Shale member of the San Lorenzo Formation as exhibiting very thin-bedded and
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laminated beds of shale. We observed similar rock types within the areas of development and
consider this to be a relatively weak and landshide-prone rock type. For example, we observed a
1-2"-thick bentonite layer in Test Pit (TP-3). It appears that although the main direction of
movement for this Younger Landslide i1s eastward, it may have failed due to the presence of this
dipping, weak rock layer. We believe the rupture of this Younger Landslide may have begun
along this bentonite bed that dips 30° towards the south-southeast, and then became dominated
by the gravitational movement, downslope towards the east. This bentonite layer observed in
Test Pit (TP-3) was the only occurrence of bentonite that we observed in our subsurface and field
mapping investigations. The distribution of this rock type with the Twobar Shale would be
difficult to assess, and the possibility of this weak rock type occurring within other portions of
the Twobar Shale member should be considered during design. Your geotechnical engineer
should use care when analyzing the stability of slopes 1hat are underlain by these types of
bedrock.

We observed multiple bedrock landslides within the area of investigation on the southern portion
of the subject property. We will discuss two of these landslides in detail below, due to their
relevance to the project.

We identified a relatively large landslide complex along the southern boundary of the subject
parcel, Jabeled as a Older Landslide Deposit ((s,) on our Site Geologic Map (Plate 1). The
scarps and lateral margins within the upper limits of this landslide complex are somewhat healed
and indistinct, but has several well-developed, generally flat unit surfaces. These unit surfaces
demonstrate that this landslide 1s composed of multiple and complex landslides of multiple
generations within the imtial landslide deposit. In addition to these multiple generations of Older
Landslide Deposits, we were able to identify and locate two Younger Landslide Deposits and two
Recent Landslide Deposits within or along the margins of this large Older Landslide Deposit
(Plate 1).

The toe of this large landslide complex appears to have overridden the presumably Holocene age
fluvial deposits that flank the San Lorenzo River. We interpret this to be evidence that the toe of
this large Older Landslide Deposit has a relative age younger than that of the presumably
Holocene age fluvial deposits that underlie it. Determining the quantitative age of either the
underlying, older fluvial deposits or the overlying landslide complex may be possible, but is
beyond the scope of this project. Since the areas of development are not within the downsltope
path of the landsliding or landslide deposits, and are distant from Jt we conmder th15 ]arge Older
Landslide Depesitd¢o<pose-a-minimaFhazard to the project.— ' R

We also identified a relatively smaller landslide north of the existing residence, and underlying
the existing storage shed (labeled as a Younger Landslide Deposit on Plate 1). The head scarp
was 1dentified as a 1 to 2 foot-high scarp just west of our geologic test pit (TP-3). Within test pit
(TP-3), we observed a discontinuous, clay-lined, polished, strong parting surface that generally
coincided with a 1-2"-thick bed of bentonite. In this excavation, this bentonite bed appears to
broaéjm)l{i %?1%1%% t1]1|<=.Fian,dsl]| ﬁal t&re'surface, and therefore, the depth of landsliding. In test pit
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(TP-3), the matenals above the rupture surfaces are deeply weathered landslide deposits with
multiple internal parting surfaces (Plate 3; see log for Test Pit TP-3). Below this rupture surface
was relatively intact, thinly-bedded siltstone and shale, with a bedding attitude that agrees with
the general structure of the subject site. We also observed subtle geomorphic mdicators of
landsliding (e.g. umit surface, over-steepened landslide toe) within the paved driveway loop
(Plate 2; see cross section B-B?’). Due to grading for the driveway, the limits of this landslide
were difficult to ascertain from geomorphic surface expression. To better understand the
geometry and size of this landslide, we co-logged a geotechnical boring (B-3) that was advanced
near the southeastern corner of the paved driveway loop. We identified 7 feet of landshide
deposits overlying 11 feet of undisturbed fluvial deposits, before we encountered intact sandstone
and siltstone beds of bedrock. Using this evidence, we presume that the toe of this landslide
appears to have overridden the presumably Holocene age fluvial deposits that flank the San
Lorenzo River.

A portion of the driveway and the septic system for the existing residence are located within the
mapped boundaries of this landshde. If the landslide were to reactivate, either the driveway loop
and/or the exasting septic system could be damaged. We consider this landslide to have a relative
age younger than that of the presumably Holocene age fluvial deposits that underlie it. Similarly
with the previously discussed large landslide complex near the southern edge of the subject
property, determining the quantitative age of either the underlying, older fluvial deposits or the
overlying landslide may be possible, but is beyond the scope of this project. Since the location of
the lateral margins of this landslide are poorly constrained, we have set back the geologically
suitable building envelope from the landslide to a line defined by intact bedrock observed in
boring B-1 and test pit TP-2. If our recornmendations are followed (specifically, if habitable
structures are restricted to our ‘Geologically Feasible Building Envelope™), we consider this
landslide to pose a minimal hazard to the project.

The County of Santa Cruz Landslide Map (Cooper-Clark, 1975; Figure 3) covering the subject
property also depicts the toe of a west-directed, “unclassified landslide deposit” projecting into
the eastern edge of the subject property. Due to the distance of 330 feet from the areas of
development this landslide does not pose a geologic hazard to the project.

Soil Creep

The slopes on the subject property are blanketed by soils and weathered bedrock, which 1s prone
to downslope cteep. Creeping soils have the potential to cause damage to building sites on

“ sloping terrain. The existing residendeis locaied#op aflatiened ridge erest where creeping soils <=

present a Jow hazard.

The potential location of an accessory dwelling unit just upslope of the existing residence does
have the potential for soil creep. Along this spur ridge, we consider depths of 13 feet thick along
its side flanks and 5 feet thick along the center of the spur ridge crest to be prone to soil creep.

Ervironmeantal
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Seismic Shaking Hazards

I Seismic shaking at the subject site will be intense during the next major earthquake along one of
the local fault systems. Modified Mercalli Intensities (see Table A1) of up to Vi1f are possible at
the site, based on the intensities reported by Lawson et al. (1908) for the 1906 earthquake and by
Stover et al. (1990) for the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake. It is important that our
recommendations regarding seismic shaking be considered in the design for the proposed hazard
mitigations and site improvements.

Our seismic shaking evaluation for the site included an estimate of expected seismic shaking
intensities based on both deterministic and probabilistic methods. A determimstic assessment
considers only the effects of the largest ground motion that can be expected at a site, regardless
of how likely it is to occur within the typical 50-year design life of a single family residence. A
probabilistic seismic analysis differs from a deterministic analysis in that it evaluates the
probability for shaking of a certain intensity to occur at a particular site.

It is important to note that the ground acceleration values given below are not directly equivalent
to seismic or pseudo-static coefficients used in slope stability analyses (CGS, 1997). The project
geotechnical engineer may use these values toward the development of appropnate stability
coefficients (i.e. the seismic coefficient “k™), based on state and local jurnisdictional regulations,
and on appropriate geotechnical procedures. -

Deterministic Seismic Shaking Analysis

The intensity of seismic ground shaking is typically characterized as the peak acceleration that a
point on the ground experiences during the shaking. Acceleration is measured as a proportion of
the acceleration of the Earth’s gravity, g. For the purpose of evaluating deterministic peak
ground accelerations for the site, we have considered four seismic sources: the San Andreas,

i Zayante-Vergeles and San Gregorio faults and the Monterey Bay-Tularcitos fault zone. While

4 other faults or fault zones in this region may be active, their potential contribution to

{: deterministic seismic hazards at the site is overshadowed by these faults.

Table 2 shows relevant fault data, including the expected maximum magnitude earthquake,
estimated recurrence interval, and the distance from the site for each of these fault systems. Fault
data are from databases by WGONCEP (1996) and Petersen et al. (1996). Also shown are the
deterministically calculated seismic shaking parameters based on the fault data, including N
4 ' calciilaied tn-site"accelerations and duration 6f seismic shaking at the site. Thegéwacce]erahons
are based on an attenuation relationship derived from the analysis of historical earthquakes. The
accelerations listed in Table 2 are for sites founded on rock. 1t is important to note that

predicting seismic shaking intensity is a field that is dominated heavily by theory, with a pauciy
of near-field data 10 define the attenuation relationship for nearby faults. Therefore, we caution
that the listed values are approximations, rather than precise predictions. Actual measured "free-

ﬁe]d" accelerations may be lar gfr
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! TABLE 2
t Faults Earthquakes and Deterministic Selsmlc Shaking Data
T — R B S
| Fault Mo RF Distanceto | PGA®  PGA+d&  MCEGM' | EPA’  Duration®
\ ‘, PR (years) L siethm) 0 g) (@) - {g) (@) i (sec)
| Monterey Bay- 7.0 ¢ 284] . 28.29 016 024 024 & 012 17
. Tularcitos J 3 : : ' 5 : '
CoT T T T e e
| Zayamte-Vergeles | 68 . 8821 436 063 . 098 | 095 047 13
: = - e Y A St S A N A
| San Andreas P79 ne . 88 . 0s0 . 073 . 075 . 038 . 38

L {1906 rupwrey ! i i ; : i : |
e R H e D Tt S -
| SanGregorio 73 | 400 | 1609 | 830 | 044 045 1 023 | 21 |

| Muyouax) = Moment magnitude of maximum expecied earthquake (Cao et al, 2003)

i 2 R1= Recurrence Interval (Petersen, el al., . 15996} : i
| NOTE: The estimation of recurrence interval is an ongoing effort conducted by numerous researchers, employing a variety of |

F techniques, and using information from a rapidly prowing daabase. The recurrence interval estimates cited in this report are

] therefore provided only 1o give a very general indication of the relative frequency of maximum earthquakes on the San I
Andreas, Zayante-Vergeles and San Gregorio faults and the Monterey Bay-Tularcitos faull zone. !

[ *PGA = Mean Peak Horizontal Ground Acceleration; PGA + 8 = Mean Peak Horizontal Ground Acceleration plus one !

i dispersion {Sadigh et al., 1997)

! * MCEGM = Maximum Considered Earthquake Ground Motion {FEMA, 1998) i
! "EPA = Effective Peak Acceleration (Naeim and Anderson, 1993) r
[ *Duration of strong seismie shaking (Dobry ¢t al., 1978)

The estimated mean peak horizontal ground acceleration (PGA) represents the expected seismic
shaking intensity at the site, generated by the maximum characteristic earthquake for each fault
system, having a moment magnitude {(M,,) as shown in Table 2. The mean peak horizontal
acceleration plus one dispersion (PGA+3) is a conservative design value, roughly equivalent to
the mean value plus one standard deviation of the ground motion probability distribution derived
from the atienuation data,

FEMA (1998) and the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program suggest that in regions
of high seismicity, such as coastal California, the appropriate design level for ground shaking is
the deterministically derived mean peak horizontal ground acceleration multiplied by 1.5. The
maximum considered earthquake ground motion (MCEGM) represents the application of this
method to the subject property. The MCEGM vatues are roughly equxvalent to the
deterministically derived PGA+3 value.

