COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEANSTREET - 4™ FLOOR, SANTA cRUZ, CA 95060
(831)454-2580  FAx: (831)454-2131 ToD: (831) 454-2123

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

March 26,2007
Agenda Date: April 11,2007

Planning Commission Item#: 9

County of Santa Cruz Time: After 9 AM
701 Ocean Street APN: 049-121-78
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 Application: 05-0246

Subject: Continuation of Minor Land Division application 05-0246
Members of the Commission:

This application is a proposal to divide an existing residential property of 12.37 acres with one
single-family dwelling into two lots of 6.63 and 5.74 acres, respectively. To accommodate the
additional residential lot, the applicant proposes to widen portions of Quail Canyon Road to 18
feet in width, and to construct improvements to the intersection of Quail Canyon Road and
Larkin Valley Road.

Per your motion at the February 14, 2007 hearing, this application was continued until April 11,
2007 with direction to the County Geologist to review his determination on removal of the site
from the primary groundwater recharge designation and to determine if additional information is
necessary to support this determination. Your Commission also requested a statement fi-om
County Counsel concerning review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
and encouraged the applicantto resolve disputes regarding entry into aroad maintenance
agreement.

Primary Groundwater Recharge

Under direction fi-om your Commission, Joseph Hanna, the County Geologist, re-reviewed the
project file and previous hydrological reports for the property and properties in the vicinity to
determine if additional analysis (including more on site borings) should be required in order to
support the removal of the property fi-om the Primary Groundwater Recharge designation. He
determined that no additional drillings are required, and continues to support the determination
that the project site is not part of the Primary Groundwater Recharge designation based on the
findings of the previous hydrology report (Exhibit 3).

Annexation into the Aptos/La Selva Fire District

As discussed during the February 14* hearing, the subject property is located in an area subject to
the imminent annexation into the Aptos/La Selva Fire District. As of March 13,2007, the
annexation is complete, per the attached certificate of completion (Exhibit 4). The annexation
reduces the fire response time to less than 10 minutes, resulting in a reduction in road widening
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requirements beyond the point where Quail Canyon Road serves two residences. Instead of an
18 foot wide road up to the driveway 368 Quail Canyon Road as shown on the plans, the
widening will only be required up to the driveway for 288 Quail Canyon Road (APN 049-121-
53, the Gettel property). Proposed improvements to the south of this location, including the
proposed retaining walls bordering the Gettel property, will not be required.

To reflect the annexation, staff recommends revised conditions of approval 11115 and II1.C., per
the attached revised conditions (Exhibit 1).

Road Maintenance Agreement

The property owner submitted a copy of a road maintenance agreement recorded in 1980. This
agreement formed a road maintenance association and assigns assessments for improvement,
maintenance, and repair based on a percentage of the frontage. The property owner has indicated
awillingness to enter into this agreement. Per direction from your Commission, condition of
approval I11. D has been changed from “shall enter into the existing Road Maintenance
Agreement” to “shall enter into a Road Maintenance Agreement.”

Conclusion
Staff continues to recommend that your Commission:
o Certify the Mitigated Negative Declaration to the California Environmental Quality Act.

. APPROVE Application Number 05-0246, based on the attached findings and revised
conditions.

Sincerely,

yon
Project Planner
Development Rev1ew

Reviewed By: // Z J{/ // 4 %@uz

Mark Deming

Assistant
Development Review

Exhibits:

Conditions of approval (revised to reflect annexation to the Aptos/La Selva Fire District)
Subdivision Findings

Memorandum fiom Joe Hanna, County Geologist, dated Marcy 13,2007

Certificate of completion regarding annexation to the Aptos/La Selva Fire District

Staff report for the February 14,2007 Planning Commission hearing
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Land Division 05-0246

Tract No.:

Applicant: Hamilton-Swift Land Use (John Swift)
Property Owners: John King

Assessor's Parcel Number: 049-121-78

Property Address and Location: 371 Quail Canyon Road

Planning Area: Aptos Hills

Exhibits:

A. Tentative Map prepared by Bowman & Williams, dated August 31,2006 and
revised November 22,2006

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

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

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

B. Pay the California Department of Fish and Game review fee 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. Currently, this fee
is $1,800.

1L A Final 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 Final
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
Final Map unless such improvements are allowable on the parcel as a whole (prior
to approval of the land division). The Final Map shall meet the following
requirements:

A. The Final Map shall be in general conformancewith the approved
Tentative Map and shall conform to the conditions contained herein. All
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other State and County laws relating to improvement of the property, or
affecting public health and safety shall remain fully applicable.

This land division shall result in no more than two parcels.
The minimum net lot size shall 5 acres per unit.

Submit a plan for management of the land outside the development
envelopes for the benefit of San Andreas Oak Woodland. This plan shall
consist of ongoing control of Eucalyptusand non-native shrubs, as well as
preservation of native shrubs and Coast Live Oak trees in the area.

The following items shall be shown on the Final Map:

1. Show the building and development envelope for Parcel A, which
shall match the locations shown on the approved Tentative Map.
The building envelope shall meet the minimum setbacks for the
RA zone district of 40 feet for the front yard and 20 feet for all
remaining yards, the 25 foot setback from the base of the adjacent
slope.

2. Show a building envelope for Parcel B, incorporating the existing
dwelling and delineated by the RA zone district setbacks of 40 feet
for the front yard setback and 20 feet for all other yard setbacks
and excluding slopes in excess of 30%.

3. Show the net area of each lot to nearest square foot.
The following requirements shall be noted on the Final Map as items to be

completed prior to obtaining a building permit on lots created by this land
division:

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

2. The location of the proposed septic system on Parcel A shall be

investigated by a Registered Environmental Health Specialist (or
other professional approved by County Environmental Health),
who shall prepare a report stating the results of this investigation
for review by Environmental Health.

3. The septic system shall be reviewed and approved by the County
Department of Environmental Health Services.
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Submit 3 copies of a plan review letter from the project
Geotechnical Engineer stating the project complies with the
recommendations of the geotechnical report (Haro, Kasunich, and
Associates dated August 2002).

All future development on the lots shall comply with the
requirements of the geotechnical report prepared by Haro,
Kasunich, and Associates dated August 2002 (Exhibit D,
Attachment 7) and the subsequent update letters dated 9/7/05 and
4/16/04 (Exhibit D, Attachments 8 and 9).

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
project is located.

Prior to any building permit issuance or ground disturbance, a
detailed erosion control plan shall be reviewed and approved by
the Department of Public Works and the Planning Department. No
earthwork is allowed between October 15 and April 15unless a
separate winter grading approval from Environmental Planning is
obtained, which may not be granted. The erosion control plans
shall identify the type of erosion control practices to be used and
shall include the following:

a. An effective sediment barrier placed along the perimeter of
the disturbance area and maintenance of the barrier.

b. Spoils management that prevents loose material from
clearing, excavation, and other activities from entering any
drainage channel.

Any changes between the approved Tentative Map and the final
map must be submitted for review and approval by the decision-
making body. Such proposed changes will be included in a report
to the decision making body to consider if they are sufficiently
material to warrant consideration at a public hearing noticed in
accordance with Section 18.10.223 of the County Code.

ML Prior to recordation of the Final 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.
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Meet all requirements of the County Environmental Health Department
for the new septic system and well on Parcel A.

Both Parcels A and B shall enter into a the-existing Road Maintenance
Agreement for Quail Canyon Road to share future costs of maintaining the
private road and improvements.

All requirements of the EBF/Pajare-Valley-Fire Department-or-the
Aptos/La Selva Fire District shall be met, depending-on-the fire-ageney-in

Park dedication in-lieu fees shall be paid for the new single-family
dwellingon Parcel A. This fee is currently $1,734 per unit, assuming a
three bedroom single-family dwelling ($578 per bedroom, subject to
change). If more than three bedrooms are proposed, the in-lieu fees for
the additional bedrooms will be paid at the building permit stage.

Child Care Development fees shall be paid for the one new single-family
dwelling on Parcel A, assuming a three-bedroom dwelling. This fee is
currently $327, based on fees of $109 per bedroom, but is subject to
change. If more than three bedrooms are proposed, the in-lieu fees for the
additional bedrooms will be paid at the building permit stage.

Submit one reproducible copy of the Final Map to the County Surveyor
for distribution and assignment of temporary Assessor's parcel numbers
and situs address.

Protected Species: To encourage the re-generation of San Andreas Oak
Woodland, submit a management plan for review and approval by
Environmental Planning staff. This management plan shall include
provisions for the on-going control of Eucalyptus and non-native shrubs
and the preservation of native shrubs and Coast Live Oak trees outside of
the development envelope.

1. A Declaration of Acknowledgement prepared by Environmental
Planning shall be recorded on the deed of Parcel A acknowledging
the requirement to manage the area for the benefit of re-
introducing San Andreas Oak Woodland habitat. This Declaration
will be prepared by Environmental Planning staff.

Engineered improvement plans are required for this land division, and a
subdivision agreement backed by financial securitiesis necessary.
Improvements shall occur with the issuance of building permits for the
new parcel and shall comply with the following:
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1. All improvements shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer
and shall meet the requirements of the County of Santa Cruz
Design Criteria.

2. Plans shall include a cross section of Quail Canyon Road at the
intersectionwith Larkin Valley Road, and details indicating the re-
installation of a stop sign, street sign and stop bar on Quail Canyon
Road at Larkin Valley Road.

3. Complete drainage details including existing and proposed
contours, plan views and centerline profiles for the new driveway
to Parcel A, complete drainage calculations and all volumes of
excavated and fill soils.

4. All improvements shall be constructed within the Quail Canyon
right-of-way or on the subject property. Construction of
improvements on neighboring properties requires written
permission from the respective property owners.

e I-ABRE d 1nta O N ATy

Revised improvementplans must be submitted to reflect reduced
road-widening requirements. i
annexation; Quail Canyon Road will only be required to be
widened up to the driveway for 288 Quail Canyon Road (APN
049-121-53, the Gettel property), and improvement plans shall be
revised to reflect this.

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

A. Prior to any disturbance, the owner/applicant shall organize a pre-
construction meeting on the site. The applicant, grading contractor,
Department of Public Works Inspector and Environmental Planning staff
shall participate.

B. No land clearing, grading or excavating shall take place between October
15and April 15unless the Planning Director approves a separate winter
erosion-controlplan that may or may not be granted.

C. 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).

D. Pursuant to Sections 16.40.040and 16.42.1000f 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
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historic archaeological resource or a Native American cultural site is
discovered, the responsible persons shall immediately cease and desist
from all further site excavation and notify the Sheriff-Coronerif the
discovery containshuman remains, or the Planning Director if the
discovery containsno human remains. The procedures established in
Sections 16.40.040and 16.42.100, shall be observed.

To minimize noise, dust and nuisance impacts of surrounding properties to
insignificant levels during construction, the owner/applicant shall or shall
have the project contractor, comply with the following measures during all
construction work:

1, Limit all construction to the time between 8:00 am and 6:00 pm
weekdays unless a temporary exception to this time restriction is
approved in advance by County Planning to address an emergency
situation; and

2. Each day it does not rain, wet all exposed soil frequently enough to
prevent significant amounts of dust from leaving the site.

3. The applicant shall designate a disturbance coordinator and a 24-
hour contact number shall be conspicuously posted on the job site.
The disturbance coordinator shall record the name, phone number,
and nature of all complaints received regarding the construction
site. The disturbance coordinator shall investigate complaints and
take remedial action, if necessary, within 24 hours of receipt of the
complaint or inquiry.

4. During construction, access to residences on Quail Canyon Road
shall be maintained.

Construction of improvements shall comply with the requirements of the
hydrologic report prepared by Rogers E. Johnson and Associates, dated
March 14,2000 (Exhibit D, Attachment 11).

Construction of improvements shall comply with the requirements of the
geotechnical report prepared by Haro, Kasunich, and Associates, and
dated August 2002 (Exhibit D, Attachment 7). The geotechnical engineer
shall inspect the completed project and certify in writing that the
improvements have been constructed in conformance with the
geotechnical report.

Prior to building permit final, submit a survey showing all improvements

(such as road widening, retaining walls, and drainage structures) are
located within the Quail Canyon Road right-of-way or on the subject
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VI.

property. Any encroachments onto neighboring properties must be
approved in writing by the respective owner.

In the event that future County inspections of the subject property disclose non-
compliancewith any Conditions of this Approval or any violation of the County
Code, the owner shall pay to the County the full cost of such County inspections,
including any follow-up inspections and/or necessary enforcement actions, up to
and including Approval revocation.

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

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

C. Settlement. The Development Approval Holder shall not be required to
pay or perform any 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 interpretation 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
applicantand the successor'(s) in interest, transferee(s), and assign(s) of
the applicant.
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VII.

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

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 Measure: San Andreas Oak Woodland (Conditions I1.D, IL.E.,
and II1.H)

Monitoring Program: In order t allow San Andreas Oak Woodland
species to re-populate a portion of the clearing created by the removal of
invasive Eucalyptusin 2002, the applicant must meet the following
requirements:

1) Establish a development envelope on Parcel A that excludes oak trees
greater than six inches diameter breast height (dbh), with the most
northern boundary of the development envelope a line between survey
points 1208and 1209 as indicated on the staking plan prepared by
Bowman and Williams, dated May 2,2005. This building envelope is
shown on the current tentative map (dated August 31,2006 and revised
November 22, 2006), and shall be shown on the final map for review by
Environmental Planning staff prior to recordation.

2) Prior to recordation of the final map a management plan shall submitted
for review and approval by Environmental Planning staff. This
management plan shall include provisions for the on-going control of
Eucalyptus and non-native shrubs and the preservation of native shrubs
and Coast Live Oak trees outside of the development envelope.

3) Prior to recordation of the final map, a Declaration of Acknowledgement
prepared by Environmental Planning shall be recorded on the deed for

EXHIBIT 1
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Parcel A acknowledging the requirement to manage the area for the
benefit of re-introducing San Andreas Oak Woodland habitat.

B. Mitigation Measure: Geotechnical Hazards. (Conditions IL.E. 1, 11.F.4,
I.F.5, IV.6)

Monitoring Program: In order to reduce impacts from geotechnical
hazards to a less than significant level, the final map shall show the
building envelopewith the minimum 25 foot setback from the break of
slope as recommended in the Geotechnical Report prepared by Hara,
Kasunish, and Associates (2002). Prior to recordation of the final map, a
review letter from Haro, Kasunich, and Associates must be submitted to
the Planning Department approving the location of the building envelope.

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 Final Map for this division,
including improvement plans if required, should be submitted to the County Surveyor for
checking at least 90 days prior to the expiration date and in no event later than 3 weeks
prior to the expiration date.

cc: County Surveyor

EXHIBIT 1
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Minor variationsto this permit which do not affect the overall concept or density may be approved by the
Planning Director at the request of the applicant or staff in accordance with Chapter 18.10 of the County
Code.

Please note: This permit expires on the expiration date listed below unless you
obtain the required permits and commence construction.

Approval Date:

Effective Date:

Expiration Date:

Paia Levine David Keyon
Principal Planner Project Plamer

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 d e act or determination to
the Board of Supervisors in accordance with chapter 18.10 of the Santa Cruz County Code.

EXHIBIT1
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Subdivision Findings

1. That the proposed subdivision meets all requirements or conditions of the
Subdivision Ordinance and the State SubdivisionMap 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 of 5.15 and 7.23 acres in
size, located in the Rural Residential General Plan land use designation. The division of
land on parcels with a Rural Residential (R-R) General Plan designation is allowed at
densities determined by the Rural Residential Density Matrix (Section 13.14.060of the
County Code). This proposal complies with the requirements of the Rural Residential
Density Matrix, which authorizes a density of development of one dwelling unit per 5
acres of net developable land area, in that sufficient net developable land area exists for
the proposed division (Exhibit E).

Further, the land division is not located in a hazardous or environmentally sensitive area
and protects natural resources by expanding in an area designated for residential
development at the proposed density, within a limited building envelope that preserves
most of the site.

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, lot
sizes meet the minimum dimensional standard for the RA zone district where the project
is located and all yard setbacks will be consistent with zoning standards.

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 the building envelope will be located on slopes of less
than 30%, a geotechnical report prepared for the property concludes that the site is
suitable for the proposed development, and the two proposed parcels will be configured
to ensure development without the need for site standard exceptions or variances.
Subsequent to the division, the density will be similar to the three properties on the west
side of Quail Canyon Road, all of which are single-family lots of between four and five
acres in size. No environmental constraints exist which preclude development on the
site, and the project conditions will result in improved San Andreas Oak Woodland
habitat.