Naeim and Andersen (1993) fGtind that effective peéak acceleration (EPA) is more fypically about N
75 percent of the peak acceleration. Effective peak acceleration is comparable to "repeatable

high ground acceleration” (after Ploessel and Slossen, 1974) and is generally considered to

represent the large number of lower amplitude peaks on an accelerogram recording. The EPA

may be more relevant o design of structures than the peak acceleration or maximum considered

earthquake ground motion.
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The duration of strong shaking is dependent on magnitude. Dobry et al. (1978) suggested a
relationship between magnitude and duration of "significant” or strong shaking expressed by the

formula:
Log D= 0.432 M- 1.83,

where D is the duration and M is the magnitude. Bear in mind that the duration of strong seismic
shaking may be even more critical as a design parameter than the peak acceleration itself.

Table 2 shows that the maximum earthquake on the Zayante-Vergeles fault (M, of 6.8) will
penerate the largest deterministically-derived ground motion values at the property: the PGA,
PGA+3, MCEGM and EPA values (see Table 2 footnotes for explanation of these terms) for this
fault are 0.63 g, 0.98 g, 0.95 g and 0.47 g, respectively. The estimated ground motions for
maximum events on the San Andreas and San Gregorio faults and the Monterey Bay Fault Zone
are lower.

It is important to note that the recurrence intervals shown in Table 2 indicated that a maximum
event on the San Andreas fault is much more likely to occur during the project lifetime than a
maximum event on other local faults. The San Andreas event would produce PGA, PGA+0,
MCEGM and EPA values 0.50 g, 0.73 g, 0.75 g and 0.38 g, respectively. Also, the duration of
strong shaking associated with a My, 7.9 earthquake (the maximum expected earthquake for the
San Andreas fault) is estimated to be about 38 seconds, which is sigmificantly longer than strong
shaking durations associated with other Jocal faults.

Probabilistic Seismic Shaking Analysis

The U.S. Geological Survey and the California Geological Survey together produced a
probabilistic seismic nisk study for the state of California (Petersen et al., 1996; Cao et al., 2003).

Probabilistic ground motions based on that study for the proposed building sites are listed in

Table 3. These estimated ground motions assume a soil profile type Sc (soft rock), per the 2001
California Building Code (CBSC, 2002).

TABLE 3
, Probabilistic Ground Motions
(10% probab]]lty of being exceeded in 50 years)

l Ground Motion Measure Accelerahon n Soft Rock (g) o
"Pea]( Ground Acce]erat:on (g) T o 0 54

" Spectral Acceleration (g) at 0.2 sec. : 1.21

|| Spectral Acceleration (g) at 1.0 sec. 0.63

Envirenrental Rg

Nolan Associales




Sibley - 17525 Highway 9
February 27, 2006
Page 15

The ground motion intensities shown in Table 3 are the seismic shaking intensities that have a
10% chance of being exceeded in 50 years. The “10% in 50 year” ground motion cited in Table
3 is considered appropriate for a residential structure.

Flooding

The perennial San Lorenzo River crosses the subject property near its eastern boundary, flowing
southward. N1 currently is contained in a deep channel with a bedrock base, flanked by elevated
fluvial terraces. The hazards associated with river flooding typically affect engineered structures
by either direct innundation by flood waters or damage to foundations due to undermining of
embedded matenals..

'! River Flood Hazards

FEMA has produced flood insurance maps for the County of Santa Cruz (Figure 6). These flood
g maps show base flood elevations and indicate that the subject property contains areas of both

i 100-year and 500-year floods. The existing residence and the proposed accessory dwelling unit,
i; are both outside of FEMA’s 100-year flood zone by at least 40 vertical feet and 150 horizontal
feet. We consider the flooding hazard posed to Geologically Suitable Building Envelope to be

i low.

The existing bridge that crosses the San Lorenzo River and provides access to the existing
residence straddles the 100-year flood zone. We will discuss the flood hazards to this specific
structure below. -

Bridge Undermining

The existing bridge that crosses the San Lorenzo River appears to be an old railroad flat car that
has been engineered with a concrete pier foundation. Based on the base flood levels of the San
Lorenzo River, and the elevations provided by Dunbar & Craig (Licensed Land Surveyors) it
appears that the bridge is several feet above the 100-year base flood elevation of 574"

As part of our site evaluation, we investigated the geology of the bridge abutments. The bridge
abutments are supported by concrete piers.

At the western. edg_e of the bridge. within test pit (TP-1), we encountered 7 feet of fluvial sand.
deposns overlying “bedrock where the concrete pler was observed (Plate 3). The surveyed '
elevation of the western edge of the bridge is approximately 579, placing the top of the
underlying bedrock at elevation 572" where the pier is embedded. This places the 100-year base
flood level of 574", two feet above the top of intact bedrock (Plate 2; see cross section C-C”).

At the eastern edge of the bridge, within boring (B-4), we encountered 13 feet of these fluvial
EATSSaRS RV I IR l]e}"?mg the same criteria for the western edge of the bridge, we
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have calculated that the 100-year base flood level of 574" at the eastern edge of the bridge 1s four
feet above the top of intact bedrock at 570"

H is our opinion that during a flood event, the unconsolidated sands of the fluvial terraces could
be eroded and undermine the concrete pier foundation for the existing bridge dunng a 100-year
flood event. This could expose the generally flat bedrock surface that underlies these fluvial
terraces. It is also conceivable that the fluvial terrace deposits that compose the non-engineered
approaches to the bridge could also be prone to mass erosion during this 100-year flood event.

We observed the concrete pier of the western bridge foundation penetrating a minimum of one
foot into bedrock, although the bottom of the pier was not observed (Plate 3; see TP-1). We do
not know the total depth of the bedrock embedment of the piers for either side of the bridge.
Determining these depths was beyond the scope of this investigation. Itis our opimon that the
bridge foundation should be designed to be embedded into bedrock in order to survive the
potential mass erosion of the overlying fluvial terrace deposits.

Ry | L

CONCLUSIONS

N

Based on the information gathered and analyzed, it is our opinion that there are potential hazards
posed to the subject property from landsliding (including creeping soils), strong seismic shaking,
and flooding.

A -

In cur opinion, the hazards posed by landsliding, seismic shaking, and flooding can be mitigated
to a significant extent by project design. The following section contains recommendations for
reducing the risks associated with these geologic hazards to ordinary levels for the areas of
development, and moderate levels for non-habitable structures (Appendix B). Provided our
recommendations are followed, the areas of development are subject to the specified risks.

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

N RECOMMENDATIONS - - - omtems g, o = oo casise oo

1. Construction of habitable structures should be restricted to the Geologically Suitable
Building Envelope shown on Plate 1. The Jocation designated on Plate 1 is based in part
on the scope of this investigation and is not meant to imply that it is the only geologically
feasible building site on the parcel. We reserve the right to amend the building envelope
= recommendations where consistent with sound geologic judgement. Qur building
l[))__ envelope incorporates the following setbacks.
<
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A. Habutable structures should be restricted to areas with slopes displaying gradients of

30% or less to reduce the amount of soil creep hazard.

B. Habitable structures should be confined to a zone cleared of ]ahdsliding by our
geologic test pits and geotechnical borings in order to mitigate this hazard.

2. Foundation and pavement designs should be developed by a geotechnical engineer.

Y our geotechnical engineer should consider the results of our mvestigation, including our
assessmemt of landslide prone bedrock type, creeping soils, and seismic shaking at the
site. If required, our cross section A-A’ (Plate 2) may be used for slope stablity analyses.
We should be consulted during the siope stability modeling process to help insure that the
stability mode] accurately incorporates the geology of the site.

l 3. Foundation designs for the bridge crossing the San Lorenzo River should be

7 developed by a geotechnical engineer. Your geotechnical engineer should consider the

I results of our investigation, including our assessment of mass erosion around the bridge
foundation and seismic shaking at the site. If required, our cross section C-C’ (Plate 2)

may be used for analyses. We should be consulted during the bridge design process to

help insure that it accurately mcorporates the geology of the site.

4. Structures that are located within 10 feet of our trenches should be designed to
accommodate settlement within the trenches. Alternatively, the existing loose trench
backfill may be removed and replaced with engineered fill within 10 feet of any
foundations, subject to the approval, recommendations and supervision of the project
geotechnical engineer.

5. Werecommend that all drainage from improved surfaces such as walkways,
driveways, patios, and roofs be captured by closed pipe or lined ditches and dispersed on
5\_ / site in such a way as to maintain the pre-development runoff patterns as much as possible. -
At no time should any concentrated discharge be allowed to spill directly onto the ground
adjacent to structures or to fall directly onto steep slopes, nor should any discharge be
injected below ground surface on the ridge crest or near any steep slopes. Energy
dissipaters, such as level spreaders, should be used for drainage discharge. The control of
runoff 1s essential for erosion control and prevention of water ponding against
..foundations.

N A Y,

b et

6. The project engineers should review the findings of our deterministic and
probabilistic seismic shaking evaluation and incorporate these findings into their analysis,
where appropriate. Given the potential for strong seismic shaking to occur during the
lifetime of the proposed structures, all structures should be designed to the most current
standards of the California Building Code and Uniform Building Code, at a minimum.
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7. In the event that the youthful landslide underlying a portion of the circular driveway
reactivates, the driveway and the existing septic leach field within the Jandslide
boundaries may be damaged. The property owner should decide whether they want to
mitigate this hazard at the present time or repair the damage at the time any such
% reactivation occurs. We cannot estimate the likelihood of reactivation with present
information.

8. We recommend that home owners implement the simple safety procedures outlined
by Peter Yanev in his book, Peace of Mind in Earthquake Country. This book contains a
wealth of information regarding earthquakes, seismic design and precautions that the
individual home owner can take to reduce the potential for loss of life, injury and property
damage.

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

INVESTIGATION LIMITATIONS

1. The conclusions and recommendations noted in this report are based on probability and in
no way imply the site will not possibly be subjected to ground failure or seismic shaking
so intense that structures will be severely damaged or destroyed. The report does suggest
that implementation of the recommendations contained within will reduce the risks posed
by geologic hazards.

T ——— T —
o]

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

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

(]

4. The findings of this report are valid as of the present date. However, changes in the
conditions of the property and its environs can occur with the passage of time, whether
they be due to natural processes of the works of man. In addition, changes m applicable
or appropriate standards occur whether they result from legislation or the broadening of
knowledge. Accordingly, the findings of this report may be invalidated, wholly or

pamallv by changes outside our control. Therefore, the conclusions and
.=1- A
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recommendations contained in this report cannot be considered valid beyond a period of
two years from the date of this report without review by a representative of this firm.

5. Our services consist of professional opinions and recommendations made in accordance
with generally accepted engineering geology principles and practices. No warranty,
expressed or implied, including any implied warranty of merchantability or fitness for the
purpose is made or intended in connection with our services or by the proposal for
consulling or other services, or by the furnishing of oral or written reports or findings.
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“lipnee " | Job #: 05063 Date: 26 January 2006 BORING
* CIS Serviers Client: Sibley Logged by. SEB B-1
NOLAN ASSOCIATES Location: Highway 9 SHEET
1509 Seabright Avenue, Suite A2 1 0OF 1
Santa Cruz, California 95062 . . . . ) )
831-423-7006 / na@nelangeology com | Ditler: California Geotech (4" Diam. "Superman™)
ele %
aJ - . - LLJ
cl|lal o soil description =
HHE 2
- |83 pd
1
_] 4
2] 7
10 1 @2.5 sitty ctay with trace sand; dark brown; slightly moist; soft. SONS
2
3
3 @4.0° silty ctay with few fine-grained sand; mottled reddish-brown and gray; slightly maist 10 damp; soft.
5 S
8
9
1 @6.5' layers of weathered sitstone and fine-grained sandy sistene; gray and orangish-brown; slightly
moist; medium dense.
7
8-
— @8.5" distinet color change to dominantly erangish-brown, from dark brown and gray above; ng
9] observable change in texture. WEATHERED
N BEDROCK
10—
@12.0' siltstone and fine-grained sandstone; orangish-brown; slightly moist; moderately fractured; no
visible clays on fracture faces.
13— — mme e e e mmam e e e e m— e e m— e
@13 o dnllmg becomes harder.
14
BEDROUK
12
44 Ti e 1 e
5055 @16.0° siltstone and fine-grained sandsione; orangish-brown, dry; hard; dense; refusal with sampler.
| BOTTOM OF BORING @16.0 FEET BELOW GROUND SURFACE
NC GROUNDWATER
17
18_ Hrvironmental Beview ipital
ATTACHMENT
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i | Job #: 05063 ¢ Date: 26 January 2006 BORING

LiS Seviews Chent: Sibley Logged by: SEB B-2
INOLAN ASSOCIATES Location: Highway 9 SHEET
1509 Seabright Avenue, Suite A2 ' 1 OF 1

Santa Cruz, California 95062 . . . " " "
§31.423.7006 | na@nolangeology.com | Driller: California Geotech (4" Diam. "Superman )

S %)
c|g 2 soil description t
81513 o
o el o =
—] SOILS
e — — — — — — — — —— —— — — — — — — e o — — —
1
2
3 @25 silty clay; grayish-brown and dark brown; moist 1o damp; soft.
2 WEATHERED
3 BEDROCK
6 @4.0' silty clay, grayish-brown fo orangish-brown; slightly moist; common angular siltstone and
fine-grained sandstone fragmenis.
@6.5' siltstone and fine-grained sandstone; arangish-brown and gray,; slighlly meist 1o dry; dense;
moderately fractured; apparent bedding is visible within sample; trace to no iliuvial clays on fracture faces.
7 . :
8—
BEDROCK

@11.5' fine-grained sandy siltstone; gray and orangish-brown; dry, very dense; sfightly fractured.

12 BOTTOM OF BORING @11.5 FEET BELOW GROUND SURFACE
NO GROUNDWATER
13 NOTE: TOP OF BORING IS ~1.0' BELOW NATRUAL GROUND SURFACE DUE TO TERRACE

GRADING WITHIN GRAPE VINEYARD.
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@18.0' color change to gray; driling becomes harder.

@6.5' sandy silt 1o sandy clay; mottted gray and brown; moist 1o wet; slight increase in moisture from
above: few angular siltstone clasts 1/8" ta 1/4" long; no parting surfaces observed; trace roots.

@7.0 - 8.0 sandy sill to sandy clay; mottled gray and reddish-brown; moist; spongy, nol dense.

@8.0 - 8.5 moderately-sarted, fine-grained sand; mottled gray and reddish-brown; slightly moist 1o dry.

@10.0-11.5 well-sored, fine-grained sand, crangish-brawn; dry; poorly-consolidated.

@15.0' pebbly medium- to coarse-grained sand with some clay and few cobbles; orangish-brown;
slightly moist; poorly- to moderately-consolidated; few rounded.cobbles up to 2" in diameter.,

BORING LOG CONTINUES ON NEXT PAGE ~ 84 -

e £ Job #: 05063 Date: 26 January 2006 ~ BORING
- Cis e Client: Sibley Logged by: SEB B-3
NOLAN ASSOCIATES Location: Highway 9 SHEET
1509 Seabright Avenue, Suile A2 1 0F 2
Santa Cruz, Calilernia 95062 . . . .
831-423-7006 / na@nolangeology.com | Driller: California Geotech (4" Diam. Truck Mounted)
£ %
cslal » soil description L
Q| E 3 @)
o |le] 8
o | w ]l o P
1 _}
8
12 @3.0' silty clay; dark brown; meist; small subangular blocky peds with moderately thick dark brown clay
14| fims on ped faces; no parting surfaces observed.
LANDSLIDE
4 DEPOSITS
6
9 @4.5' silty clay with trace sand; gray and crangish-brown; moist; medium subangular blocky peds with
maderately thick gray and orangish-brown illuvial clays on ped faces and between peds; few roots; no
parling surfaces abserved.
6
6
7

FLUVIAL
DEFOSITS

BEDROCK




- Frameine Cenlogy | oyl # 05063 Date: 26 January 2006 BORING |

= Fydingenlngy

- Gl Semvicn Client: Sibley Logged by: SEB B-3

NOLAN ASSOCIATES Location: Highway 9 SHEET

1509 Seabright Avenue, Suite AZ 2 OF 2

Santa Cruz, California 95062 . . . A
§31-223-7006 / na@nolangeclogy.com Driller: Califarnia Geotech (4" Diam. Truck Mounted)

S = )
|3l e soil description s
al| e 2 O
Q al © >
5 | » | © ] goRING LOG CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE
BENROCK

i
-
63
Q
w

| microfault with 1cm offset of beds along tight, clay-lined fracture: refusal with sampler.

BOTTOM OF BORING @ 21.0 FEET BELOW GROUND SUFACE
NO GROUNDWATER ‘

NOTE: TOP OF BORING 15 AT THE BASE OF A ~1.0° HIGH VERTICAL CUT FOR PAVED DRIVEWAY

o
. . | 37 | ®@20.0-21.0° fine-grained sandstone with few thin interbeds of siltstone; gray: d7y, dense; visinle

el
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@11.5' pebbly medium- 1o coarse-grained sand with some clay; orangish-brown, gray and brown;
slightly moist; rounded pebbles up to 17 long.

e | Job #: 05063 Date: 26 January 2006 BORING
* LSS Client: Sibley Logged by: SEB B-4
INOLAN ASSOCIATES Location: Highway 9 SHEET
1509 Seabright Avenue, Suite AZ 1 OF 1
Santa Cruz, California 95062 . . . » o
§31-423-7006  ra@nolangeology.com | Driller: California Geotech (4" Diam. Truck Mounted)
£1e %)
<2l soil description 1
ol E| 2 O
o la] o
ole]l = pd
1,_
SOILS
I
? L3
__ ‘ _E‘) @2. 5' well- s_o-ned fine- gtamed sand W|th 1r;<?e‘ cl;;"y_.ora.r:a-lsh Ewn‘;r-;d ta-rdry?oorl-}-/—con;m.:datg T T T
3 few roots.
3
13
3 @4.5' well-sorted fine-grained sand with trace clay, orangish-brown and tan; dry; poorly-consolidated.
3
3
4 @6.5" well-sorted fine-grained sand with trace clay; orangish-brown and tan; dry; poorly-consolidated. FLUVIAL
DEPOSITS
7 —
8
9

JAPPLI

18ﬂAT-AOi‘1MENT

CATION

0 L U N
)19

1a-t T30 BEDROCK

S |50ietf @14.57 siltstone and fine-grained sandstone; gray; wet, dense; hard; moderately fractured.

151 BOTTOM OF BORING @ 14. 5 FEET BELOW GROUND SURFACE . N s -
. NO GROUNDWATER - =+ | | *

16—

17




| Job #: 05063 Date: 26 January 2006 BORING
= G5 Services Client: Sibley Logged by: SEB B-5
NOLAN ASSOCIATES Location: Highway 9 SHEET
1509 Seabright Avenue, Suite A2 10F 1
Sania Cruz, California 95062 . . . I
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_ FLUVIAL
5 DEPOSITS
| 5
5 17
S @6.5' wellsorted fine-grained sand with trace clay; orangish-brown and tan; dry; pooily-consalidated.
7. BOTTOM OF BORING @ 6.5 FEET BELOW GROUND SURFACE
NO GROUNDWATER
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Engineering Geology
Hycrogeology
GI5 Services

NOLAN ASSOCIATES

December 18, 2007 Job No. 05063

Mr. Al Sibley
210 Ross Street
Santa Cruz, CA 950650

Subject: Addendum to Geologic Report
for Sibley Minor Land Division
Boulder Creek, California

Reference: “Preliminary Geologic Hazards Investigation
Property at 17525 Highway 9
Boulder Creek, California
Santa Cruz County APN 087-321-02"
Report by Nolan Associates, dated February 27, 2006

Dear Mr. Sibley:

At your request, we have revised our recommendation for a geologically feasible building
envelope, as given in our original geologic report for the project, referenced above. The newly
designated geologically feasible building envelope is based on the geologic information
presented in our earlier geologic report and a large diameter boring completed on 8/30/2007
(LDB-1 on the attached Plate 1). The Febroary 27 geologic report provided a provisional
recommendation for a building site contingent on the results of a large diameter boring. The
large diameter boring revealed landslide material at a provisiona] building site. Consequently,
we have designated an alternate building site. The newly designated building site is consistent
with the hazard evaluation provided by the report and the results of the large diameter bormg,.

The attached revised Plate 1 depicts the new geologically feasible building envelope. All other
recommendations from our original report remain in effect. Please provide us with a copy-ofithe - .« .
final development plans for our review so that we may confirm that our recommendations have

been incorporated into the plan.

1509 Seabright Avenue, Suite A2 Santa Cruz, CA 95082 - Tel. 831-423-7006 - Fax 831-423-7008 - email: na@nolangeciogy.com

Environmerital Review Inital Study
o .