EXHIBIT 2
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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 sensitive habitats or threatened species were
observed on site which would impede development of the site. Though the site is
mapped for potential San Andreas Oak Woodland habitat, no significant stands of oaks
were identified on site, as most of the site was previously a Eucalyptus forest (Exhibit D,
Attachment 16). With a development envelope excluding oak saplings of greater than 6
inches diameter breast height (dbh), and the requirement for a management plan
(Condition of Approval I11.H.1), the project as conditioned will encourage new growth of
San Andreas Oak woodland habitat. No Santa Cruz Long-Toed Salamander or California
Red-Legged Frog habitat was identified on site, though habitats are known to exist in the
vicinity (Exhibit D, Attachment 17).

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

This finding can be made, in that parcel is suitable for a septic system sized for the
proposed single-family dwelling, as determined by Environmental Health (Exhibit D,
Attachment 14). The intersection of Larkin Valley Road and Quail Canyon Road will be
widened, improving vehicle and pedestrian sight distance as well as emergency vehicle
access.

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

This finding can be made, in that the land divisionwill not interfere with the existing
right-of-way easement across the property to the East Bel Mar property to the south
(APN 049-561-04). No other easements exist across the subject property.

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 location of the proposed building envelope will
allow future development to take advantage of passive or natural heating and cooling
opportunities.

EXHIBIT 2
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ Planning Department

MEMORANDUM

Date: March 13,2007
To:  David Keyon

From: JoeHanna, County Geologist CEG 1313
Re:  Application 05-0246, APN: 049-121-78, 3wner: John and Julia King

At the conclusion of the Planning Commission hearing on February 14, 2007 concerning
Application 05-0246, the Commission requested that staff reconsider their determination that the
subject property qualifies for removal from its designation as Primary Ground Water Recharge.
Staff has reviewed the project engineering geology report by Rogers E. Johnson and Associates
dated March 14,2000 (hereafterJohnson Report) that directly evaluates the King property, as well
as the project geotechnical report, and consulting geotechnical reports and engineering geology
reports for adjacent properties. Staff has also visited the site and has viewed aerial photographs.

The subject property is located in Larkin Valley and includes a valley, and portions of the ridge
east of the valley. The proposed parcel map will create an additional building site in the valley
near the existing access roadway. Aromas Sand Fluvial Facies underlies the property. Colluvium
deposits have been deposited over the Aromas Sand within the valley areas.

The County Resource and Constraint Data Map designate the majority of the subject property as
Primary Ground Water Recharge. Primary Ground Water Recharge designation is applied to
parcels in the County where local soils and underlying geologc formations allow for infiltration
and percolation of rainfall and runoff into the groundwater basin (GP 5.8.1.). To avoid a decrease
in water quantity or quality, the size of proposed new parcels is limited to a 10-acre minimum (GP
5.8.2), when the proposed parcel's building sites are located within Primary Ground Water
Recharge areas. Applicants and County Staff use the Resource and Constraint Maps to identify
areas of Primary Groundwater recharge unless a report conducted by a soils engineer and
registered geologist or hydro-geologist which establishes that, based upon local soils, bedrock,
and regonal hydro-geologic conditions, a particular area is, or is not part of a primary groundwater
recharge area."

The Johnson Report investigated the subject property to establish the parcel's groundwater
characteristics and to determine if the parcel had been incorrectly included within the Primary

Groundwater recharge designated area. The data presented in the JohnsonReport documents the
Page 1d 2
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Subject: Application 05-0246, Owner JohnKing

presence of clay layers w it h the Aromas sandstone with groundwater resting above the clay
layers. Groundwater also surfaces at a road cut at the mouth of the canyon, and there is clear
evidence of springs, surface flow, and water-loving plants along the lower quarter of the canyon.
These suggest very strong groundwater conditions. These surface conditions are consistent with
the model proposed in the Johnson Report, and are further confirmed by the observations that
stream flows continued from the canyon well into the summer after the previous year's wet
winter. On the subject property the rainfall and runoffappears to be discharged mainly as surface
flow rather than to infiltrate into the underlying aquifer.

As part of our re-review of site conditions on the subject property staff has examined geotechnical
and engineering geology investigations completed on other, nearby properties. Several of these
investigations indicate a similar pattern of high ground water levels with ground water being
perched on top of clay layers. Consequently, the conditions revealed by the Johnson Report are
consistentwith known local geologic conditions.

After completing an additional review, County staff still believes that the report by Rogers E.
Johnson appropriately concludes that the Primary Groundwater designation may be removed
from the subject property. Both the Johnson Report and observable site conditions demonstrate
that ground water is retained near the surface of ground and is discharged in part as an
intermittent flow. The Aromas formation at this location does not allow direct recharge into the
aquifer, and therefore the removal of the Primary Ground Water designation is appropriate.

Page 2 of 2
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Formation Commission
701 Ocean Street
Room 318D
Santa Cruz CA 95060

FREE RECORDING (Space above for Recorder’s use only)
In accordance with Government
Code Sections 6103 and 72383

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLETION
Pursuant To Government Code Section 57200, this Certificate Is issued by the
Executive Officer of the Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Cruz County,
California.
1. Short-form designation, as designated by LAFCO is:

Eastern Boundary Reorganization to
Aptos/La Selva Fire Protection District
LAFCO Resolution NO. 904

2. The name of the district involved in this change of organization and the kind or
type of change of organization ordered for this district is as follows:

City or District T f Cha f Qr tip
Aptos/La Selva Fire Protection District Annexation
County Service Area 48 Detachment

3. The above listed district is located within Santa Cruz County.

4. A description of the boundaries of the above cited change of organization is
shown on the attached map and legal description, marked Exhibits A and B and
by reference Incorporated herein.

5, The territory involved in this change of organization B inhabited.

6. This reorganization has been approved subject to the following terms and
conditions:

a) Upon the reorganization becoming effective, the County Service Area 48
(County Fire) fire suppresslon benefit assessments within the subject
territory of this reorganizationwill be replaced with the Day Valley fire
protection tax approved by the voters in June 1988.

1of2
Certificate of Completion

p-1

Recorded at the Recorded REC FEE o.m
request Of; “ﬁﬂﬁlv‘o folal'al nglfﬂ"ds
LAFCO Sants Draz
When recorded, MAR 13 g7 B ot
mail to: o s
Local Agency P OL1:07W 07-dar-207  Page 10f 6

-17 -



83/11/2e887 19:57 8314599998 HAMILTONSWIFT LUDC PAGE 03703
Bar 13 O7 01:33p LAFCO 831-454-2058 P.2

b) The proponentdistrict shall provide a legal map, description, and fees to
meet State Board of Equalization requirements.

¢) The proponent district shall be responsible to pay any fees required to
comply with Fish and Game Code Section 711.4 (Fish and Game fees
required.when notices of environmental decisions are filed).

d) The proponent shall pay any remaining processing fees as set in this
Commission’s Schedule of Fees and Deposits.

e) The Executive Officer shall not record the certificate of completion,
finalizing this reorganization, during the time period between the
cosing of the precinct maps and a subsequent electlon directly

involving any seat or measure of the Aptos/La Selva Fire Protection
District.

| hereby certify that | have examined the above cited resolution, Including any
terms and conditlons, and the map and legal description and have found these
documents to be in compliance with LAFCO Resolution No. 904-EQ, adopted on
September 12, 2006.

March 7,2007
Date

| Y W —
Patrick M. McCormick

Executive Officer

Santa Cruz

Local Agency Formation Commission

cc: Chief Tom Crosser, Aptos/La Selva Firs Protection District
Chief John Ferreira, County Service Area 48
County Assessor
County Auditor Controlier
County Elections

20f 2
Certificate df Completion
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Staff Report to the
Planning Commission  Application Number: 05-0246

Applicant: Hamilton-Swift Land Use Agenda Date: February 14,2007
Owner: John King Agenda Item # 9
APN: 049-121-78 Time: After 9:00 a.m.

Project Description: Proposal to divide a parcel into two parcels of 6.63 and 5.74 acres each.
Requires a Minor Land Division.

Location: Property located at the comer of Quail Canyon and Larkin Valley Rd., about 3/4 mile
east of the intersection of Ma~ Monte Dr. and Larkin Valley Rd.

Supervisoral District: 2nd District (District Supervisor: Ellen Pine)
Permits Required: Minor Land Division

Staff Recommendation:

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

* Approval of Application 05-0246, based on the attached findings and conditions.

Exhibits
A. Project plans (Attachment 4. Assessor’s Map)
B. Findings E. Rural Density Matrix
C. Conditions F. Public comment from Environmental
D. Mitigated Negative Declaration and Review (Aschoff and Gettel letters of
Initial Study 10/6/06)
(Attachment 2: Zoning Map) G. Comments & Correspondence

(Attachment 3: General Plan Map)

Parcel Information

Parcel Size: 12.37 acres (10.57 acres net)
Existing Land Use - Parcel: One single-family dwelling
Existing Land Use - Surrounding: Single-family dwellings

Project Access: Quail Canyon Road (a private road)
Planning Area: Aptos Hills

Land Use Designation: R-R (Rural Residential)

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

o
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APN: 049-121-78
Owner: John King

Zone District: RA (Residential Agriculture)
Coastal Zone: __ Inside ~X OQutside
Appealable to Calif. Coastal Comm. __ Yes —X_ No

Environmental Information

Geologic Hazards: No significant hazards

Soils: Aromas

Fire Hazard: Mapped Mitagatable Fire Hazard at north end of property

Slopes: 20% to 50%+

Env. Sen. Habitat: Potential San Andreas Oak Woodland

Grading: 329 cubic yards of cut, 319 cubic yards of fill

Tree Removal: No trees proposed to be removed

Scenic: Not a mapped resource

Drainage: Existing/ proposed drainage adequate

Archeology: Mapped potential archeological resource along north end of property,

away from proposed building envelope.

Services Information

Urban/Rural Services Line: — Inside _ X Outside

Water Supply: Private well

Sewage Disposal: Private septic system

Fire District: CDF/Pajaro Valley Fire District (to be annexed to
Aptos/La Selva Fire District)

Drainage District: None

History

In October of 2001, the property owner applied for a Minor Land Division (01-0513) to split the
subject property into two parcels of 5.15and 7.23 acres, which became void in 2002 due to lack of
payment of requested fees. In March 2004, a new land division application was made under 04-
0102, which also proposed to split the property into two lots. This application was abandoned in
November 2004 as items requested during the completeness review were not submitted in a timely
manner. Finally, the existing application was made in April 2005. In 2003 one single-family
dwelling was constructed with the benefit of a building permit at the south end of the site, on the
proposed Parcel B.

Project Setting

Theproject site is located in the Aptos Hills Planning area, on the south side of Larkin Valley Road
about 2/3 mile east of the intersection of Larkin Valley Road and Mar Monte Avenue. This area is
rural in character with single-family dwellings on lots of 2.5 acres to 10 acres, small-scale
agriculture, and horse keeping. The south side of Larkin Valley Road is heavily wooded with
eucalyptus, oaks, and redwoods. Harkin Slough, an intermittent stream, parallels Larkin Valley Road
opposite the project site.
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The project site encompasses the entire east side of Quail Canyon Road, a privately maintained
road intersecting with Larkin Valley Road at the north end of the property. One single-family
dwelling currently exists on site, at the southern end of the property with a driveway off of the
end of Quail Canyon Road. Vegetation on the property is composed mainly of non-native
grassland and the remnants of a fruit orchard, bounded by Eucalyptus forest to the east and west.
A few Monterey pines and scattered Oak trees also exist on site, but do not make up a significant
portion of the vegetation on site.

Project Scope

The applicant proposes to divide the 12.37-acre property into two lots, parcel A being 6.63 gross
acres (5.49 net) at the north end of the property, and parcel B being 5.74 gross acres (5.08net) on the
south end of the property at the end of Quail Canyon Road.

To facilitate the land division, the owner ses to widen Quail Canyon Road to 18 feet from
Larkin Valley Road to the driveway for#g%%)ail Canyon. As the road already ranges from 15 feet
to 18 feet in width, the widening will only add about 1 to 3 feet of additional road width. This
widening will accommodate the access required by the CDF/Pajaro Valley Fire District. However,
Aptos/La Selva Fire District isin the process of annexing the property, resulting in reduced response
times and therefore reduced road widening requirements (see Road Improvements, below).

The intersection between Quail Canyon Road and Larkin Valley Road will be widened in order to
enhance access for fire trucks accessing the site from both the east and west sides of Larkin Valley
Road. The wideningwill occur entirely on the King property, and an easement will be granted for up
to 10feet of additional paving to accommodate fire trucks turning onto Quail Canyon Road fiom the
west on Larkin Valley Road.

The proposed land division will result in a new single-family residential lot on the north end of the
King property (parcel A), with a new driveway proposed about 650 feet south of Larkin Valley Road,
roughly opposite the driveway for 288 Quail Canyon (10 feet north of the driveway).

Zoning & General Plan Consistency

The General Plan designation for the property is R-R (Rural Residential), with a density range of
2.5t0 20 net developable acres per unit, determined by preparation of a Rural Residential
Density Matrix (Section 13.14.0600f the County Code). Staff conducted a matrix based on the
review and acceptance of information submitted by the applicant, and determined the maximum
density for the project site is five net developable acres per residential unit (See Exhibit E). At
10.57 net developable acres, the size of the property is sufficient for the proposed land division
resulting in two lots of over 5 net developable acres.

The property is zoned RA (Residential Agriculture), with a 40 foot front yard setback and 20 foot
side and rear yard setbacks. However, during the Environmental Review process, a reduced
development and building envelope was established on the proposed Parcel A to comply with
recommendations of the Geotechnical report and to encourage new growth of San Andreas Oak
Woodland habitat. The development envelope is less than 1 %; acres in size, and encompasses all

-3-




Application #: 05-0246 Page 4
APN: 049-121-78
Owner: John King

development related to the construction of the new house on Parcel B, including the driveway,
drainage system, and septic system. The development envelope will encompassthe smaller
building envelope, in which all proposed structures must be located. This building envelope
complies with all RA setbacks.

Road Improvements

To obtain the necessary matrix points and satisfy access requirements of the CDF/Pajaro Valley
Fire District, the owner proposes to widen Quail Canyon Road up to awidth of 18 feet from
Larkin Valley Road to the driveway for 368 Quail Canyon Road. To accommodate the widening,
an extra one to three feet of paving will be added, requiring the construction of a retaining wall of
up to 2 ' feet tall on the west side of Quail Canyon Road south of the driveway for 288 Quail
Canyon Road.

Aptos/La Selva Fire District Annexation

The iminent annexation of the property by the Aptos/La Selva Fire District will reduce the fire
response time to less than 10 minutes (Exhibit D, Attachment 21), resulting in a reduction in road
widening requirements beyond the point where Quail Canyon Road serves two residences.
Instead of an 18 foot wide road up to the driveway 368 Quail Canyon Road (as outlined above),
the widening will only be required up to the driveway for 288 Quail Canyon Road (APN 049-
121-53, the Gettel property). Proposed improvements to the south of this location, including the
proposed retaining walls bordering the Gettel property, will not be required if the annexation is
finalized prior to recording of the final map.

Improvements to Larkin Valley Road Intersection

To improve emergency vehicle access for traffic traveling eastbound on Larlun Valley Road onto
Quail Canyon Road, the entrance to Quail Canyon Road will be widened by up to 10 feet to the
south, requiring a dedication of about 870 square feet to the private right-of-way. The widened
entry has received approval from both the Pajaro Valley and the Aptos La Selva Fire Districts
(Exhibit D, Attachments 19and 21).

In addition to the road improvements mentioned above, a damaged portion of Quail Canyon
Road about 500 feet south of the Larkin Valley Road intersection will be repaired. To ensure
continued maintenance of Quail Canyon Road, both parcels A and B will be required to enter
into the existing Road Maintenance Agreement (Condition of Approval 111.C.).

Environmental Review

Environmental review has been required for the proposed project per the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The project was reviewed by the County's
Environmental Coordinator on September 11, 2006. A preliminary determination to issue a
Negative Declaration with Mitigations (Exhibit D) was made on September 13, 2006. The public
comment period expired on October 9, 2006, with comments received from concerned neighbors
(Exhibit F), resulting in slight revisions to the Initial Study on November 1,2006. The
environmental review process identified groundwater recharge and San Andreas Cak Woodland
habitat as issues on site.
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Primary Groundwater Recharge

The property lies within an area designated Primary Groundwater Recharge (PGR) on County
maps, defined as an area with the presence of a soil with a permeability in excess of two inches
per hour overlying a “high water bearing’ bedrock unit (Santa Cruz County Growth Management
Report, 1977, Table 13, pg. 100). Under the Rural Density Matrix (Section 13.14.0700f the
County Code and General Plan policy 5.8.2), the minimum parcel size for property with a PGR
designation is 10 gross acres. However, the PGR resource maps are general in nature, and the
County Code allows the applicant to submit parcel specific information (i.e., a report by a soils
engineer and registered geologist or hydrogeologist) demonstrating that local soils, bedrock, and
regional hydrogeolgoic conditions do not support percolation rates indicative of PGR areas.