ATTACHMENT
APPLICATION
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Sibley: Highway 9
December 18, 2007
Page 2

If you have any questions or comments regarding this matter, please contact us at your earliest
convenience.

Sincerely,
Nolan Associates

e

Jeffrey M. n
Principal Geotogist
C.E.G. #2247

attachments: Plate 1, revision of 12/18/07

cC: Jack Schultz
Stephen Graves

Nolan Associates

Environmental ﬁeview Inital ftudy
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Dees & Associates, Inc. Phone: 831 427-1770
Geotechnical Engineérs Fax: 831 427-1794
= 501 Mission Street, Suite 8A, Santa Cruz, CA 35060 tmail: dna@dslextreme.com

December 20, 2007 Project No. SCR-0080

MR. ALFRED SIBLEY

% Stephen Graves & Assaciates
2735 Porter Street

Soquel, California 85073

Subject: Geotechnical Feasibility Study for a Proposed Homesite

Reference: Proposed Single Family Residence
338 Reynolds Drive, Boulder Creek
APN 087-321-02
Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Mr. Sibley:

Our firm prepared a geotechnical investigation for a homesite on the property in April 2006
in conjunction with the geologists Nolan Associates. We understand the homesite
evaluated in April 2006 has now been abandoned and a new homesite is being
considered. The new homesite is located just west of the bridge in the vicinity of the
existing dirt driveway, Figure 2.

The purpose of our feasibility study was to determine if it is feasible, from a geotechnical
standpoint, to construct a single family residence in the newly proposed homesite. The
specific scope of our services was as follows: 1) perform a site reconnaissance, 2) review
data in our files regarding the site and vicinity, 3) discuss the project with Stephen Graves
& Associates and Nolan Associates, 4) review of the site topographic map provided to us,
5) perform engineering analysis, and 6) prepare a letter report presenting the resuits of our
feasibility study.

Site and Project Description

The site is located at 17525 Highway 9 in Santa Cruz County, California, Figure 1. The
34.7 acre site is located just north of Riverside Grove in Boulder Creek. The property lies
on an east facing slope that descends to the San Lorenzo River and Highway 9. The
proposed homesite is located in the southeast corner of the site on a gently sloping terrace
that follows the west bank of the San Lorenzo River. Siope gradients are on the order of 10
to 30 percent in the building envelope. An 18 foot high river bank borders the eastern edge
of the proposed homesite. The river bank is sloped about 40 to 50 percent.

‘w2 . -Sitewdrainage is by sheet flow towards the San Lorenzo River. The " S3H orenzo was™ ™
flowing at the time of our investigation.

SCR-0080 ) 12/20/07
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Subsurface Soit Conditions

The geologic report prepared by Nolan Associates in 2006 indicates the proposed
homesite is underlain by fluvial deposits and Two Bar Shale bedrock. Boring 3, drilled on
the terrace about 150 feet northwest of the proposed homesile encountered medium
dense landslide material deposited from an old landslide that occurred on the slope above
the terrace and fluvial deposits over very dense bedrock located 18 feet below grade. The
fluvial deposits consisted of medium dense, fine to medium grained sands with some clay
and cobbles. A test pit was excavated by the geologist adjacent to the western bridge
abutment. The test pit encountered 7 feet of fluvial deposits over bedrock. The fluvial
deposits consisted of sands and silty sands.

Based on the subsurface soil data obtained during our previous investigations at the site,
we anticipate encountering 10 to 15 feet of fluvial deposits over Two Bar Shale below the
proposed homesite.

Seismic Hazards
The 2006 geology report prepared for the original homesite indicates geoclogic hazards at
the site include landsliding and strong seismic shaking.

Landsliding '
Aithough there are no landslides indicated on the County of Santa Cruz Landslide Map,

(Cooper-Clark), there were numerous landslides identified at the site by the project
geologist. These landslides are discussed in detail in the geoiogic report. The toe of a
massive landslide deposit lies just south of the proposed homesite. The homesite is set
back about 60 feet from the edge of the landslide deposit. The other landslides identified at
the site are located well away from the proposed homesite and should not affect the
proposed development. :

There is a steep slope that descends to the San Lorenzo River just below the homesite.
We recommend having a geotechnicai engineer evaluate the slope and develope site
specific foundation recommendations for the proposed improvements.

Liquefaction
Liguefaction occurs when saturated fine grained sands, silts and sensitive clays are subject

to shaking during an earthquake and the water pressure within the pores build up leading
to loss of strength.

The site is not mapped as being underlain by potentially liquefaction soils and based on the
soil data obtained from the test pit and boring drilled near the homesite and the lack of a
groundwater table, we do not @Q}ngﬁ@te_ a liquefaction potential below the homesite.

TR

Discussions and Conclusions
The new single family residence proposed at the site appears feasible from a geotechnical

SCR-0080 | 12/20/07 2
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standpoint. Potential geotechnical concerns for the proposed homesite include re-
activation of the landslide deposit located south of the development envelope, loose
surface soils in the proposed foundation zones, slope instability along the top edges of the
steep slope descending to the San Lorenzo River, erosion on the steep siopes above and
below the homesite and strong seismic shaking.

ltis not known whether the landslide deposit south of the development envelope will move
in the future. Therefore, the homesite should be set back from the landslide deposit. We
understand the homesite indicated on the Site Plan, Figure 2, is set back from the tandslide
deposit per the recommendations of Nolan Associates.

A design level geotechnical investigation should be performed prior to constructing
improvements at the site. The design level investigation should include borings to
determine the subsurface soil conditions, laboratory testing to determine the soils
engineering characteristics, an evaluation of the steep slopes above and below the
homesite, engineering analysis and development of site specific recommendations for
building foundations, retaining walls, site grading and drainage and erosion control.

The opinions expressed in this letter are based on a visual examination of the property,
review of our files, review of the geology report prepared for a different homesite on the
property and discussions with Stephen Graves & regarding the proposed improvements.
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 and/or
recommendations. This letter, therefore, should not be construed to be any type of
guarantee or insurance. A more detailed study should be undertaken to develop design-
level geotechnical recommendations for construction of new structures.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to cail our office.
Very truly yours,

DEES & ASSOCIATES, INC.  ~ oz

Rebecca L. Dees
Geotechnical Engineer
G.E. 2623

.. _Copies: . S5toAddressee - .. w e g
1 to Nolan Associates

SCR-0080 | 12/20/07 3
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Dees & Associates, Inc. Phone: 831 427-1770

Geotechnical Engineers Fax: 631427-1794
501 Mission Street, Suite BA, Santa Cruz, CA 25060 Email: dna@dslextreme.com
December 20, 2007 ' Project No. SCR-0080

MR. ALFRED SIBLEY

% Slephen Graves & Associates
2735 Porter Street

Soquel, California 95073

Subject: Geotechnical Plan Review

Reference: Proposed Single Family Residence
338 Reynolds Drive, Boulder Creek
APN 087-321-02
. Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Mr. Sibley:

As requested we have reviewed the proposed improvement plans, Sheets C1, C2, C4 and Sheet 2, for the
new single family residence proposed al the referenced site. Sheets C1, C2 and C4 were prepared by Jack
Schultz and are dated November 29, 2007, December 5, 2007 and Decemnber 20, 2007, respectively. Sheet 2
was prepared by Dunbar and Craig and is last dated December 2007. Our Geotechnical Feasibility Study for
the homesite is dated December 20, 2007.

The plans indicate the proposed development envelope is located at the west end of the existing bridge at the
site. The proposed homesite is located in the northweslt portion of the development envelope. The septic
leachfield will be located on an abandoned railroad grade located on the slope above the homesite and the
expansion leach field will be located to the south of the homesite. A fire truck turn around is proposed at the
end of the bridge. S

Site drainage will be retained on-site. There appears to be adequate room lo disperse runoff south of the
homesite and depending on the actual layout of the residence, there may be room to disperse runoff
elsewhere on the site as well. The final discharge location of all collected drainage should be reviewed by a
geotechnical engineer prior to installation,

The aforementioned plans were prepared in accordance with i_he recommendations of our Geotechnical
Feasibility Study for a Proposed Homesite, dated December 20, 2007. Our review is preliminary in nature and

does not take the place of an in depth geotechnical study of the site. A design level geotechnical investigation
should be performed to develop site specific recommendations for the proposed improvements.

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

DEES & ASSOCIATES, INC.

¢ Rebeccal:Dees
Geotechnical Engineer
G.E. 2623

Copies: 3 to Addressee

SERVirSrméntal Review Inital
ATTACHMENT.
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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 TDD: (831) 454-2123

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

October 16, 2008

Alired Sibley &

Clo Stephen Graves and Associates
2735 Ponter Street

Soquel, CA 95073

Subject: Geotechnical Engineering Report by Dees and Associates, Daled
March 23, 2005 and December 20, 2007, SCR-0080; and Engineering Geology
Report by Nolan Associates December 18, 2007, Job Number 05063

Reference: APN: 087-321-02
APPL#: 04-0483

Dear Applicant;

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the Planning Department has accepled the
subject reports. This letter is written to suppor the staff report for the parcel map. A site-specific
geotechnical report will be necessary before the issuance of any Building Permits. The following
items shall be required:

1. The repors’ recommendations become conditions of this pérmit.

2. All construction must be localed within the Building and Development Envelope
specified by the engineering geologist. The envelope must be shown on the parcel
map.

3. A civil engineer's grading, drainage and ercsion conirol plan will be required for

access roadway and other grading.

4. Show the Base Flood Elevation on the building plans cross-sections and profiles for
the Bridge. The Bridge must comply with all FEMA standards.

5. rThe‘projecl geotechnical engineer, or a similar qualified tesling laboratory, mustbe ... oo

employed to provide constant inspection and tesling of all the fill material placed on
the site. Before final inspection, a writien summary of the compaction testing must
be submitled to the County. With this summary, a copy of the grading plan must be
submitted that indicates the relative compaction tests’ location, and all related test
data musl be included in a table with a reference number that correlates the table
data to the tesl location indicated on the grading plan. This testing includes the

backfill of an ‘ag\ing walis.
Environmental Review [nifal Study
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6. The civil engineer, geolechnical engineer and engineering geologist must all provide
final letlers that indicate that the home has been constructed in accordance with the
recommendaticons of their respective reports and plans.

7. The consultants must e-mail a PDF of their reporis to pIn953@co.sanla-cruz.ca.us .

Our acceplance of the reports is limited 1o its technical contenl. Other projecl issues such as
zoning, fire safety, seplic or sewer approval, elc. may require resolution by other agencies.

Please call the undersigned at (831) 454-3175, or email al pin829@co.santa-cruz.ca.us if we
can be of any further assistance.

Jogiftanna CEG
ointy Geologist

Nolan Asscciales
Dee and Associates
Alice

e i

Enwronmental Review Inﬁai tudy | -
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NOTICE TO PERMIT HOLDERS WHEN A SOILS REPORT AND ENGINEERING GECLOGIST
HAVE BEEN PREPARED, REVIEWED AND ACCEPTED FOR THE PROJECT

After issuance of the building permit, the County requires your soils engineer to be involved during
consiruction. Several letters or reports are required 1o 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 1o the Environmental Planning section of the Planning Depariment prior to
foundations being excavated. This letler 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 letier 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. Atthe completion of construction, a final fefter 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 observalions and tests, the project 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 cbserved 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
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SANTA ( 1Z COUNTY HEALTH SERVICES AC  ICY /}f

T e
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICE LU
701 Ocean Street - Room 312, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 (831) 454-2022 ., }r 74
- + ,fj
SITEEVALUATION b¢ U2 ol

& PRELIMINARY LOT INSPECTION REPORT
MLD # 2T *#83pROPOSED LOT ___ LOT SIZEZ éf\f"{ SITE LOCATION. 528 hevua ,/ s s &:ju ekl
APN O F7 ‘%) |- §2  WATER SUPPLY__ StV \4_:’44%{ OWNER'S WRI'!TI-_[N PERMISSION ATTACHED YES_ NO__

@ siTE EVALUAT]ON
‘EfFULL (IS0 ) GROUNDWATER El/ PERCOLATION OREPAIR () ALTERNATIVE SYSTEM

J OTHER CONSULTATION

; g FE . -
REQUESTED BY: Koz’wz@ﬂ TS Sy )25 Fus S B f /}‘41,, (}ef—gﬁ 58 2270
{ (ADDRESS) . ' (PHONE)
OWNER: _ /9 7%, Sj,ég}_).\,, 210 Anss ST Crese. 2 7 34806
(NAME) / (ADDRESS) (PHONE)

D Itemv/s checked below do not meet present sewage disposal requirements or require further testing:

Soil tests indicate soils nof suitable.

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

Winter water table testing required.

Tests indicate failure to provide required separation of leaching and seasonal high groundwater.

Unable to provide a 100 foot separation between a septic system and a wetl, spring, stream, or waterway.
'Inadequate space for both the sewage disposal system and the required future expansion area.

Septic area in floodplain. E nvir oﬁﬂ .
Other __ ~

QoQoooaoaQ

\B Preliminary i %?ectlo% of thislot indjcates suitability for indiyidual sew ‘Fe disposal using conventional septic
echnology under standards currently in effect, subject to any limitations identified below.

' Water supply must be developed.
D Site conditions may be mitigated by alternative technology. Further testing and evaluation is needed.
Design Parameters

Percolation Rate  1-5 \6-36 30 60 60-120 Groundwater Depth for Design Purposes

;_\-.ﬁ‘_“i ey

H © — .
D4 o — ,
L) i 1 .
, I R T Ak :
-4 N s - '
n - Y [ T B Lu.‘"f
3 . . AR 1 s
""'i\ 'L‘i e boa R o B A . K
\ Bl gy
i vel [ b - -
{ LR S WA s L | 7 , i
s - L - i - 13 .“-\{' . s 5
— 1 R ) ' I 1
(_-‘:J‘. ’i e . . L LA :
OIS S i. S T

NOTE:  Preliminary inspections and evaluanons do not mke into account all factors which are considered in the issuance of a sewage
disposal permit. An application for sewage disposal will be subject 1o further evaluation based on the specific sewage disposal
design; the possible presence of geologic hazards, biotic resources, or other sile constraints; and, the provisions of the Sewage
Disposal Ordinance in effect at the time of permit application. T,

P o - S , L R . N
175N W R 'r’f B ;;,.») [ o teavm Eie2I0S ™
E'NV[RONMENTAL HEALTH SPECIALIST DA -99- SUPERVISOR DATE Ny
PHD-72 (REV. 12/01)




AP U AR 3 IURETT Sy e : SEPTIC TARK FUNPING AND INSPECTION REPORT

B EiTE A28 $14474
TULLOER CREEK, CA Q4988405 '
(R R3 -TR4aa I Date of Order | Ordersd By
P3eY LD -TEY4 Fad I 1i/83584 1 RDBERT
EBRUTAFRNR AL FEABS LA L FATNDB RN F R R E R E-EEREEERERNEESEEENRSZEEREREIEE R E F F RN TR ggrag) LE KX
31 iCuzt. i Driver iTK# |0rdexr Taken By
SRy -0 -a2 I DAR2D/534]) I RG 1787 ! HARA
Heames e 1Phone# i Redwood
SIRLEY, ALFRED & ELENA 21 } 338-2276 IFGﬁEFEf?)
Job Addypaes iWK/FAR# iFiberglass
338 REYNOLDS . ' i iPlantic
EGULDER CREER i0ther:
Hitld To: | Phone/Fax# -
| : | Ingpection Date
i . 111/ 2704 a8 AN
i Ercrov# IGallonE Pu-ped
! |
AR A A REEERENIELIIEEEEEEEEYXEEE S YELEE. i*?*i'*iiﬂi*tl‘l#*l’ﬂi‘l‘l’l*‘l’ 'I'I‘I-I‘li"“i‘i‘
Oate laat Pumped: LUNKNOWM Tank Capacitygs” ‘?P
Preoperty lise? Comercial: Hame: X Other: lﬂccupied? No:
Condltlion of Tank: ' ! Repairs IRepaira |Reaaan For
!GoediFairlPcurlﬁeconnendlConpletedlPuuping/Inapect.
Septic ellr/tees ! - R ! i | Haint
Tenk top end/or lide ih$éj i i [ I Haul Away
Sides/bottow of tank | Vv 1 I ! i | Sale/Syatem
Baffles t_So0) ' 1 ! | Other PROP. DIV.
ODprrationel Level: Hich f_m Lnw - NHormal '\ 7 Leaching Syastew: B
Present or past bigh level in tenk? YES = NO
Liguicd flowback while pumping? YES __ ND
Signe of Surfacing Effluent? YES _ RD
Separate OGreywater Dimcharge? YES NOD

Other Sygtew Componentg/Notes:

Syeatem Location-Sketch or deacrihe, vith dimensions and direction of north
Environmental Review Inita) Stu .

W Hewe
ATTACHMENT r perere ; | /0262/

APPLICATION Q&f-=£)]

- WE ARE ROT RESPDNSIBLE FOR DAMAGES TO DRIVEWAYS, URDERGROUND UTILITIES,
FLOWERS, SHRUBS OR TREES. THIS REPORT IS VALID AT TIME OF INSPECTION ONLYI

7 4
ot Qf S
g ;

H;f Disposal Site: SCCWTP
EFRAARNOSER iliii!iilitiiﬂﬁii*l 'I'll'-l’l'li-l-l'l'l-'l--lll...""lli'."lll"l'l’ll.l.lll L
There 1 224 charge per wonth on all 1COST PER “LOAD C 375 T 00" ]
Invoices over 39 days (24X per annum) 1LABOR / r~ I oo 1 Co ]
==:;:z=:==-:=:z'- S C TS oo SoRCSERmCDsRmEE 1 VISUAL , ] IOO
I hereby ac avledge ﬁ.etion of work: I10THER [ocoi=r | / o0 ] l

I TOTAL  AMDUNT | £ 3571 oo i
/ifl" A~ . ' .
COnD:¥X “Bi.l(Ne¥lor:  C/cC: ESCROW : THANK YOU [
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23 BEFYLO

ALDARD SERVICE SEPTIC

B, BOY R2A

DOVLGER CREEK, CA 55608

{tRELY 23A-7dAp ! Date aof Order I
(821) 3WB-7414 FAX Y 11/83/04 }

TANK PUMPING AND INSPECTICH REPDRT
814473

Ordered Ny
ROBERT

-I-ﬂ-iﬁ!ﬂ'i.P!I‘#-ﬂﬁ“ﬂ-3-3*'.'?.F‘"ﬂi*\!ﬁ,‘l-bi*iiﬂi*l*!&i*ﬂ-il—ﬁ*"-‘llli‘l‘ii'l%-‘-iﬂl."l'{-l-lli—-l-l{!

AP | Cuat, § | Driver ITK2 |Order Teken By
GBF YA -a7 1E3VAR 72752 I RG 1FA7? I MARA
Hawe; 'Phone# | Redwond
SEIBLEY, ROBERT } 3282276 1Concrete X
saf Addreaa: i WK /FAKS IFibergliaaa -
TS5 H¥Y 3 ! JPlastic
RO DER CREEK I0ther:
Bit! To: iPhone/Fax#
{ I ingpection Date
) 111/712/04 a an
{Escrow# IGallona Pumped

] ] yf/}
54w atii-ﬁﬂ?iilFiﬁﬂiini!fiﬂfiﬁﬂiiiﬁiR'I'H"l'l'!‘l!‘lii'.ii!‘l“i"‘ll‘liﬁi‘li\" FERIRRTRRS

Iate lagt Pumped: B4/18/ 2000 Tank Capacitygs’

Properity lUse? Comercial: Homa:X Other: 10ccupied? &ea_x/' No:
Conditing of Tank: { Reprirs IRepiaire |Reaeon For
- tGondiFairltPoor | Reconmend) Completed! Pumping/ Ingpect.
Septic ells/tees PN i ) [ I Maint
Tank top and/or lidse 3 SNI 1 I 1 ) | Haul Away
Sides/bo:tom of tank >4 1 ] | | Sale/Systenm
Bafflesn .S 1 1 | I ODthexr PROP. DIV.
Dperational Level: High _ Lov __  HNorwsl _\/ Leaching Systewm:s - - -
Preaent or pamst high level in tank? ! YES _ ND '
Liquid flowvback while pumping? YES __ NO
Sign:: of Surfeaing Effluent? YES NO )7
Separate Greywater Discharge? ; YES ___ NO /gf' '
Other Sysitew, Cnmpnnﬂntefﬂotea : NN/ R Y TR P e -’"//

I f[ f v J

System Ltcation-Sketch 5} desacribe, with diwensions and direction of north
/ ,if;iﬁf . ;