Prior to submittal of the first land division application on the property (01-0513), the property
owners submitted a hydrological report prepared by Rogers E. Johnson and Associates (dated
March 2000 and updated in March 2001) evaluating conditions on siteto determine if the PGR
designation is appropriate for the site (Exhibit D, Attachment 11). This report included data
from two test borings on the property and borings and well logs off site to determine if
significant groundwater recharge occurred on site. The report concluded that the property is not
accurately mapped, as percolation rates do not support the PGR designation (permeability of less
than two inches per hour) due to the presence of several impermeable clay layers in the
subsurface. County staff reviewed the report, and, after much internal debate, accepted the
conclusions of this report that the project site is incorrectly mapped PGR, as outlined in a letter
from the County Geologist on September 24, 2001 (Exhibit D, Attachment 10).

As part of the current land division application, Environmental Planning staff reviewed the
previous determination regarding primary groundwater recharge. In the last year, the
methodology used by staff for determining if a site is inaccurately designated PGR has changed.
Today, property owners who wish to submit parcel specific information demonstrating their
property is not within a PGR are limited to information that demonstrates that the soil on the
property is mismapped on the USDA soil map, and that the soil is actually one identified in the
USDA nomenclature as having a permeability less than two inches p a hour. The determination
is now fully based on the soil classification, and may not consider local variations in soil and
subsurface hydrology. Nonetheless, since this application was accepted and declared complete
prior to this change in practice, and since the Rogers E. Johnson report was previously accepted
as a basis for ovemding the PGR designation, staff is recommending that the prior PGR
standards be utilizied for this project.

San Andreas Oak Woodland

The property is mapped as potential San Andreas Oak Woodland habitat, but an investigation
conducted by the Biotic Resources Group in May 2003 found no evidence of significant stands of
San Andreas Oak woodland at the location of the proposed development (Exhibit D, Attachment
16). Invasive eucalyptus trees dominated the vegetation on site prior to being removed by the
owner. The proposed development envelope and the requirement for a management plan for the
area outside this development envelope will encourage new growth of San Andreas Oak
Woodland on Parcel A.




Application #: 05-0246 Page 6
APN: 049-121-78
Owner: John King

Other issues identified during the Environmental Review process were determined to not be
significant, as the location of the existing residence and proposed building envelope on Parcel A
are outside of the mapped flood plain located at the extreme north end of the property along
Larkin Valley Road, and no riparian vegetation exists on site (Exhibit D, Attachment 18). A
biotic study prepared by Dana Bland, Wildlife Biologist, in June 2003 determined that no habitat
exists on site for special status species (Exhibit D, Attachment 17).

The environmental review process generated mitigation measures that will reduce potential
impacts from the proposed development and adequately address these issues.

Conclusion

The proposed land division will result in the addition of one single-familyresidential lot, of a
size and density comparableto surroundingproperties along the south side of Larkin Valley
Road.

As proposed and conditioned, the project is consistent with all applicable codes and policies of
the Zoning Ordinance and General Plan/LLCP. 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 to the California Environmental Quality Act.

J APPROVAL of Application Number 05-0246, 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: Z’K

“David Keyon

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

Santa Cruz CA 95060

Phone Number: (831) 454-3561

E-mail: david.kevon(@co.santa-cruz.ca.us

Mhr Demn‘g
Assistant Planning Director
Development Review

Report Reviewed By: \M(lkh @/W\W\ \x
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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 of 5.15 and 7.23 acres in size,
located in the Rural Residential General Plan land use designation. The division of land on
parcels with a Rural Residential (R-R) General Plan designation is allowed at densities
determined by the Rural Residential Density Matrix (Section 13.14.0600f the County Code).
This proposal complies with the requirements of the Rural Residential Density Matrix, whch
authorizes a density of development of one dwelling unit per 5 acres of net developable land
area, in that sufficient net developable land area exists for the proposed division (Exhibit E).

Further, the land division is not located in a hazardous or environmentally sensitive area and
protects natural resources by expanding in an area designated for residential development at the
proposed density, within a limited building envelope that preserves most of the site.

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, lot sizes
meet the minimum dimensional standard for the RA zone district where the project is located and
all yard setbacks will be consistent with zoning standards.

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 the building envelope will be located on slopes of less than
30%, a geotechnical report prepared for the property concludes that the site is suitable for the
proposed development: and the two proposed parcels will be configured to ensure development
without the need for site standard exceptions or variances. Subsequent to the division, the
density will be similar to the three properties on the west side of Quail Canyon Road, all of
which are single-family lots of between four and five acres in size. No environmental constraints
exist which preclude development on the site, and the project conditions will result in improved
San Andreas Oak Woodland habitat.

-8- EXHIBITC
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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 sensitive habitats or threatened species were observed on
site which would impede development of the site. Though the site is mapped for potential San
Andreas Oak Woodland habitat, no significant stands of oaks were identified on site, as most of
the site was previously a Eucalyptus forest (Exhibit D, Attachment 16). With a development
envelope excluding oak saplings of greater than 6 inches diameter breast height (dbh), and the
requirement for a management plan (Condition of Approval I11.H.1), the project as conditioned
will encourage new growth of San Andreas Oak woodland habitat. No Santa Cruz Long-Toed
Salamander or California Red-Legged Frog habitat was identified on site, though habitats are
known to exist in the vicinity (Exhibit D, Attachment 17).

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

This finding can be made, in that parcel is suitable for a septic system sized for the proposed
single-family dwelling, as determined by Environmental Health (Exhibit D, Attachment 14). The
intersection of Larkin Valley Road and Quail Canyon Road will be widened, improving vehicle
and pedestrian sight distance as well as emergency vehicle access.

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

This finding can be made, in that the land division will not interfere with the existing right-of-
way easement across the property to the East Bel Mar property to the south (APN 049-561-04).
No other easements exist across the subject property.

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 location of the proposed building envelope will allow future
development to take advantage of passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities.

-9- EXHIBIT C
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Land Division 05-0246

Tract No.:

Applicant: Hamilton-Swift Land Use (John Swift)
Property Owners: John King

Assessor's Parcel Number: 049-121-78

Property Address and Location: 371 Quail Canyon Road

Planning Area: Aptos Hills

Exhibits:

A Tentative Map prepared by Bowman & Williams, dated August 31,2006 and revised
November 22,2006

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

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

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

B. Pay the California Department of Fish and Game review fee 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. Currently, this fee is $1,800.

1L A Final 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 Final 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 Final Map unless such
improvements are allowable on the parcel as a whole (prior to approval of the land
division). The Final Map shall meet the following requirements:

A. The Final 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.

-10- EXHIBITC




Application#: 05-0246 Page 10

APN: 049-121-78
Owner: John King

B.

C.

This land division shall result in no more than two parcels.

be

The minimum net lot size shall/\5 acres per unit. P
‘VC:I A

Submit a plan for management of the land outside thgjdevelopment envelope for
the benefit of San Andreas Oak Woodland. This plan shall consist of ongoing
control of Eucalyptus and non-native shrubs, as well as preservation of native
shrubs and Coast Live Oak trees in the area.

The following items shall be shown on the Final Map:

1. Show the building and development envelope for Parcel A, which shall
match the locations shown on the approved Tentative Map. The building
envelope shall meet the minimum setbagks f r}he RA zghg district of 40
feet for the front yard and 20 feet for ﬁﬁa%mgidagfyards,dtge 25 foot
setback from the base of the adjacent slope.

2. Show a building envelope for Parcel B, incorporating the existing dwelling
and delineated by the RA zone district setbacks of 40 feet for the front
yard setback and 20 feet for all other yard setbacks and excluding slopes in
excess of 30%.

3. Show the net area of each lot to nearest square foot.

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

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

2. The location of the proposed septic system on Parcel A shall be
investigated by a Registered Environmental Health Specialist (or other
professional approved by County Environmental Health), who shall
prepare a report stating the results of this investigation for review by
Environmental Health.

3. The septic system shall be reviewed and approved by the County
Department of Environmental Health Services.

4. Submit 3 copies of a plan review letter from the project Geotechnical
Engineer stating the project complies with the recommendations of the
geotechnical report (Haro, Kasunich, and Associates dated August 2002).

5. All future development on the lots shall comply with the requirements of
the geotechnical report prepared by Haro, Kasunich, and Associates dated
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August 2002 (Exhibit D, Attachment 7) and the subsequent update letters
dated 9/7/05 and 4/16/04 (Exhibit D, Attachments 8 and 9).

6. 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 project is located.

7. Prior to any building permit issuance or ground disturbance, a detailed
erosion control plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Department of
Public Works and the Planning Department. No earthwork is allowed
between October 15 and April 15 unless a separate winter grading
approval from Environmental Planning is obtained, which may not be
granted. The erosion control plans shall identify the type of erosion
control practices to be used and shall include the following:

a. An effective sediment barrier placed along the perimeter of the
disturbance area and maintenance of the barrier.

b. Spoils management that prevents loose material fiom clearing,
excavation, and other activities from entering any drainage
channel.

8. Any changes between the approved Tentative Map and the final map must

be submitted for review and approval by the decision-making body. Such
proposed changes will be included in a report to the decision making body
to consider if they are sufficiently material to warrant consideration at a
public hearing noticed in accordance with Section 18.10.223 of the Count!
Code.

1. Prior to recordation of the Final 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 County Environmental Health Department for the

new septic system and well on Parcel A.
a
C.

Both Parcels A and B shall enter into the-extsting Road Maintenance Agreement
for Quail Canyon Road to share future costs of maintaining the private road and
improvements.

D. All requirements of the CDF/Pajaro Valley Fire Department or the Aptos/La Selva

Fire District shall be met, depending on the fire agency in charge of the project
site at the time of map recordation.
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E.

Park dedication in-lieu fees shall be paid for the new single-family dwelling on
Parcel A. Thisfee is currently $1,734 per unit, assuming a three bedroom single-
family dwelling ($578 per bedroom, subject to change). If more than three
bedrooms are proposed, the in-lieu fees for the additional bedrooms will be paid at
the building permit stage.

Child Care Development fees shall be paid for the one new single-family dwelling
on Parcel A, assuming a three-bedroom dwelling. This fee is currently $327,
based on fees of $109 per bedroom, but is subjectto change. If more than three
bedrooms are proposed, the in-lieu fees for the additional bedrooms will be paid at
the building permit stage.

Submit one reproducible copy of the Final Map to the County Surveyor for
distribution and assignment of temporary Assessor’s parcel numbers and situs
address.

Protected Species: To encourage the re-generation of San Andreas Oak
Woodland, submit a management plan for review and approval by Environmental
Planning staff. This management plan shall include provisions for the on-going
control of Eucalyptus and non-native shrubs and the preservation of native shrubs
and Coast Live Oak trees outside of the development envelope.

1. A Declaration of Acknowledgement prepared by Environmental Planning
shall be recorded on the deed of Parcel A acknowledging the requirement
to manage the area for the benefit of re-introducing San Andreas Oak
Woodland habitat. This Declaration will be prepared by Environmental
Planning staff.

Engineered improvement plans are required for this land division, and a
subdivision agreement backed by financial securities is necessary. Improvements
shall occur with the issuance of building permits for the new parcel and shall
comply with the following:

1. All improvements shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer and shall
meet the requirements of the County of Santa Cruz Design Criteria.

2. Plans shall include a cross section of Quail Canyon Road at the
intersection with Larkin Valley Road, and details indicating the re-
installation of a stop sign, street sign and stop bar on Quail Canyon Road
at Larkin Valley Road.

3 Complete drainage details including existing and proposed contours, plan
views and centerline profiles for the new driveway to Parcel A, complete
drainage calculations and all volumes of excavated and fill soils.

13- EXHIBIT C
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4, All improvements shall be constructed within the Quail Canyon right-of-
way or on the subject property. Construction of improvements on
neighboring properties requires written permission from the respective
property owners.

5. If the property is annexed into the Aptos/La Selva Fire District, revised
improvement plans must be submitted to reflect reduced road-widening
requirements. Subsequent to the pending annexation, Quail Canyon Road
will only be required to be widened up to the driveway for 288 Quiail
Canyon Road (APN 049-121-53, the Gettel property), and improvement
plans shall be revised to reflect this.

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

A.

Prior to any disturbance, the owner/applicant shall organize a pre-construction
meeting on the site. The applicant, grading contractor, Department of Public
Works Inspector and Environmental Planning staff shall participate.

No land clearing, grading or excavating shall take place between October 15 and
April 15unless the Planning Director approves a separate winter erosion-control
plan that may or may not be granted.

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 archaeological
resource or a Native American cultural site is discovered, the responsible persons
shall immediately cease and desist from all further site excavation and notify the
Sheriff-Coroner if the discovery contains human remains, or the Planning Director
if the discovery contains no human remains. The procedures established in
Sections 16.40.040 and 16.42.100, shall be observed.

To minimize noise, dust and nuisance impacts of surrounding properties to
insignificant levels during construction, the owner/applicant shall or shall have the
project contractor, comply with the following measures during all construction
work:

1. Limit all construction to the time between 8:00 am and 6:00 pm weekdays
unless a temporary exception to this time restriction is approved in
advance by County Planning to address an emergency situation; and
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2. Each day it does not rain, wet all exposed soil frequently enough to
prevent significant amounts of dust from leaving the site.

3. The applicant shall designate a disturbance coordinator and a 24-hour
contact number shall be conspicuously posted on the job site. The
disturbance coordinator shall record the name, phone number, and nature
of all complaints received regarding the construction site. The disturbance
coordinator shall investigate complaints and take remedial action, if
necessary, within 24 hours of receipt of the complaint or inquiry.

4., During construction, access to residences on Quail Canyon Road shall be
maintained.
F. Construction of improvements shall comply with the requirements of the

hydrologic report prepared by Rogers E. Johnson and Associates, dated March 14,
2000 (Exhibit D, Attachment 11).

G. Construction of improvements shall comply with the requirements of the
geotechnical report prepared by Haro, Kasunich, and Associates, and dated
August 2002 (Exhibit D, Attachment 7). The geotechnical engineer shall inspect
the completed project and certify in writing that the improvements have been
constructed in conformance with the geotechnical report.

H. Prior to building permit final, submit a survey showing all improvements (such as
road widening, retaining walls, and drainage structures) are located within the
Quail Canyon Road right-of-way or on the subject property. Any encroachments
onto neighboring properties must be approved in writing by the respective owner.

In the event that future County inspections of the subject property disclose non-
compliance with any Conditions of this Approval or any violation of the County Code,
the owner shall pay to the County the full cost of such County inspections, including any
follow-up inspections and/or necessary enforcement actions, up to and including
Approval revocation.

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

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

C. Settlement. The Development Approval Holder shall not be required to pay or
perform any 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
interpretation 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

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 Measure: San Andreas Oak Woodland (Conditions I1.D, ILE., and
IIL.H)

Monitoring Program: In order t allow San Andreas Oak Woodland species to re-
populate a portion of the clearing created by the removal of invasive Eucalyptus in
2002, the applicant must meet the following requirements:
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|) Establish a development envelope on Parcel A that excludes oak trees greater than
six inches diameter breast height (dbh), with the most northern boundary of the

development envelope a line between survey points 1208 and 1209 as indicated
on the staking plan prepared by Bowman and Williams, dated May 2,2005. This
building envelope is shown on the current tentative map (dated August 31,2006
and revised November 22, 2006), and shall be shown on the final map for review
by Environmental Planning staff prior to recordation.

2) Prior to recordation of the final map a management plan shall submitted for
review and approval by Environmental Planning staff. This management plan
shall include provisions for the on-going control of Eucalyptus and non-native
shrubs and the preservation of native shrubs and Coast Live Oak trees outside of
the development envelope.

3) Prior to recordation of the final map, a Declaration of Acknowledgement prepared
by Environmental Planning shall be recorded on the deed for Parcel A
acknowledging the requirement to manage the area for the benefit of re-
introducing San Andreas Oak Woodland habitat.

B. Mitigation Measure: Geotechnical Hazards. (Conditions 11.E.1,1L.F .4, I1.F.5,
1V.6)

Monitoring Program: In order to reduce impacts from geotechnical hazards to a
less than significant level, the final map shall show the building envelope with the
minimum 25 foot setback from the break of slope as recommended in the
Geotechnical Report prepared by Hara, Kasunish, and Associates (2002). Prior to
recordation of the final map, a review letter from Haro, Kasunich, and Associates
must be submitted to the Planning Department approving the location of the
building envelope.

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-dayappeal period. The Final Map for this division, including
improvement plans if required, should be submitted to the County Surveyor for checking at least
90 days prior to the expiration date and in no event later than 3 weeks prior to the expiration date.

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

Please note: This permitexpires on the expiration date listed below unless you obtain the
required permits and commence construction.