Environmental Review |

- ¢ Il
—. T Mo
- ; i 1 -
ATTACHMENT e d I / /
APPLICATION Sy ! ' N, r (J'ﬂj//,
I 1" ‘ - -—A‘f’
~r i {
- 4946 .
PU7 Disposal Site: SCCWTP
-.l-l»-ﬁ-i-li‘l—'-lll*iili-ll‘ﬂ-l-&Ilﬂllii!*il'lvlii!l'\lvlll!—iiiiliiiili"llﬂli*illifl.ililﬂﬂ!
There is a 2% charge .per. month<on'all+ ~ " TCOST PER LOAD I8 375 | bO
Invoices over 30 days {24% per annum) 1LABOR ! N
e e - e e g g e IVISLUAL ] |
I hereby ncknowvledge completion of work: IDTHER [ )
ITOTAL AMOUNT | 75t o
COD:EXX BilliNet1@): C/C: EBCROW: THARKE YOU

WE ARE HO7T RESPORSIBLE FOR DANAGES TO DRIVEWAYS, UNDERGROUND UTILITiES,
FLOWERS, SHRUBS OR TREES. THIS REPORT IS VALID AT TIME OF INSPECTION OHLY!
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fr L RRD T SEPTET SREYICH SEPTIC TANK PUMPING AND THSPECTION REPORT
vony BOX azh : #314539

EOGLIER CREER, A4 495085

A2y 3387040 i Date of (rder ! Ordered By

(241} 07414 FaX 1 11/763/7%4 1 ROBERT.
A RraED !'ﬁiﬁ*-l*#-iﬂ-‘i‘lﬂ-ﬁ-ﬂ-ﬂt:'i-lﬂ-l-}ﬂ-!fﬂiiiil-l‘lﬁii‘]l‘i*#!**!*ﬂi#**i'ii""ill‘l‘liill!li
APH fauk. # IDriver | TR# |Drdexr Taken By
VEVF - ei 82 | @21 /5347 i RG | Fa? I MARA
Bt far ¢ | Phone# | Redwood
SIBLEY, ALIFRED & ELERA #2 | 338--2276 IConcrete
Sob Address.: IHWK/FAXS J£&berglasé} KX
338 REYNOLDS DRIVE ] 234-19054 “FPtaetie—
HOULPER CRELRK - I0ther:
i1k To: | Phone/Fax#
! | Ingpection Date
i 11272%/@24 S AM
tEgcrowv# 1Gallons Pumped

! L 170,

Y AR R RERERADIN P ERGA R LS TS AR R AR AR R R BN R N A AT R A R R E RS R ERA NIRRT ER R RIS

Date last Pumped: UHENOWN Tank Capacity: 1990
Froperty Use? fowmercial: Home:¥X Other: 10ccupled? Yes:X No:
Conditdion of Tank: | Repeirg [Repairs IResson For
quud!FairlPoorlﬂecowmendlCompletediPunping!lnﬁpect

Septic 2lls/tees l_jé%} } I ! I Haint XX
Tank tos sand/or lida X 1 | i i t Baul Awsy
Sides/battom of tank a_%gil t ! ) | Sale/Systen
Baffles YA N D B - | Other
Muerational Level: Righ | Low __  Norumal . Leaching Syatem:,

Present or pest high level in tank? _ YES ND

Ligaid flowbhack while pumping? YES _ RO :

Signa of Surfecing Effluent? YES NQ /

Separate Breywater Diacharge? YES NO _/V/ /

Otheyr Srgtem Components/Hotes:

ystpm u0f§¥é @W:

aiethhor describe, vith dimenglons and direction of north

Environment Lii g ) o ézﬁ s .
- Ay ISR o U
p&“)LK:PﬂWC“q 53 . _ g ; s iﬁ%u
( ; fhfn}i/f’ e : /é//?éi
/ : N x - -~
™y -\ié" : - /’/ 28542
e -'\b | |
PR . Disposal Site: SCCMTP
LE SRR R E R EEREEE 2 LEEES.B ] H-I'I-l‘l-lrl--llIl‘l‘"i'll'l'hi'llﬂIil-“iﬂ*l‘iliﬂl’l‘li"if’i*.i-‘iili
S 'l‘he:re 11z 8 22 rharge per wonth.on.all. .. JCOST PER LOAD 1€ = 375 . 20
T {nvoicen aver 3@ days A24X per annum) ILABOR ( <.k | jrCJI“u
:::.:‘.::.-.:::::::-:.'—_:::::==:=}é_1====r.-.—;=:=====;‘:=== I VISUAL ) i
I hereby ackndwleige;c?mpletlnn of work: i OTHER i
1 TOTAL AMOUBT ) 975 1 ee
L AL ey
CEOD: XX Bill(ﬂetl@)- C/C: ESCROW: THANK YOU

WE ARE MOT RESPONSIBLE FOR DAMAGES TO DRIVEWAYS, UNDERGROUND UTILITIES,
FLOWERS, SHRUBS DR TREES. THIS REPORT 1S VALID AT TIME OF INSPECTION OHLY!
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October 3rd, 2007

Mr. Joe Hanna, County Geologist ’ 454-3175
Santa Cruz County Planning Department

701 Ocean Street - Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: Clearance below Sibley Bridge -- at Projected 1% (100-year) Flood Level
17525 Highway 9 - Boulder Creek, CA APN 087-321-02

Mr. Hanna-

The clearance between the underside of the Sibley Bridge and the expected
level of a projected 100-year flood is, in my opinion, greater than one foot as
required. This is based on FEMA data and the surveyed cross-sections near the
bridge -- evaluated by several different methods. :

FEMA Riverbed and Floodwater Profile-
(See Attachments 3 and 4)
The Sibley Bridge is located at or very near FEMA Cross-section <CX>.
Flood clearance is considered with bridge assumed to be at <CX>.
(The assumption that the bridge is located farther downstream yields
essentially the same resulit.)

Attachment 4)-- “FEMA Floodway Data - San Lorenzo River at 130,517 from
Rivermouth” lists the “Regulatory Base Flood Level” as 579.9",

Attachment 3) “FEMA Flood Profile Page 56P” shows the streambed
elevation at <CX> to be 570'. That is, during a 100-Year Flood the stream would be
(579.9’ - 570°’) =10’ deep at <CX>.

By direct measurement, the center of the Sibley Bridge is =19.5’ above the
streambed. The bridge truss is 2.5’ thick -- yielding a streambed clearance of 17’

Thus, with the bridge located at <CX>, clearance between the projected 100-
Year flood level and the bottom of the bridge is 7°.

(The river obviously flattens out at the curve just beyond the bridge.

As a check: a point on the floodway profile 300’ downstream of <CX> shows
the flood level there as 577.8’, and the streambed elevation as 567.2’.

The resulting 10.6’ flood depth yields -- bridge bottom clearance =6.4’.)

- s Thefloodlevel-elearance has also been checked in other-ways such.as:. | ..o, as

Table 10 lists the cross-section area and velocity at flood stage.

447 SqFt x 11.2 FPS = 5,000 CF/sec. There are no streams entering the river
nearby so it is assumed that the flood quantity passing under a section at the
bridge is the same as at <CX>.

<Sibley Bridge> --100-Year Flood Clearance-- 10431077 Page 1 0of 2

Environmental Review InitajStudy .
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The Topo map (Attachment 1) shows the locations of several sections where
the cross-section area versus depth has been calculated using the <CX>
streamflow -- assuming the worst case that <CX> is 140’ upstream of bridge.

These sections are used to calculate stream velocities to permit design of the
size and type of streambank cladding necessary to protect the abutments during a
100-Year flood.

(The sections shown were derived from the Curt Dunbar survey. The relative
heights are consistent with one another although there is some question of the
absolute elevations -- depending on the reference elevation used in FEMA study.)

{Section C3D} is through the NE abutment - downstream on the east bank. This
is the narrowest section in the bridge vicinity. The clearances (based on 5,000 CFS
streamflow) are consistent with the profile information.

In addition, the streambed clearance at the nearest bridges (at Tiehl
Crossing - downstream and Felton Grove - upstream) is approximately the same as
at the Sibley Bridge. (Also, although certainly not conclusive, the appearance of
the floodway around all of the bridges suggests that all floods for very
considerable periods of time have remained within the streambanks.)

The aerial photo map used by the County shows the projected 100-Year
flood level to be 580’ -- which is in agreement with the data listed for Section <CX>
in Table 10 (i.e. “Regulatory Level- 579.9’). However, the contour elevations for the
surrounding land shown on County maps is inconsistent with this number.
Therefore we have relied on the FEMA profile and Table 10 data.

Please call if more information is needed.

Sincerely,

Attachments:
1. Topographic Map -- Bridge showing Section Locations - per Curt Dunbar-
2. Sections shown on full sheet: _

Section A - =25’ Upstream from NW corner of West Abutment

Section B - At NW Corner of West Abutment

Section C - At NE Corner of East Abutment

Section D - =25’ Downstream from NE Corner of East Abutment

stz Bection E - =507 Downstream-from-NE-Gorner of East-Abutment.. . . . .- - v wgmen

3. FIRM Flood Profile from Tiehl Road to Section <DA>
4, FIRM Table 10 - Flood Characteristics at Section <CX>
5. Sheet One of Abutment Protection -- Reduced to 8.5x11

«<Sibley Bridge> .
Envir!{)nmgntal Review |nital s
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COUNTY 0OF SANTA CRUZ
DISCRETIONARY APPLICATION COMMENTS

Project Planner: Alice Daly Date: September 17, 2008
Application No.: 04-0483 Time: 11:42:56
APN: 087-321-02 Page: 1

Environmental Planning Completeness Comments

========= REVIEW ON OCTOBER 27, 2004 BY JESSICA L DEGRASS] =========

The bridge must be elevated at minimum 1-foot above the 100-year flood of Boulder
Creck. The 100-year flood elevation must be determined by a Hydrologic Report
prepared by a licensed engineer. This report must be submitted for review.

A soils report will be required for all development sites. Additional reports may be
required during the review of the soils report, such as a geologic report. Please
submit two copies of the completed soils report. Included are a list of soils en-
gineers and requirements for soils reports.

Please show all development sites on site plan. ========= UJPDATED ON FEBRUARY 22,
2005 BY JESSICA L DEGRASSY ===sm====

The requirement for the hydrologic report will not be required for this project. as
the 100-year flood elevation has allready been studied at the project site. The
100-year elevation is approximately 579 feet above mean sea level. Applicant will be
provding a survey from Dunbar and Craig showing this elevation on the surveyed map.
Will wait for submittal of map to clarify the elevation of the bridge. ========= UP-
DATED ON APRIL 13. 2005 BY KEVIN D CRAWFORD =========

04/13/05 - The Geotechnical Feasibility Study by Dees & Associates does not satisfy
the requirement for a soils report. A soils report was requested for the existing
structures to be recognized (bridge and barn conversion) as well as for any proposed
structures, roadways or other facilities. The report must include sample borings and
s011s testing results. and make specific design recommendations, or, for the exist-
ing structures, evaluations of their foundation stability and/or structural in-
tegrity. The report will be reviewed by the County Geologist. who may require addi-
tionil studies after his site review. ========= UPDATED ON MAY 27, 2005 BY JOSEPH L
HANNA =========

I have been asked to clarify to current outstanding issues on the project. The
geotechnical engineer with the assistance of an engineering geologist must address,
in addition to the other issues raised by Kevin Crawford, the site stability of each
proposed building site as well as the access roadway to each site. In addition the
bridge comply with all FEMA requirements. ========= UPDATED ON MAY 11, 2006 BY
JOSEPH L HANNA =========

The geology report by Jeff Nolan dated 2-27-06 address only the building site on the
south?rn end of the parcel. Consguently, my comments will be directed to the "barn
parcel.’