Approval Date:

Effective Date:

Expiration Date:

Mark Deming David Keyon
Assistant Planning Director Project Planner

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

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

NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

Application Number: 05-0246 Hamilton-Swift Land Use, for Jobn and Katy King
The applicant proposes to divide an existing residential property of 12.37 acres into two lots of 6.63 and 5.74
acres; respectively. To accommodate the additional residential lot, the applicant proposes 1o widen portions of
Quail Canyon Road to 18feet in width, and to construct improvements to the intersection of Quail Canyon Road
and Larlun Valley Road. The property is located on the east side of Quail Canyon Road, a privately maintained
road with access from Larlun Valley Road. The address is 371 Quail Canyon Road in Watsonville, California.
APN: 049-121-78 (formerly 049-121-41) Paia Levine, Staff Planner
Zone District: RA (Residential Agriculture)

ACTION: Negative Declaration witb Mitigations

REVIEW PERIOD ENDS: October 9,2006

This project will be considered at a public bearing by tbe Planning Commission. Tbe time, date and
location have not been set. Whben scheduling does occur, these items will be included in all public bearing
notices for the project.

Findings:

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

Required Mitigation Measures or Conditions:
None
XX Are Attached

Review Period Ends___ October 9, 2006

Date Approved By Environmental Coordinator  October 11, 2006»4//
KEN HART

Environmental Coordinator
(831) 454-3127

If this project is approved, complete and file this notice with 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 TO NOT HAVE SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT.

Date completed notice filed with Clerk of the Board:




NAME: Hamilton Swift Land Use for King

APPLICATION: 05-0246
A.P.N: 049-121-78
DATE: November 1,2006

REVISED NEGATIVE DECLARATION MITIGATIONS

A. Inorder to allow San Andreas Oak Woodland species to re-populate a portion of
the open area that was created by the clearing of Eucalyptus in 2002, the
applicant shall:

1. Prior to scheduling the public hearing, revise the tentative map to show a
development-envelope-of-no-grealerthan1-5-aeres; the north boundary of
the development envelope located to exclude oak trees greater than six
inches from the envelope. The north boundary shall be set approximately
between survey points 1208 and 1209 as indicated on the staking plan,
Bowman and Williams, dated: May 2, 2005.

2. Prior to recording the map, submit a plan for management of the
grassland outside the development envelope for the benefit of San
Andreas Oak Woodland. This will consist of ongoing control of Eucalyptus
and non- native shrubs, as well as preservation of native shrubs and
Coast Live Oak trees that volunteer in the area.

3 Prior to recording the map, record a Declaration on the deed
acknowledging the ongoing requirement to manage the area for San
Andreas Oak Woodland.

B. Inorder to reduce impacts from geotechnical hazards to a less than significant
level, prior to scheduling the public hearing the applicant shall revise the tentative
map to show the limits of a building envelope which incorporates the setback
from slopes as recommended in the geotechnical report (Haro, Kasunich
Associates, 2002). The map shall clearly indicate both the proposed development
envelope and building envelope.
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- CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

CERTIFICATE OF FEE EXEMPTION

De minimis Impact Finding

Project Title/Location (Santa Cruz County):

Application Number: 05-0246 Hamilton-Swift Land Use, for John and Katy King
The applicant proposes to divide an existing residential property of 12-37 acres into two lots of
6.63 and 5.74 acres, respectively. To accommodate the additional residential lot, the applicant
proposes to widen portions of Quail Canyon Road to 18 feet in width, and to construct
improvements to the intersection of Quail Canyon Road and Larkin Valley Road. The property is
located on the east side of Quail Canyon Road, a privately maintained road with access from
Larkin Valley Road. The address is 371 Quail Canyon Road in Watsonville, California.

APN: 049-121-78 (formerly 049-121-41) Paia Levine, Staff Planner
Zone District: RA (Residential Agriculture)

Findings of Exemption (attach as necessary):

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

Certification:

| hereby certify that the public agency has made the above finding and that the project
will not individually or cumulatively have an adverse effect on wildlife resources, as

defined in Section 711.2 of the Fish and Game Code.
KEN HART

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

Date: H//,L.. /o:{
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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 TOD: (831) 454-2123

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

-

NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PERIOD
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY

APPLICANT: Hamilton-Swift Land Use, for John and Katy King

APPLICATION NO.:_05-0246

APN: 049-121-78 (formerly 049-121-41)

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

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

XX Mitigations will be attached to the Negative Declaration.
No mitigations will be attached.
Environmental Impact Report

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

As part of the environmental review process required by the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), this is your opportunity to respond to the preliminary determination before it is
finalized. Please contact Paia Levine, Environmental Coordinator at (831) 454-3178, if you wish
to comment on the preliminary determination. Written comments will be received until 5:00 p.m.
on the last day of the review period.

Review Period Ends: October 9,2006

Paia Levine
Staff Planner

Phone: 454-3178

Date: September 13, 2006




Environmental Review
Initial StUdy Application Number: 05-0246

Date: September 11, 2006
Revision date: November 1, 2006

Staff Planner: David Keyon

l. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

APPLICANT: Hamilton-Swift Land Use APN: 049-121-78 (formerly 049-121-41)
OWNER: John and Katy King SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 2™

LOCATION: The property is located On the east side of Quail Canyon Road, a privately
maintained road with access from Larkin Valley Road.

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The applicant proposes to divide an existing residential property of 12.37 acres into two
lots of 6.63 and 5.74 acres, respectively. To accommodate the additional residential lot,
the applicant proposes to widen portions of Quail Canyon Roadto 18 feet in width, and
to construct improvements to the intersection of Quail Canyon Road and Larkin Valley
Road, to include a retaining wall of up to four feet in height. Requires a land division and
preliminary grading approval for approximately 300 cubic yards of earthwork.

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 ______ Air Quality
X  Biological Resources __ X Public Services & Utilities
_ Energy & Natural Resources _ X Land Use, Population & Housing
____Visual Resources & Aesthetics _ Cumulative Impacts
_ Cultural Resources _____ Growth Inducement
___ Hazards & Hazardous Materials Mandatory Findings of Significance

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4t Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060
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X  Transponrtation/Traffic

DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL(S) BEING CONSIDERED

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

Development Permit

Coastal Development Permit

NON-LOCAL APPROVALS
Other agencies that must issue permits or authorizations: None.

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

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

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

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

) { .
_Qé MA— Y /L@/CQ

Paia Levine I ‘Date

For: Ken Hart
Environmental Coordinator
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Il. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

Parcel Size: 12.37 acres (10.57 acres net)

Existing Land Use: One single-family dwelling, at south end of property

Vegetation: Non-native grasses, Eucalyptus, Monterey-Pine, and scattered Oak trees.
Slope inarea affected by project: __7.39 acres  0-30% _4.98acres 31- 100%
Nearby Watercourse: Harkin Sough (runs roughly parallel to Larkin Valley Road)
Distance To: About 75 feet north of northern property boundary, about 800 feet north
from proposed new building site.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS

Groundwater Supply: Outside Liquefaction: N/A
Water Supply Watershed: N/A Fault Zone: N/A
Groundwater Recharge: Portions of the parcel ~ Scenic Corridor: N/A
mapped as Primary Groundwater Recharge. Site

specific information overriding that designation

has been reviewed and accepted.

Timber or Mineral: N/A Historic: N/A

Agricultural Resource: N/A Archaeology: Archaeological
Resource along Larkin Valley Road

Biologically Sensitive Habitat: Santa Cruz Noise Constraint: N/A

Long Toed Salamander, Red Legged Frog (see
Attachment 17, biotic report). Development
determined to be outside of San Andreas Oak
Woodland (Attachment 16).

Fire Hazard: Mitigatable Fire Hazard at north Electric Power Lines: N/A

end of property

Floodplain: N/A Solar Access: Poor (north facing
slope)

Erosion: High potential Solar Orientation: Poor (north
facing slope)

Landstide: None mapped Hazardous Materials: N/A

SERVICES

Fire Protection: Pajaro Valley Fire Drainage District: Outside of drainage

District (proposal to annex to Aptos/La district

Selva Fire District)

School District: Pajaro Valley Project Access: Quail Canyon Rd.

(private)
Sewage Disposal: Septic system Water Supply: Private well

PLANNING POLICIES
Zone District: RA (Residential Special Designation: none
Agriculture)
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General Plan: R-R (Rural Residential)
Urban Services Line: ____Inside X Outside
Coastal Zone: ____Inside X_ Outside

PROJECT SETTING AND BACKGROUND:

The project site is located in the Aptos Hills Planning area, on the south side of Larkin
Valley Road about 2/3 mile east of the intersection of Larkin Valley Road and Mar
Monte Avenue. This area maintains a rural character with single-family dwellings on
large lots (2.5 acres to 10 acres), small-scale agriculture, and horse keeping. Both
sides of the valley are heavily wooded with grassland in the center. Harkins Slough runs
along LarkinValley Road.

One single-family dwelling exists on the southern end of the project site, constructed in
2003 with the benefit of a building permit. This dwelling maintains access from Quail
Canyon Road, a private road off Larkin Valley Road.

Vegetation

The project site itself is composed mainly of non-native grassland and the remnants of a
fruit orchard, bounded by Eucalyptus forest to the east and west. A few Monterey pines
and scattered Oak trees also exist on site, but do not make up a significant portion of
the vegetation on site. The property is shown as San Andreas Oak woodland on
County biotic maps, but few oaks exist on the proposed development site due to the
predominance of Eucalyptus and non-native grasses, as documented in a biotic report
prepared in May 2003 (Attachment 16).

Special Status Animal Habitat

Due to the proximity of the site to known breeding ponds for the Santa Cruz Long Toed
Salamander (SCLTS), a State and Federally listed endangered species, a biotic study
was conducted to determine the suitability of the site for SCLTS in June 2003
(Attachment 17). This report determined the site to be unsuitable for SCLTS, due to
lack of potential breeding ponds on the site or neighboring properties and the presence
of Eucalyptus and Monterey Pine, vegetation which is not conducive to SCLTS. The
study also evaluated the site for the presence of California Red-legged frog, and
determined the property to be unsuitable habitat due to the lack of surface water and
the relatively arid environment on site characterized by Eucalyptus and grasslands.

Groundwater Recharge

The site is designated as Primary Groundwater Recharge (PGR) on County maps.
However, site specific hydrological information that concluded that soils on the property
do not substantially contribute to groundwater recharge (Rogers Johnson Associates,
2000, Attachment 11)was submitted and accepted by the County Geologist in
September, 2001 (Attachment 10). The County Geologist determined at that time that
the informationwas adequate to override the designation of PGR on the County
resource map.
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DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The applicant proposes to divide the 12.37-acre property into two lots, parcel A being
6.63 gross acres (5.49 net) at the north end of the property, and parcel B being 5.74
gross acres (5.08 net) on the south end of the property at the end of Quail Canyon
Road. A single-family residence currently exists on the south side of the property, on
the proposed parcel B.

To obtain the necessary Density Matrix points to divide the parcel, the owner proposes
to widen Quail Canyon Road to 18 feet ferits-entire-tength-from Larkin Valley Road to
the driveway for 344368 Quail Canyon. As the road is already 46-15 feet to 18 feet in
width, the widening will only add about 1 to 3 feet of additional road width. This
widening will accommodate the access required by the Pajaro Valley Fire District, prior
to the proposed annexation into the Aptos/La Selva Fire Protection District, When the
property is annexed to the Aptos/La Selva Fire Protection District the response time will
decrease, possibly to the point that N0 road widening is required. If no road widening is
required, the proposed retaining wall on the west side of the road will not be constructed
and will be removed from the improvement plans.

The intersection between Quail Canyon Road and Larkin Valley Road will be widened in
order to enhance access for fire trucks accessing the site from both the east and west
sides of Larkin Valley Road. The widening will occur entirely on the King property, and
an easement will be granted for up to 10 feet of additional paving to accommodate fire
trucks turning onto Quail Canyon Road from the west on Larkin Valley Road.

The proposed land division will result in a new single-family residential lot on the north
end of the King property (parcel A), with a new driveway proposed about 650 feet south
of Larkin Valley Road, roughly opposite the driveway for 288 Quail Canyon (10 feet
north of the driveway). Note that this application is for the land division, widening of
Quail Canyon Road, intersection improvements, and new driveway. It does not include
construction of the single family dwelling.
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. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

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

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

A. Ruptureof 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 substantial
evidence? X

B. Seismic ground shaking? X

C. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

D. Landslides? X

A geotechnical investigation for the project was prepared by Haro, Kasunich, and
Associates, dated August 13, 2002 (Attachment 7). This report have been reviewea
and accepted by the Environmental Planning Section of the Planning Department
(Attachment6). The reports conclude that fault rupture will not be a potential threat to
the proposed development, and that seismic shaking can be managed by constructing
with conventional spread footings or pier and grade beam foundation systems and by
following the recommendations in the geologic and geotechnical reports referenced
above.

Implementationof the additional recommendations included inthe review letter
prepared by Environmental Planning staff (Attachment 6) will serve to further reduce
the potential risk of seismic shaking.

2. Subject people or improvementsto
damage from soil instability as a result
of on- or off-site landslide, lateral X

_28_
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spreading, to subsidence, liguefaction,
or structural collapse?

The report cited above concluded that some movement of concrete slabs is likely, and
recommends pre-moistening prior to concrete pouring and adequate spacing of
expansionjoints to mitigate, The report recommended that all structures bear on a |
minimum of three feet of engineered fill, and that structures be set back at least twenty
five feet from the eastern edge of the building envelope (as shown in Attachment 5).
Compliance with these recommendationswill be made a condition of the permit.

3. Develop land with a slope exceeding
30%7? X

There are slopes that exceed 30% on the property. There are two proposed retaining
walls that will support road cuts along Quail Canyon. HeweverOther than the retaining
walls, no improvements are proposed: on slopes in excess of 30% .

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

The near surface soil on site has a high potential for erosion, and there was moderate
erosion during construction of the existing dwelling and driveway on the property.
(Attachment 9, Letter from Haro, Kasunich, and Associates, dated 4/16/04). The
current project will have a condition requiring that, prior to recording the final map, the
project have an approved Erosion Control Plan. The planwill specify detailed erosion
and sedimentation control measures that must be installed prior to the start of
construction. The plan will include provisions for disturbed areas to be planted with
ground cover and to be maintainedto minimize surface erosion. The report must
specifically address the new pipe at the base of the driveway. The approved erosion
control plan will reduce the potential for erosion to a less than significant level.

5. Be located on expansive soll, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code(1994), creating
substantial risks to property? X

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

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

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

7. Result in coastal cliff erosion? X

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

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

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood
Insurance Rate Map, dated April 15, 1986, the northwestern corner of the property
adjacent to Larkin Valley Road lies within a 100-year flood hazard area (Attachment
27). The location of the proposed single-family dwelling is located well outside of the
flood hazard area, approximately 120 feet higher than Larkin Valley Road.

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

See response to B.1, above.

3. Be inundated by a seiche or tsunami? X

4. Deplete groundwater supplies or

interfere substantially with

groundwater recharge such that there

would be a net deficit or a significant

contribution to an existing net deficit in

available supply, or a significant

lowering of the local groundwater

table? X
The property lies within an area designated “Primary Groundwater Recharge” on
County maps. However, parcel specific information about recharge was submitted in
the form of a hydrologic report prepared by Rogers E. Johnson and Associates, dated
March 2000 and March 2001(Attachment 11). The report includes data from two test
borings on the property and borings and well logs off site, The author determined that
an impermeable clay layer exists below the project site that limits groundwater
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recharge. The County Geologist reviewed and approved the conclusions of this report,
accepting the parcel specific information as adequate to override the information on the
more general County map (Attachment 10, letter of Joe Hanna, dated September 24,
2001 ) , pursuant to the County General Plan (Figure 1-7, “General Plan Resources
and Constraints Maps”).

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

There is no indication that effluent from the proposed septic system will negatively
impact either the regional aquifer or shallow, perched groundwater as long as a
minimum separation of ten vertical feet is maintained between the system and the
groundwater (Rogers Johnson Associates, March 2001, Attachment 11).

Runofffrom this project may contain small amounts of chemicals and other household
contaminants, but will not contribute a significant amount of contaminants to a public or
private water supply. Potential siltation from the proposed project will be mitigated
through implementation of erosion control measures, which will be required to be
installed prior to the start of construction.

6. Degrade septic system functioning? X

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

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

The proposal will not alter the existing overall drainage pattern of the site. Department
of Public Works Drainage Section staff has reviewed and approved the proposed
drainage plan, including at the proposed widening of Quail Canyon Road (Attachment
19).