1. A younger landsiide constrains the access roadway to the building site. and the
septic system is Tocated within this same landslide. County Code reguires that both
the access roadway and the septic system be located away from areas of instability.
_The engineering geologist or geotechnical engineering must anaylze this landslide
“TUsing ‘enginéering mechanics to demonstrate that this Tandslide is stable. ~ - 7%

2. The cut slope below and south of the barn is steep and should also be analzyed
for with engineering mechanics to determine if it stable.

3. & building site may exist on the Highway 9 side of the parcel. This building site
wouldn't require the use of the bridge to access a building site and would therefore

aonpmental Heview INita atle —y




Discretionary Comments - Continued

Project Planner: Alice Daly Date: September 17, 2008
Application No.: 04-0483 Time: 11:42:56
APN: (8/-321-02 Page: 27

be the better location. I believe that the highway 9 side of the parcel should be
evaluated for a building site as part of this application.

4. The parcels for this map need geology. Please request this additional ihforma-
tijon. ========= UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 5, 2007 BY JESSICA L DEGRASS] =====s===

Received new tentative parcel map completed by Curt Dunbar dated July 2007. The
reference to county benchmark #86 is noted on pian but is not shown where this
benchmark exists. Please revise plans.

Also. the revised elevation of the bridge abutments is now noted to be at 589.9
feet. Is this at mean sea level. Is the county benchmark based on the same datum
that FEMA used for the 100-year flood elevation, NGVD 19297

Based on the elevations presented in the cross section of Curt Ounbar’'s su rvey
sheet, the 100-year fiood elevation would be lower than the existing flowline of the

channel bottom. Please clarify. ========= UPDATED ON JANUARY 16. 2008 BY JOSEPH L
HANNA =mmmomEE ==

A nﬁw buitding sitte 1s now proposed.... Comments on the new building site are as
follows.

1. The engineering gealogist must review and approve the septic drain field areas
and state that these proposed fields are located away from area of instability. See
Code Chapter 16:10 and General Plan Section 6.2.7.

- 2. Eliminate any portion of the building or development envelopes that are greater
than 30 %, or contain landsliding. Please also eliminate any portion of the septic
5¥sgem drain fields that are located in areas of grading. or located in areas land-
s1iding.

3. The geotechnical engineer indicates that additional analysis is required of steep
slopes below the proposed building / development envelopes. These siopes must be
analyzed before the approval of the building envelope.

4. The resourse planner must agree to the Timits of the riparian corriodr. ===s=====
UPDATED ON JANUARY 16, 2008 BY JESSICA L DEGRASS] =s========
Comments from previous routing still apply.

Please submit information about the Reference Mark (RM) 86 as noted on the survey
sheet 2. This reference is noted as County benchmark number 86. [ checked with the
County Surveyor f office, and they do not have any record of benchmark 86 in this
area. Please clarify.

_As stated in previous comments, the elevations presented on the cross section of
<Ot Dunbar s survey ‘sheet 2. the 100-year flood elévation 0T"579 woltd bDe  Tocated
below the existing flowline of the river. Please clarify.

New sheets were submitted, prepared by Jack Schultz dated 12/20/07. Sheet C3 of the
plan set shows the bridge elevation at 584.5 feet. whereas sheet (4 shows the eleva-
tion at 576.3 feet. Please clarify.

Environmental Revlsilnuafgtqciyﬁ
ATTACHMENT JU._ X ae 72
APPLICATION Y- 0y 4=
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Discretionary Comments - Continued
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If the current bridge does not meet FEMA standards, at least above the 100-year
flood elevation of 579 feet. the bridge cannot be utilized to provide access to the
proposed building site. This would entail development restricted to the HWY 9 side
of the parcel. without a river crossing. _

New plans prepared by Jack Schultz show the placement of rip-rap within the river
channel in order to stabilize the abutments of the bridge. These improvements must
be analyzed by the soils engineer and by the civil engineer for the effect on the
base flood elevation. The placement of fi11 is not allowed in floodway/floodplain
unless it can be demonstrated that the fi1l will not have cumulative adverse impacts
on river hydrology. A full hydrologic report must be submitted to demonstrate this
requirement can be met. The soils engineer must prepare an adendum to the geotechni-
cal (so0ils) report which addresses the current state of the bridge abutments and the
need for the additional stabilization measures. ========= UPDATED ON APRIL 28, 2008
BY JOSEPH L HANNA =========

The project meets my comments from 1/2008. Joe Hanna

Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments

========= REVIEW ON QOCTOBER 27, 2004 BY JESSICA L DEGRASSI =========

Grading plans will be required for all access driveways and building sites, see
minimum standards for grading plan intake. The grading plan must be completed by an
licensed engineer or architect.

An erosion/sediment control plan must be submitted with the grading plans, and must
show how sediment will be controlied onsite, specifically for any work proposed in
close proximity to any drainage courses. This plan must include details of
erosion/sediment control devices.

Review Tetters will be required for the building permit from the technical en-
gineers.

A revegetation plan will be required for any disturbance within the riparian cor-
ridor. The riparian exception permit must include these conditions. ========= UP-
DATED ON APRIL 13, 2005 BY KEVIN D CRAWFORD s========

04/13/05 - While the project description states "to recognize & barn and & bridge”,
the Dees Feasibility Study describes "two SFD’s and a guest house” are located on
the site. and the plan provided show several structures on the site. The project
description must be better defined to clearly indicate the location and nature of
each structure that must be recognized. Any other proposed improvements must also be
clearly defined. Are any roadway improvements or grading proposed with this project?
========= |JPDATED ON MAY 11, 2006 BY JOSEPH L HANNA ====m====

A complete grading plans are required for all of the grading related to the bridge
and the access_roadways. ========= UPDATED ON JANUARY 16, 2008 BY JOSEPH L HANNA_

5 .
i e e S S W i

Before the approval of the a building permit on this property a engineer geology and
geotechnical engineering report investigations must be completed for either the
Tegalization of the existing bridge, or alternatively a new bridge. The bridge must
comply with FEMA regulation and Department of Public standards for bridges. No grad-
ing (including placing of riprap) is allowed in the flood plane, and the project
civil engineer. engineering geologist, and geotechnical engineer must conclude that
Environmental Review Inital Study—. ) :
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APN: 087-321-07 Page: 4
the abutment are stable. ========= [JPDATED ON JANUARY 29, 2008 BY JESSICA L DEGRASSI

Prior to issuance of any building permit, a streambed alteration agreement from the
State Dept of Fish and Game will be required. ========= UPDATED ON APRIL 28, 2008 BY
JOSEPH | HANNA ==s======

A development and building envelopes shall be recorded on the final map; the
development envelope should include the septic system drain field and the building
envelope. and the building envelope shall include all proposedstructures related to
the home. We recognize the the bridge will be outsideof the building envelope.

Review and approval letters are required from the engineering.geo1ogiSt
andgeotechnical engineer with the submittal of the building permit to either replace
or augment the bridge.

Housing Completeness Comments

========= REVIEW ON OCTOBER 8, 2004 BY =========
This project requires payment of a $10.000 in-1ieu fee in accordance with County
Code. Section 17.10.031. ========= UPDATED ON OCTOBER 13, 2004 B8Y TOM POHLE

NO COMMENT
~======== UPDATED ON NOVEMBER 1, 2004 BY TOM POHLE =========
NO COMMENT
—======== UPDATED ON NOVEMBER 1. 2004 BY TOM POHLE =========
NO COMMENT

comments submitted by separate memo to planner ========= UJPDATED ON NOVEMBER 1. 2004
BY TOM POHLE =s===w===

NO COMMENT

========= |JPDATED ON NOVEMBER 1. 2004 BY TOM POHLE =========

NO COMMENT

Housing Miscellaneous Comments

wm==c==== REVIEW ON NOVEMBER 1. 2004 BY TOM POHLE =====r===
NO COMMENT
—======== |PDATED ON NOVEMBER 1, 2004 BY TOM POHLE ====-====
NO COMMENT

comments submitted by separate memo to planner

Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments B

i =t

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

========= REVIEW ON OCTOBER 20, 2004 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= The tentative map
provided dated November 2003 is not complete with regards to drainage for discre-
tionary approval. The application was reviewed for completeness of discretionary

de%§1qpment and is subject to compliance with the County policies listed helow.
nvironmental Review Injtal l},u 5
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Discretionary Comments - Continued

- Project Planner: Alice Daly oo . ' Date: September 17. 2008
Application No.: 04-0483 Time: 11:42:56
APN: 087-321-02 _ Page: 5

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

1.Please provide a complete plan that shows all improvements and site disturbance
associated with the proposed land division. A1l improvements (inctuding paved areas)
should be labeled as either existing and permitted, existing and not permitted. or
proposed. Improvements to be shown include all grading (provide existing and
?rop?sed contours), impervious areas (roads, driveways, roofs, etc.) and drainage
acilities.

2. At a minimum, building envelope, access and a narrative drainage ptan should be
provided for each proposed lot.

3.A11 proposed drainage facilities should be designed to adequately handie upstream
fiows (from both on site and off site) without causing any downstream impacts (in-
cluding ficoed, erosion or water quality impacts) and as required in the County
Design Criteria. Sizing and design details may be required at this stage if there
are potential off site impacts and will be required prior to final map recordation.

4 Describe what measures are proposed to 1imit the amount of, and mitigate for the
proposed impervious areas and areas of site disturbance.

5. Approval of as-built facilities will be based on current criteria. Please provide

additional details for the as-built bridge and demonstrate that the bridge meets the
minimum hydrology requirements of the current County Design Criteria (facility con-

veyance of 10-year storm and safe overflow conveyance of 100-year storm; the bridge

should not impact water surface elevations upstream or downstream of the bridge and

should be located outside of the 100-year floodplain).