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

Drainage Calculations prepared by Bowman and Williams, dated March 8, 2004 and
revised August 11, 2005 (Attachment 13), have been reviewed for potential drainage
impacts and accepted by the Department of Public Works (DPW) Drainage Section
staff. DPW staff have determined that existing and proposed storm water facilities are
adequate to handle the increase in drainage associated with the project (Attachment
19).

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

The amount of new impervious surface due to the construction of one single-family
dwelling, driveway, and improvementsto Quail Canyon Road will be minimal relative to
the size of the property, and will be accommodated by the proposed drainage system
approved by DPW Drainage staff (Attachment 19). In addition, the system recharges
much of the expected runoff.

10.  Otherwise substantially degrade water
supply or quality? X

The one additional septic system for the new single-family dwelling will not impact
groundwater quality, as discussed inB.5., above.

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
and Game, or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service? X

A Biotic Report was prepared to determine the potential for Santa Cruz Long-toed
salamander (SCLTS) and California red-legged frog habitat on the site. A letter
prepared by the Biotic Resources Group, dated March 8, 2004 (Attachment 18),
determined that the lower portion of the property along Larkin Valley Road does not
contain riparian vegetation. A report prepared by Dana Bland, dated June 2003,
determined that the site is not viable SCLTS or Red-leggedfrog habitat as there are
no creek, ponds, or surface springs on the property (Attachment 17). No other special
status species have been identified on the subject property in either the Biotic Report
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or in site visits by Planning Department staff.

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

The site is mapped San Andreas Oak woodland, however an investigation conducted
by the Biotic Resources Group in May 2003 found no evidence of San Andreas Oak
woodland (SAOW) in the development area due to the presence of a Eucalyptus grove
(Attachment 18). The Eucalyptus preventthe SAOW associated species from
becoming established even though soil type, location, and climactic conditions are
favorable.

The open area that was created by the recent removal of Eucalyptustrees will
probably returnto SAOW over time if it is managed for the benefit of those species and
Eucalyptus is controlled. To the extent that development occupies this area, the SAOW
cannot re-colonize. This impact will be mitigated by a project condition to limit the size
of the development envelope, te1-6-aeres-to exclude the young oaks that do exist from
the development envelope, and to manage the grassland outside the buiding
development envelope for the benefit of SAOW species in the future.

The extreme north end of the site along Larkin Valley Road is mapped for potential
riparian habitat, however a biotic assessment conducted in 2004 did not find evidence
of riparian vegetation at this location (Attachment 18).

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

The proposed projectdoes not involve any activities that would interfere with the
movements or migrations of fish or wildlife, or impede use of a known wildlife nursery
site.

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

The subject property is surrounded by existing residential development that currently
generates nighttime lighting. There are no sensitive animal habitats within or adjacent
to the project site.

5. Make a significant contribution to the
reduction of the number of species of X

EXHIBIT L
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plants or animals?

Referto C-1 and C-2 above.

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. See response C-2 for
a discussion of SAOW, a Sensitive Habitat pursuant to Chapter 16.32 of the County
Code.

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

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

1. Affect or be affected by land
designated 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 regulations.

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

The project site is not currently being used for agriculture and no agricultural uses are
proposed for the site or surrounding vicinity.

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

-34.
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The addition of one single-family dwelling will not present a burden on water resources.

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 potentialto:

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

The project will not directly impact any public scenic resources, as designated inthe
County’s General Plan (1994), or obstruct any public views of these visual resources.

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

The project site is not located along a County designated scenic road or within a
designated scenic resource area. The subject parcel is separated by a ridge from
Highway 1, the closest County designated scenic road.

3. Degradethe 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 wooded hillsides on both sides of an open meadow. The
proposed minor land division will result inthe constructionof one additional single-
family dwelling, which will be located so as to fit into this setting.

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

-35-
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The project will create an incremental increase in night lighting. However, this increase
will be small, and will be similar in character to the lighting associated with the
surrounding existing uses.

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

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

F. it R urces
es tt jo have | to:

1. Cause an adverse change inthe
significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines 15064.57 X

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

significance of an archaeological

resource pursuant to CEQA

Guidelines 15064.57? X

No archeological resources have been identified in the project area. Pursuant to
County Code Section 16.40.040, if at any time inthe 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
cemeteries? 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 all further site excavation and notify the sheriff-coroner and the Planning
Director. If the coroner determines that the remains are not of recent origin, a full
archeological report shall be prepared and representatives of the local Native
California Indian group shall be contacted. Disturbance shall not resume until the

_36-
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significance of the archeological resource is determined and appropriate mitigations to
preserve the resource on the site are established.
4. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique

paleontological resource or site? X

G. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Does the project have the potentialto:

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

2. Be located on a site which is included
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? X

The project site is not included on the July 12, 2005 list of hazardous sites in Santa
Cruz County compiled pursuant to the specified code.

3. Create a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area
as a result of dangers from aircraft
using a public or private airport 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, including
required road widening to serve the one additional homesite. Both the Pajaro Valley
Fire Protection District and the Aptos/La Selva Fire Protection District reviewed and
approved the proposed land division and road improvements (Attachment 19 and 21).
Aptos/La Selva Fire Protection District intends to annex the project site in the near
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future (Attachment21). The proposed residence will include fire protection devices as
required by the local fire agency at time of building permit issuance.
6. Release bio-engineered organisms or

chemicals into the air outside of

project buildings? X

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

1. Cause an increase intraffic that is
substantial in relation to the existing
traffic load and capacity of the street
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 create a small incremental increase in traffic ONn nearby roads and
intersections resulting from the addition of one single-family dwelling. However, given
the small number of new trips created by the project (an average of one peak trip per
day), the increase is less than significant. Further, the increase will not cause the
Level of Service at any nearby intersection to drop below Level of Service D.

2. Cause an increase in parking demand
which 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 intersection of Quail Canyon Road and Larkin Valley Road is difficult for vehicles
to negotiate, particularly from the west. Quail Canyon Road will be widened at this
location to allow improved sight distance and access for larger vehicles. This will
increase bicycle and pedestrian safety, as well as provide adequate access for fire
trucks.

A sight distance analysis was conducted by a traffic engineer n 2004, which
determined that despite the substandard intersection the minimum stopping distance is
acceptable considering the low volume and rural conditions on site (Attachment 20).

4. Exceed, either individually (the project
alone) or cumulatively (the project
combined with other development), a X
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level of service standard established
by the county congestion management
agency for designated intersections,
roads or highways?
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 due to
the presence of humans and their pets. However, this increase will be small, and will
be similar in character to noise generated by the surrounding residences.

2. Expose people to noise levels in
excess of standards established inthe
General Plan, or applicable standards
of other agencies? X

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 of the one new dwelling, driveway, and any road
improvements will temporarily increase the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas.
Construction will be temporary, however, and given the limited duration of this impact it
is considered to be less than significant.

J. Air Quality

Does the project have the potentialto:
(Where available, the significance criteria
established by the MBUAPCD may be relied
uponto make the following determinations).

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

The North Central Coast Air Basin does not meet State standards for ozone and

-39-
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particulate matter (PM10). Therefore, the regional pollutants of concern that would be
emitted by the project are ozone precursors (Volatile Organic Compounds [VOCs} and
nitrogen oxides [NOx]), and dust.

Giventhe modest amount of new traffic that will be generated by the project there is no
indication that new emissions of VOCs or NOx will exceed Monterey Bay Unified Air
Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) thresholds for these pollutants and therefore
there will not be a significant contribution to an existing air quality violation.

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

2. Conflict with or obstruct
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 sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations? X

See J-1 above for discussion dust control measures during construction.

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

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

1. Result inthe 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

_40_
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c. Schools? X

d. Parks or other recreational
activities? X

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

While the project represents an incremental contribution to the need for services, the
increase will be minimal as the project will only result in the addition of one single-
family dwelling. Moreover, the project meets all of the standards and requirements
identified by the Pajaro Valley Fire District and the Aptos/La Selva Fire District, and
school, park, and transportation fees to be paid by the applicant will be used to offset
the incremental increase in demand for school and recreational facilities and public
roads.

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

Drainage analysis of the project was conducted by Bowman & Williams in March 2004
and again in August 2005, which concluded that runoff from the new home site can be
accommodated by existing facilities. 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 19).

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 an individual well for water supply. Public water delivery
facilities will not have to be expanded.

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

4, Cause a violation of wastewater X
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treatment standards of the Regional
Water Quality Control Board?

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 protection?

The water mains serving the project site provide adequate flows and pressure for fire
suppression. Additionally, the local fire agency 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 intersection of Quail Canyon and Larkin Valley Road will be widened and
improved. The Aptos/La Selva Fire District has approved the plans showing this
improvement.

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.

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 to 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

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? X

The proposed project does not conflict with any policies adopted for the purpose of
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avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. See response B.4 and B.5 above for
discussion on impactsto Primary Groundwater Recharge.

See response C.| and C.2 for discussion of impacts relating to sensitive biotic habitats.

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

The proposed minor land division does not conflict with County Code policies regarding
the projection of groundwater resources (see B.4 and B.5, above), or sensitive habitat
(see C.1 and C.2, above).

3. Physically divide an established
community? X

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

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

The proposed Minor Land Divisionwill result in one additional single-family residential
lot, which will meet the density and intensity of development allowed by the General
Plan and zoning designationsfor 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.

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

The proposed project will entail a net gain of one housing unit.
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M. Non-Local Approvals

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

N. Mandatorv Findings of Significance

I . Doesthe 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 No X

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

3. 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 No X

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

REQUIRED COMPLETED* N/A

Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission
(APAC) Review X

Archaeological Review X

Biotic Report/Assessment X

Geologic Hazards Assessment (GHA) X

Geologic Report X

Geotechnical (Soils) Report X

Riparian Pre-Site X

Septic Lot Check X

Other:

Attachments:

Vicinity Map

Map of Zoning Districts

Map of General Plan Designations

Assessors Parcel Map

Tentative Map & Preliminary Improvement Plans prepared by Bowma and Williams, dated August 15,

2005 and revised February 1, 2006 (onfile)

Geotechnical Review Letter prepared by Kent Edler, dated October 21,2005

Geotechnical Investigation (Conclusions and Recommendations) prepared by Haro, Kasunich, and

Associates, dated August 2002.

Geotechnical Report Update letters from Haro, Kasunich, and Associates, dated October 6, 2005 and

September 7,2005.

9. Letterfrom Geotechnical Engineer re: Erosion, prepared by Haro, Kasunich, and Associates, dated
April 16,2004.

10. Hydrologic Investigation review letter, prepared by Joe Hanna, dated September 24 ,2001.

11. Hydrologic Investigation, prepared by Rogers E. Johnson & Associates, dated March 14,2000 .

12 . Hydrologic Investigation update letter, prepared by Rogers E. Johnson & Associates, dated April 26,
2001.

13. Drainage calculations prepared by Bowman and Williams, dated March 8,2004 and revised August
11, 2006.

14. Septic Lot Check prepared by Environmental Health Services, dated November 22,1999.
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15. Biotic Report Review Letter prepared by Paia Levine, dated May 16, 2003

16. Biotic Report, re: San Andreas Oak Woodland, prepared by Biotic Resources Group, dated May 6,
2003.

17. Biotic Report, re: Santa Cruz Long Toed Salamander & California Red-Legged Frog, prepared by
Dana Bland, Wildlife Biologist, dated June 2003.

18. Biotic Assessment, re: riparian woodland habitat, prepared by Biotic Resources Group, dated March
8, 2004.

19. Discretionary Application Comments, printout dated June 12, 2006.

20. Venhicle and pedestrian sight distance letter, prepared by Ron Marquez, P.E., dated August 11, 2004.

21. Review and preliminary approval letter from the Aptos/La Selva Fire Protection District, dated
February 16, 2006

22. FEMAflood hazard area map

23. Two comment letters were received during the public review period. These letters are onfile at the

Planning Department and are available there for review.

Other technical reports or information sources used in preparation of this Initial
Study

Santa Cruz County Code, Santa Cruz County General Plan, 1994.
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NAME: Hamilton Swift Land Use for King

APPLICATION: 05-0246
A.P.N: 049-121-78
DATE: November 1, 2006

REVISED NEGATIVE DECLARATION MITIGATIONS

A. Inorder to allow San Andreas Oak Woodland species to re-populate a portion of

the open area that was created by the clearing of Eucalyptus in 2002, the
applicant shall:

1. Prior to scheduling the public hearing, revise the tentative map to show a
development-envelope-of-ne-greaterthant-5-aeres; the north boundary of
the development envelope located to exclude oak trees greater than six
inches from the envelope. The north boundary shall be set approximately
between survey points 1208 and 1209 as indicated on the staking plan,
Bowman and Williams, dated May 2, 2005.

2. Priorto recordingthe map, submit a plan for management of the
grassland outside the development envelope for the benefit of San
Andreas Oak Woodland. This will consist of ongoing control of Eucalyptus
and non- native shrubs, as well as preservation of native shrubs and
Coast Live Oak trees that volunteer in the area.

3. Prior to recording the map, record a Declaration on the deed

acknowledging the ongoing requirement to manage the area for San
Andreas Oak Woodland.

B. Inorder to reduce impacts from geotechnical hazards to a less than significant
level, prior to scheduling the public hearing the applicant shall revise the tentative
map to show the limits of a building envelope which incorporates the setback
from slopes as recommended in the geotechnical report (Haro, Kasunich

Associates, 2002). The map shall clearly indicate both the proposed development
envelope and building envelope.
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AMILTON

WL Lond use & Development Consultants, Inc.

1509 Seabright Avenue, Suite A-1
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

TRANSMITTAL
September 14,2006

To: Pia Levine
Santa Cruz County Planning
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

From: Amy Roberto
For John Swift
1509 Seabright Avenue, Suite A-1
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Subject: App. #05-0246 / APN: 049-121-41
Date Item

9/14/06 Reduced plan set (82 x 11)
Comments

‘ Pia,

‘ Here is the reduced plan set you requested.
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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 21, 2005

Hamilton-Swift Land Use
1509 Seabright Ave, Suite A-1
Santa Cruz, CA, 95062

Subject: Review of Geotechnical Investigation by Haro, Kasunich and Associates
Dated August 13, 2002; Project #: SC7977

w/ September 7,2005 Response Letter and October 6,2005 Geotechnical
Report Update
APN 049-121-41, Application #: 05-0246

Dear Applicant:

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

1. All construction shall comply with the recommendations of the repori.

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

3. Prior to building permit issuance a planreview letter shall be submitted to Environmental
Planning. The author of the reporl shall write the plan review letter. The letter shall
state that the project plans conform to the reporl's recommendations.

After building permit issuance the soils engineer must remain involved with the project during
construction. Please review the Notice t0 Permits Holders (attached).

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

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

Please call the undersigned at (831) 454-3168 if we can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely
[a) Environmental Review inital Study
R ATTACHMENT_@
Civil Engineer APPLICATION Q 5_,03 !té
Cc: David Keyon, Project Planner

John and Julia King, Owner
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GEOTECHNICAL |INVESTIGATION
for
PROPOSED SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE
Quail Canyon Road (APN 049-121-41)
Santa Cruz County, California

Prepared For
Katy King

Prepared By
HARO, KASUNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
Geotechnical 8 Coastal Engineers
Project NO. SC7977
August 2002
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HARO, KASUNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

FATY KING

Monterey Bay Properties
620 Capitola Avenue
Capitola, California 95010
Subject: Geotechnical Investigation

Reference: Residential Construction

ConsuiTing GeoTEcrica & Coasta ENGINEERS

Project No. SC7977
13 August 2002

Quail canyon Road (APN 049-121-41)

Santa Cruz County, Californ

Dear Ms. King:

The following reportpresents the results and conclusions of our Geotechnical Investigation
This report includes design criteria and

for the proposed residential constructio

ia

n.

recommendations addressing the geotechnical aspects of the proposed development.

The results of our investigationindicate there are no significant geotechnical concerns at
the site provided the recommendations presented in this report are followed in
development of project plans and specifications.

If you have any questions concerning the data or conclusions presented in this report,

please call our office.

Very truly yours,

HARO, KASUNICH & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Greg Bloom
C.E. 58819

GB/dk

5to Addressee
1to Bowman and Williams

Copies:

116 EasY LLant AVvENUE * WATSONVILLE, CALIFORNIA 95076

_62_
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Project No SC7977
13 August 2002

DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Based on ne results of our inve tigation, the proposed development,from geotechnical
standpoint, B feasible. The recommendations presented in this report are to be

incorporated into the design and construction f the proposed development.

The site is underlain by loose sand which will require densificationto supportthe proposed
residences. It is recommended that all footing elements and slab-on-grades be underlain

by a minimum of 3 feet of engineered fill.

if level building pads are to be constructed by cutting and filling the hillside, the pad should
consist df an even thickness of engineered fill across the pad. The construction of the pad

should extend a minimum of 5 feet beyond the edge of the building envelope in all

directions

6
Environmental Review Initgl Stud
ATTACHMENT
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Project No. SC7977
13 August 2002

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations should be used as guidelines for preparing project plans

and specifications:

Site Gradin
1. We requestthe opportunity to review project grading andfoundation plans during the
design phase o the project We can then provide our opinion regarding geotechnical

considerations.