6.Please provide a complete drainage plan that describes how runoff from all
proposed site disturbance will be handied so that existing drainage patterns remain
and so that the project will not result in any off-site impacts. The proposed
project is located in a water supply watershed zone. Accordingly, all additional
runoff due to the project shall be retained on-site and allowed to percolate into
the ground so that the post project runoff rate leaving the site does not exceed pre
project levels. The feasibility of any proposed retention facilities/plan should be
Justified by site specific data (soils information or percolation data, etc.) and/or
by & professional based on local information. This data should be provided prior to
discretionary approval of a retention facility/plan. Detailed design of a retention
facility/plan may be completed prior to final map recordation. Safe overflow that
maintains existing drainage patterns should be included in the retention design.

A1l submittals for this project should be made through the planning department.

Beciuse this®application is incomplete in addressing County development~policies,
resulting revisions and additions will necessitate further review comment and pos-
sibly different or additional requirements. The applicant is subject to meeting all
future review requirements as they pertain to the applicant’s changes to the
proposed plans.

For questions regarding this review Public Works storm water management staff is

Aew Inital Study
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Project Planner: Alice Daly - -Date: September 17, 2008
Application No.: (04-0483 Time: 11:42:56
APN: (87-321-02 Page: 6

available from 8-12 Monday through Friday.

========= |JPDATED ON APRIL 18, 2005 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= pApplication with
revised tentative map has been received. Previous comments have not been addressed.
Please address previous comments dated10/20/04.

========= |JPDATED ON MAY 29, 2007 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= Application with civil
plans dated 5/2/07 has been received. Previous comments have not been fully ad-
dressed. Please address the following:

1) Comment No. 1 from 10/20/04 is outstanding. A1l impervious areas on the project
site should be labelled as either existing and permitted, existing and not per-
mitted, or proposed. Mitigations will be required for all proposed and not permitted
impervious areas. Please provide proposed contour information that is legible. The
proposed contours shown are not discernable from the existing contour 1ines.

2y Comment No. 2 from 10/20/04 is outstanding. Provide at least a narrative drainage
plan for each proposed Tot that describes how all proposed runoff shall be handied.
This would include runoff from existing and future buildings. paved areas etc.

3) Comment No. 3 from 10/20/04 is outstanding. Has the proposed driveway design ade-
quately considered upstream flows. The contours provided suggest that there may be
the need for several drainage crossings along the proposed driveway.

4) Previous comment No. 6 has not been fully addressed. How will the expanded bridge
drain without causing any erosion impacts?

5) Provide a review letter from the project geotechnical engineer approving of the
drainage plan that calls for outsloping the proposed driveway to a gravel trench
with overflow to ex1st1ng and proposed slopes.

Application is deemed acceptab]e for discretionary permit stage. Prevwous comments
will be addressed during building permit application.

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

========= REVIEW ON OCTOBER 20, 2004 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= Prior to fina)l map
recordation:

1.Additional site drainage details may be required prior to final map recordation.

2.A11 common drainage facilities will require drainage easements. Recorded main-

tenance agreements will be required for all common drainage fac111t1esand for reten— ,
tion, detention and watér guality™facitities. Bl e
3.Submit a final approval letter from the project geotechnical engineer referring to

the final drainage plan (including date) and stating that the plan should not cause

any erpsion or stability problems on site or downstream from the site.

4. Zone 8 fees will be assessed on the net increase in impervious area due to this

ATTACHMENT /-
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Project Planner: Alice Daly  =o- o Date: September 17, 2008
Application No.: 04-0483 Time: 11:42:56
APN: 087-321-02 Page: 7

project. including the increase due to the approval of as-built facilities.

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

http://www.swrch . ca.gov/stormwtr/constfag. himl

=========[JPDATED ON JANUARY 11, 2008 BY LOUISE B DION =========

AV} applicable miscellaneous comments shall be addressed during building permit ap-
plication stage.

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Completeness Comments

========= REVIEW ON OCTOBER 6, 2004 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELL] =========
No comment, project invelves a subdivision or MLD.

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Miscellaneous Comments

w======== REVIEW ON QCTOBER 6, 2004 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELL] =========
No comment .

Dpw Road Engineering Complieteness Comments

The proposed Minor Land Division is in a heavily forested area with steep terrain
adjacent to a creek. The existing access roads to the property proposed for develop-
ment are extremely narrow winding roads with steep grades in some places. A one-lane
bridge crosses over the creek. The roads are significantly below County Standards
with respect to horizontal alignment, vertical alignment, width, condition, and
sight distance. The Public Works Department does not recommend approval of the
proposed project as this will increase traffic on these substandard roads.

The plans are recommended to include an existing site plan, proposed site plan,
typical sections, and profiles. The plans should identify existing buildings. show
building envelopes. and at least one possible driveway for each building envelope.
Profiles and typical sections are recommended to be provided for the access road and
driveways. The access from the proposed Minor Land Division to the State Highway
should be shown in plan view. Sight distance should be shown in plan view. The plan
view should show the right-of-way, edge of road, and road material. Any failed sec-
tions of road along Reynolds Drive should be shown and repaired.

Y1 you have any questions please contact Greg Martin at ‘831-454-2811. ========="UP-

DATED ON OCTOBER 28, 2004 BY GREG J MARTIN =======-=

========= {JPDATED ON APRIL 28, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN =========

Previous comments not addressed. ========= UPDATED ON MAY 29, 2007 BY GREG J MARTIN

NO COMMENT
===-==—== PDATED ON JANUARY B8, 2008 BY GREG J MARTIN =========

ATTACHMENT /2 .
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Discretionary Comments - Continued

Date: September 17, 2008

Project Planner: Alice Daly : C ]
Application No.: 04-0483 Time: 11:42:56
APN: (87-321-02 Page: 8
No comment .

Dpw Road Engineering Miscellaneous Comments

————<———= REVIEW ON OCTOBER 27, 2004 BY GREG J MARTIN =====s====
—o——==——= UPDATED ON OCTOBER 28, 2004 BY GREG J MARTIN ==—======
———————— UPDATED ON APRIL 28, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN =====-===
———====== UPDATED ON MAY 29, 2007 BY GREG J MARTIN =========
———=——== UPDATED ON JANUARY 8, 2008 BY GREG J MARTIN =========

Environmental Health Completeness Comments

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

The septic evaluation was approved in 2007 by B Blease of EHS. This MLD is now ap-
proved by EHS

Environmental Health Miscellaneous Comments

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

NO COMMENT
========= UPDATED ON APRIL 21. 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK =========

========= UPDATED ON APRIL 27. 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ==-====== No Comment.
========= UPDATED ON MAY 25. 2007 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ~==-=====

Boulder Creek Fire Protecttion Dist Completeness C
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TG PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY

========= REVIEW ON OCTOBER 7, 2004 BY COLLEEN | BAXTER ========= DEPARTMENT

NAME : CDF /BOULDER CREEK FIRE Add the appropriate NOTES and DETAILS showing this in-
formation on your plans and RESUBMIT, with an annotated copy of this letter: Submit
a "plan review response sheet" when corrected sets are submitted for back check. All
changes to drawings will require "clouding of the change”. NOTE on the plans that
these plans are in compliance with California Building and Fire Codes (2001) and
District Amendment. The job copies of the building and fire systems plans and per-
mits must be onsite during inspections. NOTE on the plans the OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICA-
TION, BUILDING CONSTRUCTION TYPE/FIRE RATING and SPRINKERED or NONSPRINKERED as
determined by the building offical and outlined in Part IV of the California Build-
ing Code. e.g. R-3., Type V-N, Sprinkiered. information can be obtained from the
water company. A1l bridges, culverts and crossings shall be certified by a regis-

~—tered enginesr. Minimdifr capactty of 25 tons. Cal-Trans H-20 loading-stakdard. Thes @ oo

access road shall be in place to the following standards prior to any framing con-
struction, 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, cer-
tified by a licensed engineer to 95% compaction and shall be maintained. - ALL
WEATHER SURFACE: shall be minimum of 6" of compacted Class 11 base rock for grades
up to and including 5%, 0i1 and screened for grades up to and including 15% and as-

Environmental Review Inital Sty —\
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APN: 087-321-07 Page: 9

phaltic concrete for grades exceeding 15%. but in no case exceeding 20%. The maximum
grade of the access road shall not exceed 20%, with grades greater than 15% not per-
mitted 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. inctuding turnouts. A
turn-around area which meets the requirements of the fire department 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 engineering practices, in-
cluding erasion control measures. A1l 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. SHOW on the
plans, DETAILS of compliance 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 construction, or construction
will be stopped:
- The driveway surface shall be "all weather”, a minimum 6" of compacted aggregate
base rock, €lass 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 1I base rock for grades up to and including 5%. oil and screened for
grades up to and inciuding 15% and asphaltic concrete for grades exceeding 15%. but
in no 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-
gineering practices. including erosion control measures. - A1l private access roads,
driveways, 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
all times. - The driveway shall be thereafter maintained to these standards at all
times. A1l fire Department building requirements and fees will be addressed in the
Building Permit phase. Plan check 15 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$ 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 applicable Specifications. 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 MAY 20, 2005 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER =========
THE 127 MINIMUM UNOBSTRUCTED WIDTH. WITH AN UNOBSTRUCTED VERTICAL CLEARANCEQF 15° 1S
TO BE MAINTAINED AT ALL TIMES. IF A GATE IS TO BE INSTALLED ON THE ROADWAY, IT SHALL
BE EQUIPPED WITH THE FIRE DISTRICTS KEY LOCK SYSTEM. THE DEAD END ROADWAY ON PARCEL
2 MUST BE EQUIPPED WITH A FIRE DEPARTMENT TURNAROUND, A HAMMERHEAD IS ACCEPTABLE
“WITH DIMENSIONS OF 35" DEEP-AND 16~ "IN“WIDTH FOR-FACH ARM OR BULB ‘WITH A 35 FOOT IN- = -
SIDE RADIUS. NOTE ON THE PLANS THAT A 30 FOOT CLEARANCE WILL BE MAINTAINED WITH NON-
COMBUSTIBLE VEGETATION ARCUND ALt STRUCTURES. ========= UPDATED ON MAY 30. 2007 BY
RON GRIESINGER =========
DEPARTMENT NAME : Boulder Creec Fire
A11 previous comments to remain. Plans shall be submitted for the proposed bridge
repair A leter from the e ngineer of record shall be submited to the fire department
Environmental Review Inital Stydy _—.
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indicating the current load rating in compliance with hs-20 Joading standards. The
existing bridge shall be re-certifed every five years.

Boulder Creek Fire Protecttion Dist Miscellaneous
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY

~=—====== REVIEW ON OCTOBER 7, 2004 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ==w====<=
—======== UPDATED ON MAY 20, 2005 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ==s======
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