2. Observation and testing services for earthwork performed at the project site should
be provided by Haro, Kasunich and Associates The observation and testing of earthwork
allows for contractors compliance evaluation to project pians and specifications and our
geotechnical recommendations. It also allows us the opportunity to confirm that actual soil
conditions encountered during construction are essentially the same as those anticipated

based on the subsurface exploration.

3. The geotechnical engineer should be notified at least four {4} workina days prior

to any site clearing or grading so that the work in the field can be coordinated with the

grading contractor and arrangements for testing and observation can be made. The

izl Review Inital Study
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Project NO SC7977
13 August 2002

recommendations of this report are based on the assumption that the geotechnical
engineerwill performthe requiredtesting and observationduringgrading and construction.
It is the owner's responsibility to0 make the necessary arrangements for these required

services.

4.  Where referenced inthis report, Percent Relative Compactionand Optimum Moisture

Content shall be based on ASTM Test Designation D1557-91.

5. Areas to be graded or to receive building foundations should be cleared of
obstructions including loose fill, debris, foundations, trees not designated to remain and
their principal roots, or other unsuitable matenal. Existing depressions or voids created

during site clearing should be backfilled with engineered fill

6. Engineered fill should be placed in thin lifts not exceeding 8 inches in loose
thickness: moisture conditioned, and compacted to a minimum of 90 percent relative
compaction. The upper 8 inches should be compactedto a-minimum df 95 percent relative
compaction. Engineered fll placed on slopesgreaterthan 15percent should be keyed and

benched intothe hillside. A typical keying and benching detail is provided in the appendix.

7. The on-site material may be reused as engineered fill once the majority of organics

and other deleterious material is removed.

Environmental Review initakStudy

ATTACHMENT

APPLICATION 0S-0Y6




Project No. SC7977
13 August 2002

8.  Any imported fill should meet the following criteria:
: ‘ a. Be free of wood, brush, roots, grass, debris and other deleterious materials.
| b. Not contain rocks or clods greater than 2.5 inches in diameter.
i C. Not more than 20 percent passing the #200 sieve.
d. Have a plasticity index less than 15.
e. Be approved by the geotechnical engineer. Submit to the geotechnical
§ engineer samples of import material or utility trench backfill for compliance

testing a minimum of 4 days before it is delivered to the job site.

9.  After the earthwork operations have been completed and the geotechnical engineer
has finished his observation of the work, no further earthwork operations shall be
performed except with the approval of and under the observation of the geotechnical

engineer.

1. Temporary excavations may be backsioped at a 1:1 (H:V) gradient during dry
conditions. Slopes cut steeper than 1.1 should be temporarily shored. Permanent

cut slopes should be sloped no steeper than 3:1.

2. All disturbed slopes should be planted with erosion resistant material once grading

is finished.

9 ' Environmental Review inital Stud
ATTACHMENT 2, /3
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Project No. SC7977
13 August 2002

Conventional Spread Footinqg Foundations

10. The proposed structure may be supported on conventional spread footings founded
on a minimum of 3 feet of engineered fill as specified inthe grading section of the report
Footing dimensions should be determined in accordance with anticipated use and
applicable design standards, but should be a minimum of 15 inches wide and be
embedded a minimum of 12 inches for one-story structures and 18 inches for two-story
structures The footings should be reinforced as required by the structural designer based

on the actual loads transmitted to the foundation.

11. Foundations designed in accordance with the above may be designed for an
allowable soil bearing pressure of 2,000 psf for dead plus live loads. This value may be

increased by one-third to include short-term seismic and wind loads.

12. Lateral load resistance for the buildings supported on footings may be developed
in friction between the foundation bottom and the supporting subgrade. A friction
coefficient 0f 0.35 is considered applicable. Passive resistance of 250 pcf may be used
below a depth of 12 inches against engineered fill.

~

Retaining Walls and Lateral Pressures

13. Retaining walls should be designed to resist the lateral earth pressures listed in

Table 1 The values listed in Table 1 are for non-seismic conditions and are based on the
Environmental Review Inital Study
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Project No. SC7877
13 August 2002

assumption that walls will be adequately drained.

Backslope Active Pressure At-Rest Pressure
| Gradient (pch) (pch)
| Level ‘ 35 [ 55
| 2:1 | 45 65

14. Active pressures should be used forwalls where horizontal movement at the top of
the wall is not restricted. At-rest pressures should be used to design walls with movement
restrained at the top, such as basement walls and walls structurally connected at the top
The walls should also be designed to resist one half of any surcharge loads imposed on
the backfill behind the walls. The designer should account for the surcharge loading

created during backfill operations.

15. To account for seismic loading, a horizontal line load surcharge equal to 10H?
Ibs/horizontal foot of wall may be assumed to act at 0.6H above the heel of the wall base

(where H is the height of the wall.)

16. The above lateral pressuresassume the walls are fully drained to prevent hydrostatic
pressure behind the walls. Drainage materials behind the wall should consist of Class 1,
type A permeable material complying with Section 66 of CalTrans Standard Specifications,

latest edition, or 3/4 inch permeable drainrock. Drainage maternial should be wrapped in

11
Environmental Review inital Siudy
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Project No SC7977
13 August 2002

Mirafi 140 N or equivalent. The drainage material should be at least 12 inches thick The
drains should extend from the base of the walls to within 12 inches of the top ofthe backfill.
A perforated pipe should be placed (holes down) about 4 inches above the bottom of the
wall and discharge at a suitable location. Wall backdrains should be plugged at the

surface with clayey material to prevent infiltration of surface runoff into the backdrains.

1997 UBC Seismic Desian Considerations

For purposes o design f structuralfeatures for the proposed project, seismic coefficients
may be used based on a soil profile Sd as described in Table 16-J of the 1997 UBC. The
coefficients should be based on the 1997 UBC and the San Andreas Fault (Type A at a
distance of 9 kilometers) and/or the Zayante-Vergales Fault (Type 8 at a distance of 4

kilometers).

Slabs-on-Grade

17. Concrete slabs-on-grade planned for the site should be constructed on a minimum
of 3 feet of engineered fill as outlined in the Site Grading and Excavation section of this
report. Prict to construction of the slab, the subgrade surface should be proof-roiled io
provide a smooth, firm, uniform surface for slab support. Slab reinforcement should be
provided in accordance with the anticipated use and loading of the slab. As a minimum,
we recommend the use of number 4 bars placed within the slab at 18 inches on center.

Slab joints should be spaced no more than 15feet 0n center lo minimize random cracking.

12
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Project No. SC7977
13 August 2002

While some movement of slabs is likely, a well-prepared subgrade including pre-
moistening prior to pouring concrete, adequately spaced expansion joints, and good

workmanship should minimize cracking and movement.

18. In areas where floor wetness would be undesirable, a blanket of 4 inches of
free-draining gravel should be placed beneaththe floor slabto act as a capillary break. in
order to minimize vapor transmission, an impermeable membrane should be placed over
the gravei. The membrane should be covered with 2 inches of sand or rounded gravel to
protect it during construction. The sand a gravel should be lightly moistenedjust prior to
ptacing the concrete to aid in curing the concrete. If moisture is expected, a surface

treatment or moisture retardant should be added to the concrete.

Site Drainage
19. Thorough control of runoff is essential to the performance of the project. The soilon

the site has a high potential for erosion.

20.  Runoff must not be allowed to sheet over graded slopes. Where uncontrolled runoff
flows over the slopes or concentrated runoff is directed onto slopes, the potential for
erosion or shallow debris flows is greatly increased Asphalt or earthen berms, or lined

V-ditches should be planned, as determined by the project Civil Engineer, to adequately

control surface runoff

13
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Project No. SC7977
13 August 2002

21 Surface drainage should include provisions for positive slope gradients so that
surface runoff is not permitted to pond adjacent to foundations, pavements, or other
improvements. Surface drainage should be directed away from the building foundations
and improvements. Minimum slope gradients of at least 2 percent. {1/4 inch per foot), are

recommended.

22  Roof guttersshould be placedaround eaves. Discharge from the roof gutters should

be conveyed away from the downspouts by splash blocks or clased plastic conduits.

23  The migration of water or spread of extensive root systems belowfoundations, slabs,
or pavements may cause undesirabledifferential movements and subsequent damage to

these structures Landscaping should be planned accordingly.

Plan Review, Construction Observation. and Testing

24. Our firm must be provided the opportunity for a general review of the final project
plans prior to construction so that our geotechnical recommendaticns may be properly
interpreted and implemented. If our firm is Not accorded the opportunity of making the
recommended review, we can assume no responsibility for misinterpretation of our
recommendations. We recommend that our ofice review the project plans prior to

submittalto public agencies, to expedite project review. The recommendations presented

in this reporl require our review of final plans and specifications prior to construction and

14
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Project No. SC7977
13 August 2002

upon our observation and, where necessary, testing of the earthwork and foundation
excavations. Observation of grading and foundation excavations allows anticipated soil

conditions to be correlated to those actually encountered in the field during construction.

15 Envisonmental Review inital
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Project NO.SC7977
13 August 2002

LIMITATIONS AND UNIFORMITY OF CONDITIONS

The recommendations of this report are based upon the assumplion that the soil
conditions do not deviate from those disclosed in the borings. If any variations or
undesirable conditions are encountered during construction, or if the proposed
construction will differ from that planned at the time, our firm should be notified so

that supplemental recommendations can be given.

This report is issued with the understanding that it I the responsibility of the owner,
or his representative,to ensurethat the information and recommendations contained
herein are called to the attention of the Architects and Engineers for the project and
incorporated into the plans, and that the necessary steps are taken to ensure that
the Contractors and Subcontractors carry out such recommendations in the field.
The conclusions and recommendations contained herein are professional cpinions
derived in accordance with current standards of professional practice. NO other

warranty expressed or implied is made.

The findings of this report are valid as of the present date. However,changes inthe
conditions of a property can occur with the passage d time, whether they be due to
natural processes or to the works of man, onthis or adjacent properties. Inaddition,
changes in applicable or appropriate standards occur whether they result from
legislation or the broadening of knowledge. Accordingly, the findings of this report
may be invalidated, wholly or partially, by changes outside our control. Therefore,
this report should not be relied upon after a period of three years without being

reviewed by a geotechnical engineer.
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Haro, KasuNICH AND AsSSOCIATES, INC.

CONSULTING GeoTecHmical & CoasTal ENGINEERS

Project No. SC7877
6 October 2005

TIM AND KATY KING
160 Los Reyes Road
La Selva Beach, California 95076

Subject: Geotechnical Report Update

Reference: Residential Construction

Quail Canyon Road (APN 049-121-41) - Lower Parcel
Application #050246
Sania Cruz County, California

Dear Mr.and Mrs. King:

At your request, we visited the site in August 2005 to review current site conditions for the

lower lot. Itis our opinion that the recommendations provided in the August 2002 report
are still valid.

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

HARO, KASUNICH & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Greg Bloom
C.E. 58819
GB/dk

Copies: 2 to Addressee
1to Hamilton Swift
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Haro, KASUNICH AND AssOCIATES, INC.

ConsuLTiNg GROTECHNWAL & CoasTar Enareths

Project No.SC7977
7 September 2005

TIM AND KATY KING
180 Los Reyes Road
La Selva Beach. California 95076

Subject: Erosion (Response to County Comments)

Reference: Residential Construction
Quail Canyon Road (APN 049-121-41)
Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Mr.and Mrs. King:

At your reguest,we are providingaddendum recommendations N response to the letter by
Kent Edler, Associate Civil Engineer for the County of Santa Cruz Planning Department,
dated 29 March 2004.

Our firm has slso met with Mr. Edler on 19 August 2005 to discuss the project. His
concerns are with the slopes to the east and southeast of the building envelope.

The slopes above the building envelope are moderate (30 to 45 percent). The slopes
were probably denuded in the past 100 years (originally an 0ek woodlands forest) for
agricultural purposes (apple groves?) and are currently covered with eucalyptus trees. {tis
our opinionthat this process has disturbed the near surface sands and has caused erosion
on the hillside.

Our firm did not observe any concave slopes above the building envelope that would direct
drainage and causse accelerated erosion of the hillside onto the building envelope.

Recommendation

To mitigate the potential of erosion affecting the residence, it is recommended that the
proposed residence be setback a minimum of 25 feet from the existing eastern building
envelope. The current edge of the building envelope is approximately at the base of the
eastern facing hillside.

Environmentat Review Initel gvdy
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Tim and Katy King
Project No.SC7977
Quail Canyon Road
7 September 2005
Page 2

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

HARO, KASUNICH & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Greg Bloom
C.E. 58819

GB/dk

Copies: 2to Addressee
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Haro, KasuNiCH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

Consurting GeoTECHCaL & Coastar EnGineerRs

Project NO.SC7977
16 April 2004

TIM AND KATY KING
160 Los Reyes Road
La Selva Beach, California 95076

Subject: Erosion (Response to Santa Cruz County Comments)

Reference: Residential Construction
Quail Canyon Road (APN 049-121-41)
Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Tim and Katy King:

At your request, we have reviewed the comments by Kent Edler (dated 29 March 2004),
Associate Civil Engineer for the County of Santa Cruz Planning Department, in regards
with our geotechnical investigation dated 13 August 2002.

The report provides recommendations for two different building locations: 1. the upper lot
and 2. the lower lot. The upper lot is currently under construction. Mass grading is
complete and the actual structure is under construction. It is proposed that the parcel be
split and the lower lot be constructed.

Mr. Edler is concerned that loose soil is being shed from surrounding slopes and could
impact the lower site. Our firm re-visited the site on 12 April 2004 and reviewed our
geotechnical investigation.

Our report identifies the near surface soil at the site as having a high potential for erosion
(see page 13). The near surface SOil consists of loose silty sand. Based on our site
reconnaissance, the site has experienced moderate erosion over this past winter. The
erosion appears 10 be a result of compieting the framing of the residence and not
completing the proposed drainage improvements. In addition, the driveway is currently
unpaved and there are several fill piles scattered across the site.

Some erosion control measures were put in place, but it appears that they were only
moderately effective.

It is our opinion that once the proposed drainage improvements are put in place, the
driveway is paved, and the site is vegetated with an approved erosion conirol mix the
potential for soil to erode from the upper site onto the lower site will be very low. In
summary, it is our opinion that no additional recommendations are required from our
perspective, but erosion control is a very important component of both projects.

Environmental Feview Inital Study
ATTACHMENT |
APPLICATION 25—

7 EXHIBIT D

116 EAsT Lake AVENUE =  \WaTsonviLLeE. CALFORNIA __., 6 e (831)722-4175 « Fax (831)722-3202




Tim & Katy King
Project No. SC7977
Quail Canyon Road
16 April 2004

Page 2

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

HARO, KASUNICH & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Greg Bloom
C.E. 58819

GB/jm

Copies: 1to Addressee
2 to Hamilton Swift
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN STREET: SUITE 310, SANTA CRUZ, Ca 95060
(831)454-2580 FAX:(831)454-2131 TpD: (831) 454-2123
ALVIN JAMES: DIRECTOR

Monday, September 24, 2001

Ms Katy King

Monterey Bay Properties
620 Capitola Avenue
Capitola, California 95010

SUBJECT:  Approval of the Hydrogeologic Investigation
Rogers E. Johnson and Associates
MARCH 14, 2001
APPLICATION 00-0387
ASSESOR PARCEL NUMBER 049-121-4]

Dear Ms. Katy King:

Mr Alvin James has asked me to resume my review of the subject report by Rogers E. Johnson
and Associates. | have completed this review and agree with the report’s conclusions that the site
should be removed from the Primary Ground Water Recharge Designation.

Purpose of the Ground Water Recharge Designation

The general purpose of the Primary Ground Water Designation is to protect high water bearing
rock formations ‘that “hold sufficient amounts of water for community or municipal use are
considered as high—water-bearing formations” which are over-lain by soils that are have “high
permeability >’ Consequently, a specific site can be removed from Primary Ground Water
Recharge Designation by showing that the site’ soils are not highly permeable, by showing that
the underlying formation does not hold sufficient ground water form community or municipal
use or by showing that the site will not transmit water to a high-water bearingEformation.

nvironmental Review tnital gtudy
ATTACHMENT Q_-E_;..
Rogers E. Johnson Conclusions APPLICATION -

The Geology report identifies two formations below the King property. the Fluvial Faces of the
Aromas formation and the Punsma formation and concludes that the Fluvial Facies does not
transmit water readily to the Purisma Formation and the underlying aquifer. This report identifies
the presents of lagoonal clays and related inter-bedded clayey sands and paleosols within the
Aromas Fluvial Lithofacies that significantly reduce the amount of the formation’s vertical
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percolation/permeability *. This conclusion is similar to the conclusion of several other
geologists who have investigated the Aromas’ fluvial facies in the Larkin Vailey areas.

Further; the site is located 1n a hillside area where drainage quickly concentrates and flows to
near by Larkin Valley reducing the likelihood of recharge.

Conditions of Approval

The project is approved with the following conditions:

1. An engineered drainage plan is required for any Development. This study must show that
pre and post development drainage 1s the same in amount, time of concentration and
intensity.

2. All of the recommendations of the Rogers E. Johnson and Associates Report dated March
2000 apply to all site development

3. A geotechnical engineering report 1s required for any grading or other development.

If you have any quesrions please call me at (831] 454-3175

Very try UTS,

/ ‘
£ —
rahan

Jogr
QZLmty Geologist CEG 1313

Environmental Review Inital Study
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? Maps Showing Geology and Liquefaction Potential of Quaternary Deposits in Santa Cruz County, William R.
Dupre, 1975, Dupre indicates that the fluvial facies has a moderate level of permeability.
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ROGERS E. JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES
CONSULTING ENGINEERING GEOLOGISTS
1729 Seabright Avenue, Suite D
Santa Cruz. California 95062
e-mail: reja@bigfoot.com
Ofc (831) 425-1288 e Fax (831) 425-1136

HYDROGEOLOGIC INVESTIGATION
KING PROPERTY
LARKIN VALLEY ROAD
WATSONVILLE, CALIFORNIA
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY APN 049-121-41

Environmental Revi -ew inital Study
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REJA Job No. H98056-76

March 14,2000
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ROGERS E. JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES
CONSULTING ENGINEERING GEOLOGISTS
1729 Seabright Avenue, Suile D
Sanla Cruz. California 95062
e-rnaii  reja@bigfoot corn
Ofc (831) 425-1288 e Fax (831) 425-1136

March 14,2000

Ms. Katy King Job No. H98056-76
Monterey Bay Properties

620 Capitola Avenue
Capitola, California 95010

Re:  Hydrogeologic Investigation
Larkin Valley Road, Watsonville, California
Santa Cruz County APN 049-121-4}

Dear Ms. King:

The following report presents the results of our hydrogeologic investigation of the above
referenced property. The purpose of our investigation was to determine whether the proposed 2-
split of the 12-acre parcel would be feasible without causing contamination of the aquifer
beneath the property.

The Santa Qruz County Planning Department has designated the subject property a Primary
Groundwater Recharge (PGR) constraint area. The Planning Department defines PGR areas as
being underlain by an aquifer where soils and native earth materials exhibit a percolation rate of
greater than 2 inches per hour. These areas are thought to be substantial contributors of recharge
to aquifers (water bearing units) at depth. For newly created parcels of less than 10 acres, the
county requires a technical report to determine whether a septic system on the parcel can dispose
of effluent without adversely affecting the groundwater.

Our study indicates that the property should be removed from Primary Groundwater Recharge
status as defined by the Santa Cruz County ordinances. Septic effluent discharged beneath the
property has a very low potential for contamination of the aquifer.

Please call if you have questions
Sincerely,

ROGERS E. JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES

Environmental Review initat gludy
p A ATTACHMENT_\, 9 s 20
/{//W// APPLICATION _O.6=D3MNb

. ogers E. Johnson
— PrlnC|paI Geologist
C.E.G.No. 1016
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Ms Katy King Job No. H98056-76
March /4, 2000 Page ii
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Ms. Kary King Job No. H98056- 76
March 14, 2000 Poge |

INTRODUCTION

This report presents ine results of our hydrogeologic investigation of the 12-acreparce (APN
049-121-41) located on Larkin Valley Road in Santa Cruz County, California (Figure 1). The
property owner proposes to subdivide the currently undeveloped parcel into two parcels of
roughly equal acreage.

The purpose of our investigation was to evaluate the hydrogeologic conditions of the property
and determine whether the conditions are conducive with removal of the property from Primary
Groundwater Recharge constraint status. The scope of our study included the following:

1. Review of pertinent published and unpublished maps and reports;

2. Aerial photograph analysis;

3. Field mapping;

4. Subsurface exploration consisting of two deep borings;

5. Analysis of water well logs and logs of exploratory borings advanced on nearby
properties; and

6. Preparation of this report and the accompanying graphics.
SITELOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The subject property is located on the northeast-facing flank of a low, northwest trending ridge in

the Larkin Valley area of southern Santa Cruz County. Access if via an existing driveway off

Larkin Valley Road. The moderately sloping northwestern fllarkmeets Larkin Valley Road at

about 160 feet. The subject property itself extends from just below the crest of the ridge to Larkin

Valley Road. The slope averages about 17 percent grade. Vegetation consisgsprapaita e ‘nni.jmd

and eucalyptus forest with patchy, dense underbrush. ATTACHMENT | ‘ l L/
APPLICATION OS ~
REGIONAL GEOLOGY

The subject property is underlain by the Aromas Formation of Pleistocene age (Figure 2). The
Aromas Formation (also known as the Aromas Sand) consists of two members: a lower: fluvial
facies containing interfingering gravel: sand: silt; and clay deposited in a meandering stream and
estuary environment; and an upper eolian facies consisting of well-sorted, fine-grained sand
deposited in a coastal dune field. As noted on Figures 2 and 3, the Aromas Formation in the
Larkin Valley area strikes northeast and dips about 1° to the southeast The maximum thickness
of the Aromas deposits is in excess of 700 feet (Dupre and Tinsley: 1980).

Rogers E. Johnson 8 Associates
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{SUBJECT 4
SITE

Base Map: "GEOLOGIC MAP OF SANTA CRUZ COUNTY,
by Earl E. Brabb, 1989, United States Geological Survey,

Miscellaneous Investigation Series Map 1- 1905, Scale 1:62,500

EXPLANATION

Qc Colluvium Tp Purisima Formation

Qal Alluvium Tsc Santa Cruz Mudstone

Qyf Younger flood-plain deposits Tsm Santa Margarita Formation

ggf (B?:idseirr] zggggigm deposits \_~" Earth materials contact

Qbs Beach sand \_\ Fault

at Terrace deposiis, undifferentiated 2 : .

Qwf Terrace deposits of Watsonville - Fluvial facies X Bedding attitude

Qcu Coastal terrace deposits, undifferentiated 300 feet Structure contour

Qcl Lowest emergent coastal terrace deposits ~ (e)glicaonm&a?llu?/?z;rllea%ri\es

Qa Aromas sand, undivided of Aromas sand

Qae  Aromas sand - eol|_an fac.|es contact oriented: N6G-65E, 1.1 SE

Qaf Aromas sand - fluvial facies
Continenial deposits, undifterentiated dy

CALIFORMASD| ICATION _A.

ROGERS E. JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES
Consulting Engineering Geologists
1729 Seabright Avenue
Santa Cruz , California 95062

(831)425-1288 FAX (831)425-1136

GEOLOGIC MAP - Watsonville Lowlands  F|GURE #
King
APN 49-121-41 2
Larkin Valley Road JOB #
Watsonville, California H98056 - 76
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EXPLANATION

BASE MAP: WATSONVILLE WEST, CALIFORNIA, 7.5' Quadrangle,

Qae Aromas sand - eolian facies
Qaf Aromas sand - fluvial facies

\_”"\ Earth matenals coniact |
It
—

B'Q_¢. Exploratory boring

A

United Stales Geological Survey, 1954 (Photorevised 1980 ) Scale 1:24,000

Note - Geologic contact from Dupre and Tinsley 1980

Geologic cross section
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ROGERS E. JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES
Consulting Engineering Geologists

1729 Seabright Avenue
Santa Cruz , California 95062
(831)425-1288 FAX (831)425-1136

SIMPLIFIED GEOLOGIC MAP - Larkin Valley
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Ms Kary King Job No. H98056- 76
Mor-ch 14. 2000 Poge 5

Throughout most of the Larkin Valley area, the fluvial and eolian members of the Aromas

. Fonnation are separated by a distinct clay unit, 10 of more feet thick, which was probably
deposited in a lagoonal environment. This clay unit is especially well exposed in the Cabril o
Sand and Gravel Quany on Freedom Boulevard, about 2 » miles north of the subject property
(Dupre, 1971; Cotton, 1976). Less than a mile northeast of the subject site; our firm has detected

the lagoonal clay in exploratory borings for previous hydrogeologic studies (Jolmson, 1988,
1989: 1992).

REGIONAL GROUNDWATER

Significant amounts of groundwater are found in two geologic units in the vicinity of the subject

property: 1) the Aromas Formation, and 2) the Pliocene Purisima Formation (marine sandstone

and siltstone) which underlies the Aromas Fonnation at depth (Figure 4). The Aromas Formation

forms the major aquifer (water bearing urd) from which groundwater is extracted for general

use. Based on a conversation with Doug Coty of the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency:

the regional water table is about 5 feet above mean sea level in the Larkin Valley area. Perched
groundwater of limited horizontal extent is common throughout the fluvial facies of the Aromas
Formation due to the presence of impermeable clay layers. Environmental Review inlta) Stud

ATTACHMENT
LOCAL GEOLOGY A PPLICATION

The subject property is almost entirely underlain by the fluvial facies of the Aromas Formation:
with the contact between the upper, eolian member and the lower, fluvial member about 300 feet
in elevation near the top of the property (Figures 3 and 5). We drilled two 6-inch flight-auger
borings on the property, both 100 feet deep, to characterize the subsurface distribution of earth
materials (see Appendix A, Logs of Exploratory Borings). For additional subsurface information:
we consulted existing well data and the logs of exploratory borings from a nearby geotechnical
report (Raas, 1989; see Appendix B).

The borings advanced for this study encountered red-brown sands and silty sand with intervals of
lagoonal clays found at varying elevations (see Appendix A, Logs of Exploratory Borings).
Boring 1 encountered perched groundwater 24 feet below the ground surface. The water is
perching on a silty clay unit located behveen 25 and 28 feet below the ground surface. Boring 2,
which is located downslope about 600 feet horizontal distance and about 65 feet lower than
Boring | , encountered perched water 7.5 feet below the ground surface. More clay was
encountered at 16 feet below the ground surface and again at between 63 and 67 feet below the
ground surface. A small spring is located near the intersection of the driveway on the property
and Larkin Valley Road. This spring lies at an elevation of about +160 feet MSL which roughly

corresponds with the elevation of the top of the clay layer encountered at a depth of 63 feet below
the ground surface in Boring 2.

Unfortunately, we were unable to drill deep enough in Boring 1 to determine if the clay layer,
encountered at 63 feet below the ground surface in Boring 2, was continuous across the entire

Rogers E. Johnson & Associates
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ALLUVIUM AND inuc: ABUIFERS

AROMAS AQUIFER
PURISIMA ABUIFER

Dune Sand
PAJARD VALL

SCHEMATIC CROSS SECTION OF THE PAJARO VALLEY AREA SHOWING:
Location of aquifers, general groundwater flow,
and schematic presentation of seawater intrusion
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ROGERS E. JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES
Consulting Engineering Geologists
1729 Seabright Avenue
Santa Cruz , California 95062
(831)425-1288 FAX (831)425-1136
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property. We can state, however, that we encountered relatively impermeable clay layers
throughout the property.

Review of logs of borings for a geotechnical investigation by Steven Raas and Associates (1989),
done for a 4-lot subdivision located about 1,000 feet northeast of the subject property,
encountered clay layers 4 to 7 feet thick; the elevations of the top of these clay layers ranged
between 107 and 122 feet MSL.

The logs of a water well, drilled in the vicinity of the subject property: also encountered a clay
layer 20 to 30 feet thick, as described below.

LOCAL GROUNDWATER

Information obtained from the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency indicates that
groundwater levels in the Larkin Valley area have been "hovering around sea level™ for the past
several years. A well, drilled in 1983, located adjacent to the west side of the subject property,
encountered water 90 feet below the ground surface (see Appendix B). The elevation of the well
head is approximately 180 feet, putting the water level at +90 feet MSL. The well log shows a
22-foot thick layer of "blue sand and clay'! between 90 and 112 feet below the ground surface.
This water is perched on the clay layer and does not represent the regional ground water table.

Thus, the subsurface data indicates the property is underlain by fluvial facies Aromas Formation
containing numerous interbeds of clay that perch groundwater at various intervals before the
regional water table is reached, approximately 150to 400 feet below the ground surface. Both of
our test borings encountered water perched on clay units, In addition, seeps noted adjacent to
Larkin Valley Road and the clays encountered in test borings just northeast of the subject
property attest to the numerous layers of clay (between 4 and 20 feet thick) that are found in the
fluvial facies of the Aromas Formation in the immediate vicinity of the subject property.

SEPTIC EFFLUENT

Our investigation indicates that he building sites on the subject property are separated from the
Aromas aquifer by numerous layers of clay. Subsurface borings on and near the property indicate
the presence of numerous impermeable clay layers ranging between 4 and 20 feet thick at a depth
of 90 feet of less; while the regional water table is at a depth ranging between 150 and 380 feet
below the subject property. The layers of clay serve as impermeable barriers that interrupt the
downward migration of groundwater from the ridge top. The perched water slowly flows over the
clay layers until it presumably emerges as distributed seepage or discrete springs.

The question now arises whether septic effluent from the two building sites might contaminate
the perched groundwater that eventually issues to the ground surface as seeps and springs. Based
on the literature reviewed below, we do not believe this effluent will cause a problem.

Environmentat Review tnital Study Z
Rogers E. Johnson & Associates ATTACHN!ENTJ_L*__L .,_._,2'
APPLICATION _ Q8=

EXHIBIT D

_9]-




Ms Kary King Job NVao. H98056- 76
March /4, 2000 Page 9

In the early 1960s, Romero (1970) compiled data from several studies in Colorado to evaluate the
. Characteristics of earth materials capable of adequately filtering septic effluent. Romero found
that sediments with particle sizes less than 0.08 millimeters (mostly coarse silt and finer)
demonstrate nearly complete removal of pathogens in the first 5 feet of travel distance.
Sediments with particle sizes between 0.08 and 0.25 millimeters (mostly fine sand) demonstrate
nearly complete removal with effluent travel of 5 to 20 feet. The sands, silts and clays that
comprise a significant percent of the native material fluvial Aromas Formation beneath the
proposed homesites is very effective in removing pathogens. Moreover, Franks (1972) argues
that the finest 10 percent (by weight) of any sediment is most critical in determining its filtering
properties. Most pathogens then will be removed within 5 to 10 feet of travel distance.

Even if we assume the unlikely, Olivieri and Roche (1979) have shown that whatever small
amounts of bactenal and viral waste might reach the perched water will be removed after 100
feet of lateral travel distance. The leach field for any potential homesite on the subject property

can be positioned and designed to allow for greater than 10 feet of separation between the invert
of the leach lines and any perched water.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The proposed homesites on the subject property should be removed from the Primary
Groundwater Recharge constraint list because they lie above several impermeable clay
layers (ata depth of 90 feet or less) which isolates the sites hydrologically from the
regional water table at a depth ranging between 150 and 380 feet.

2. Septic effluent from the proposed ridge top homesites will not contaminate the seasonal
perched water table forming over the clay layers.

3. Proposed septic leach fields should be investigated by a Registered Environmental Health
Specialist or other licensed professional approved by the Santa Cruz County Environ-
mental Health Service. This report should be carefully reviewed by tn}%?’gerson designin

: E nmenial Hevvewginita! Stpdy
the sewage disposal systems.
M ATTACHMENT
INVESTIGATION LIMITATIONS APPLICATION
1. This report is not an engineering geologic report. It is limited to the hydrogeology of the

subject property and in no way implies the sites will not be subjected to ground failure or
seismic shaking so intense that structures will be severely damaged or destroyed.

2. This report is issued with the understanding that it is the duty and responsibility of the
owner or her 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.

Rogers E. Johnson & Associates
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3. 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
planned at the present time, Rogers E. Johnson and Associates should be notified so that
supplemental recommendations can be given.
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Log of Boring
OB £ LU ATSAGETES JobNo-  Gseoes Date: e | Boring
LSl e Cllen Kaykng  Loggedby: A0 1
e-mail: reja@vbigfoot.com
Ofc (831) 425-1288 a Fax (831) 425-1136 LLocation: APN 049-121-41, Watsonwville, California )
) Blow 1
Counts/ o
i Graphic Description B
) Log v
Sand _')ark red brown, fine to med. sand with trace silt, mod. well rounded to subrounded. loose. moist 1.
5] L-4,7e,7 |dedium brown sand, less dark with depth . X
10 -
15 -7,10¢, 11 | :3and with trace gravel and clay, wet ' X
20 B
A4 _"1\73_te‘r- at 24’ and slightly harder drilling - o o V
25| 1. 10,13, 15 | nterbedded clayey silt and medium to coarse sand, light green gray and light red brown, | -Bagi_
respectively; wet, harder "chunky" drilling ai 28'; caving sands 0 18, no samples retrievable ,
30
Coarse sand with some sill, wet T
= I,
40 Sand with some sill o ]m
"IDense sand with some sill T o 7
4t T -
Very dense sands with intermittent gravel layers T
5c - *i:
Sand "feels silty" e
55 - o
" Continued dense sands with some silt N B
& T ]
61 B
“Continued dense sands with some silt - )
7 __
Very dense sands, gravel at 72 . B
7t -
Very dense sands o N
8( o _ .
Very dense sands o
8! i N
Very dense sands - o
9C
“Very dense sands
95
"Very dense sands
Ioc Sand Boring terminated at 100’
* Sampled interval Y Water table

Sheet 1 0f 1
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Rogers E. Johnson & Associates

Log of Boring
ROGERS E. JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES | Job No. (98056 Date: 08/07/98 Boring
CONSULTING ENGINEERING GEOLOGISTS
T seangi venve. SteD | Client:  KayKing  Logged by JAQ ,
e-mail reja@biglool corn .
Ofc (831) 415-1288 & Fax (831) 425-1136 Location:  APN 049-121-41, Watsonville, California
g‘ Blow o
z | Counts/ Description £
a Graphic ]
c3 Log
-~ Sand Wery dark gray/biack, sand and clay, moist, loose, lighter color with depth
— 5] 1 -2¢ 3,3 i3ark red brown, wet, medium to fine sand with some silt, loose o X
-~ y Water at 7.5' ___Q: o I
- 10 T
- " Gravel at 12'
L 15
— Medium sand and clay at 16, wet
- 20 Caving sands, no sample retrievable
- Gravelly layers interbedded with sand
- 25 -
- Gravelly layers interbedded with sand
- 30 o -
— Gravelly layers interbedded with sand -
- 3% I
B Very dense sands B .
— 40 o o
= Very dense sands o o
- 45 -
= Very dense sands with some interbedded gravel layers o
|- 50 L
- Very dense sand o
- 55 S
- Very dense sand o
- @ ]
- Harder drilling at 62'; cohesive sill or clay with some sand B
- 65 Clayey
S 11111111 | Less dense at 67' .
— 701 gradationa! | Very dense sand e . N
-~ lo Gravelly at 74' o -
- 75 87" -
- Very dense sand B .
— 30 - =
— Very dense sand - o
- 85 4 -
- Dense o o
- 90 sand . srvronmentat Review arstfay
B Dense Sands —_— A YA )L SR AR o “,_ i -
L 95 MAETAUTIVITEING
- Dense sands APPUICATION _£2
100 Sand ' Boring terminated at 100 ]
e Sampled interval ¥ Water table |
Sheet 1011
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APPENDIX B

Existing Well Data and Logs of Offsite Exploratory Borings
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Existing Well Data and Logs of Offsite Exploratory Borings
King Property Well Log Review
August 4,3998
835 Larkin Valley Road
Property West of King Property
North End of Property (seen from driveway)
Drill date: 6/27/83 Water: 90’bgs UTM grid card: 043 899
Log: 0 - 2 feet Top soil
2 - 22 feet Fine yellow sand
22 - 48 feet Coarse yellow sand
48 - 68 feet Fine yellow sand
68 - 90 feet Coarse brown sand
90 - 112 feet Blue sand and clay
112 - 135 feet Brown sand
135 - 261 feet Fine brown sand
719 Larkin Valley Road
Drill date: 11/94 Water: Level unknown
Log: 0 -4 feet Sand
4 - 35 feet Brown sandy clay
35 - 43 feet Gravel and sand
43 - 130 feet Gravel
130 - 140 feet Gravel

140 - 200 feet
200 - 220 feet
220 - 240 feet
240 - 260 feet
260 - 300 feet
300 - 320 feet

Gravel and sand
Sand and gravel
Sand
Sand and gravel
Gravel and sand
Sand

= i sintt Stucy
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ROGERS E. JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES

CONSULTING ENGINEERING GEOLOGISTS
1729 Seabright Avenue, Suite D
Santz Cruz, Callornia 95062
e-mail. reja@bigloot.com
Ofc (831)425-1288 o Fax (831)425-1136

26 April 2001 H98056-76

Mr. Richard Emigh
Emigh Land Use Analysis
413 Capitola Ave.
Capitola, CA 95010

Subject: i '
J ELOI\LImOdzlg\_/]a;e]rjecharge on King Property. Larkin Valley ég\elgonmemai Beview Wital Study
ATTACHMENT
Dear Mr. Emigh: APPLICATION )

At the request of Jerry Bowden: 1 have reviewed our original hydrogeologic report (REJA, 2000)
as well as the notes from numerous meetings I have had witl1county staff and reiterate that, in
my opinion, it is quite clear that two septic systems on the subject, roughly twelve acre, property
would not have an adverse effect on the water quality of the aquifer that underlies the Larkin
Valley area. The silly fine sands and clays that underlie the property have the capacity to filter out
any pathogenic contaminants within the septic leachate long before the leachate would reach the
ground water table.

As we state in our report: "Our investigation indicates that the building sites on the subject
property are separated from the Aromas aquifer by numerous layers of clay. Subsurface borings
on and near the property indicate the presence of numerous impermeable clay layers ranging
between 4 and 20 feet thick at a depth 0f90 feet or less: while the regional water table is at a
depth ranging between 150 and 380 feet below the subject property. The layers of clay serve as
impermeable barriers that interrupt the downward migration of groundwater from tlie ridge top.
The perched water slowly flows over the clay layers until it presumably emerges as distributed
seepage or discrete springs.

The question now arises whether septic effluent from the two building sites might contaminate the
perched groundwater that eventually issues to the ground surface as seeps and springs. Based on
the literature reviewed below, we do not believe this effluent will cause a problem.

In the early 1960s, Romero (1 970) compiled data from several studies in Colorado to evaluate the
characteristics of earth materials capable of adequately filtering septic effluent. Romero found that
sediments with particle sizes less than 0.08 millimeters (mostly coarse silt and finer) demonstrate

nearly complete removal of pathogens in the first 5 feet of travel) distance. Sediments with particle
sizes between 0.08 and 0.25 millimeters (mostly fine sand) demonstrate nearly complete removal

with effluent travel of 5 to 20 feet. The sands, silts and clays that comprise a significant percent of
the native material fluvial Aromas Formatic_ 47 .1th the proposed home sites is very effective in

EXHIBIT U
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removing pathogens. Moreover, Franks (1972) argues that the finest 10 percent (by weight) of
any sediment is most critical in determining its filtering properties. Most pathogens then will be
removed within 5 to 10 feet of travel distance.

Even if we assume the unlikely, Olivieri and Roche (I 979) have shown that whatever small
amounts 0of bacterial and viral waste might reach the perched water will be removed after 100 feet
of lateral travel distance. The leach field for any potential homesite on the subject property can be
positioned and designed to allow for greater than 10 feet of separation between the invert of the
leach lines and any perched water."

This concludes our letter; please contact us if you have questions.

Sincerely,

ROGERS E. JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES

éf(og'érs E. Johnson
P?incipal Geologist

C.E.G.
REJ

copies:

No. 1016

addressee (4)
Katy King
Terry Bowden
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CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS

A CALIFORNIA CORPORATION
1011 CEDAR « PO BOX 1621« SANTA CRUZ,CA 95061-1621
PHONE (831)426-3560 FAX (831)426-9182 www.bowmanandwilliams.com

Bul BOWMAN & WILLIAMS

DRAINAGE CALCULATIONS

Prepared for

Quail Canyon Road
Minor Land Division
Santa Cruz, CA

APN: 049-121-4]

BOWMAN & WILLIAMS FILE NO. 21578

March 8,2004
Revised August 11, 2005

References:

1. County of Santa Cruz, Design Criteria, Part 3. Storm Drainage

2. TR55 Method for Determining Runoff in Small Watersheds — US Dept of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service, Technical Release 55, June 1986

References:
County of Santa Cruz, Design Criteria: Part 3, Storm Drainage
1. Drainage Analysis Sheets 1-11

2. Appendix Sheets A1-A13
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Worh.neet 2. Runoff curve number and runoff

Project _QUML (a0l A2 By 35S pate §
X S ,oa gy~ \
Location ‘*)f\ﬂ'!. Sz 0. Checked Date
Circle one: \Present ~Developed
1. Runoff curve number (CN)
Soil name Cover descriptian 1/ Area Product
and CN of
hydrologic (cover type, treatment, and. i CN X are
group hydrologic condition; ~ ! M G/acres
percent 1impervious; o o o~ Dml‘
unconnected/connected impervious =1 wl] ol
(appendix A) area ratio) N o
oz S ((Er conr \qu)
. L= ot 7 S AL el ’ -l
éfDMP ‘A‘ L T C < %—C.u%;,w ’QS ‘ %,A‘ LJA‘{Z\’
) \ et ol ~ a6 3’{‘5 e FBhaaoys b'\}
9N} A
'\"-’( '3—, _'— ;
EROUC " B | (Uipieor, o™ Y Shenag ) OIS 6. & | 106k
AN
‘ -
= 1"{ Y ‘\ -
1 yse only one CN source per line. Totzls = el e
) total product \lio
CN - B AL _
(weighted) cotal area 49 - .é‘r : Use CN = A\O\
2. Runoff
Storm #1 Storw #2 Storm #3 STn .\.—:g_\,
FrBQUBNCY « vt tiiiieie e et et e e VO N 1S Y- So vy [ \00 Y
L_)Sr" ‘2:.. (Jg‘rl_;‘aﬁgﬁm <((‘&C$ oA yr ¥ \( ~ W\
Ralnf’all (2‘5\hou.) .................. in ’?qu\ a“tﬁa\ %~\(;\. g'(ﬁ'(ﬂ,
Runoff, 9 BT, D& . Z .. in Y - 20 AR L3
(Use P and CN with cable 2-1, ¢45, 2-1, tays )
or egs. 2-3 and 2-4.) x_nvsronmenta\ Rewew tni
0 = 4w A\TTAQHMENTW
Cove— TA4S APPLICATION -

N

(210-VI-TR-55, Secor -

105 -1ne 1986}
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YY OYKsheet ‘T1me of concentration (To) or vel time (Ty)

Projece QUML CAMOW #0. (ealde) By 15 pere Y A 0%
Location %P\\\\T,f\ ./{E.‘-'J(».Z (ff‘ Checked Date

Circle one: @ Developed

Circle one: éc) T, through subarea

NOTES: Space for as many as two segments per flow type can be used for each
worksheet.

Include a map, schematic, or descriprion of flow segments.

Sheet flow (applicable to TC only) Segment ID
- Al Vi
. Surface description (+aeb}te—3—1) A’] ......... Y an
2. Manning’s roughness coeff., n (+eble—3—+) .. CAO
3. Flow length, L (total L < 300 ft) seeeesrnnns fr \ OO0
L. Two-yr 24=hr rainfall, Py wevereesiiniiann. in | 1.4%
5. Land SI0PE, S wuvesennurssnanunrsnannnrannas fv/fe | 0. 2%
0.8
_0.007 (nl) =’
6. T, = 0% o4 Compute T ...... hr AT L W\ ’
P s
2
Shallow concentrated flow Segment D
7. Surface description (paved or unpaved) ..... ONWW(/‘\ Uesfade o
8. TFlow length, L .uiiiiiiriiininrnnnnnnnnnnnnns ft
9. Watercourse SIOPE, S wuuieeirnnnnernnnnsnnnnns fr/ft
AD -
10. Average velocity, V (fdpure—3=t) .vveevvenn. fr/s == |
L - Py
1. T, = 35007V Compute T ...... hr |+« A .04 = Qj
Channel flow Segment 1D
12. Cross sectional flow area, 8 soesesesasnnnnns fxz | 2.0 |
3. Werted PeTiMELET, P weveruvurnrnnsnsnsnnnns ft L‘Ar |
i . a
L4. Hydraulic radius, © = == Compute © ....... ft 0.44
w
15.  Channel SIOPE, € wuveeevesensnsnsnsnnsnenens ft/fe D':q_,
16. Manning’'s roughness coeff., n .............. 0102@
Lag (23 12 ,
7. v o= = - Compute V. ....... fe/s | D49
18. Flow length, L ..uuuiiriiii ittt i iinnnnnns fr \ OO
\ L A . N
19. Tt = 3600 V Compute T[ ...... hr OD// T = DL\
. a o~ l
20. Watershed or subarea TC or T (add TL in steps 6, ll, and 193 ....... hr ] , b

(210-VI-TR-35, Second Ed., Judd hagpicHMENT.
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Worhosneet 4: Graphical Peak

Discharge method

Project _QUML CANDY 2D (ride ) By T pate 4 4 0%
Locarion C;!*?(\\—TP-~ ':_.G,'JE G, Checked Date
Circle one:PFresenty Developed
1. Data:
Drainage area . ........ A = otd mi? (acres/640)
#}
Runoff curve number CN = %6\ (From worksheet 2)
Time of concentration ., TC _ S hr (From worksheet 3)
Rainfall distribution type = s (1, 1A, II, 111) <= <HT Al
Pond and swamp areas spread
throughout watershed «+au.. = O percent of Al (_ . acres or mi“ covered)
Storm #1 Storm #2 Storm 3
2. Frequency ------------------------------- yr \O\( /Lg.\( lL’% O'\{ \m#
- ‘ -~
3. Rainfall, P (2;-hoUI)  +ivirnrnrnrnnenenns in R A\"\oc\ S.\4 S Ll
4. Initial abstraction, I .e.ev.einiiiinnns in 0L .04z 7 .0%7 2 .0%72 7.eN7
‘%2 ¢ é\(&. + [‘\\/O
................. GO 2ge \2.S \SS
7. Runoff, Q «sevvsernvesnnnarnnnsnnnnnnnnsns in i 130 ' €,§ NN ‘C\g
(From worksheet 2).
8. Pond and swamp adjustment factor, F [ = V. O
I
R\ 1 .0l 4%

Environmental Review Initaj

56 =

—~. (VA T - . e
o.o54&8 > |, % Q*Oﬁav ,.J’S
{

-~ A =
IRCT C A

(210-V]-TR-55, Secor ~ 1'"07 “une 1986)
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SOIL SURVEY

Soil name and
map symbol

group

h

Hydrologic|

'
1
|
I
'
!

1
HI -

TABLE 13.--SOIL AND WATER FEATURES--Continued
— e R4 1T [
High water table ! Eeo rock ! Aigk Sf sgrigsion
t ! ! | ! -
Depth ! Kind i Months | Depth ! Hardness } Uncoated i Concrete
| - | 1 ) 1
| , | ) H steel |
Et : : ! _1_r_1 : 1 I -
! ) , 1 ? |
1 1 1 | | 1
o260 ) =-- | --- : ) ---

_>60

gsANTA CRUZ COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

| Moderate-~--|Lowu

RGN W— —

i45
TABLE 13 --SOIL AND WATER FEATURES
[ The definition of "water tsble" in the Glossary explains the terms "apparent™ 2nd "perched.” The symool
> means more than. Absencesof an entry indicates that the feature is not & concern}
H ; High water table ; Bedrock a Risk of €orrosion
)
S0il name and 'Hydrologic) ; i ] ] ] ] . '
mzp symbol E group ! Depth H Kind ! Months i Depth i Hardness i Unio:§ed i Concrete
) ' 1 1 1 ! H stee !
! i 1 ] 1
% B | T | |
) H 1 | 1 i T R I . . P
100, 101, 102----- : ¢ ’, 56.0 i . P | 20-40  iRippable Ei‘rkiersénmem'akml by Inital Siugy
tos } 1 i : ) ) h
| | | : : . ATTACHMENT £
: : 1 ! l' : 1 y
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FRLCIFITHT10m

WAME ey

Ste IwF

DEFTH=DURI TIONSFRECUENCY Tak*

RNEL LU Err ), LONGITUDE  COUNTY
Bs» pRDER SUB
mo BLLEO ] SUNSET RERLH S12TF EaRk 89 125 01¢ 3 36.%0¢C 121.833 8pnTs (RUT
ra3Inur PRECIFIILZIION (1K) FOR INDICHTIED OURETION C=UAYS HeHOURE MarINUTLE
RETUEN PERIND
18 Ylagse 1 10» 18w 3on Hh el 2R an oM 12h 24K [~YF
6.13 0,18 0.2 0.3 D,o8 .68 0.6 1,23 1.53 §.02 1B, BU
5 8.1b b,2t 0.28 [ G.b3 .9 [ .09 2.1¢2 2,1t 2u 48
10 v,20 0,28 0.3: [} v.7e .ou 1.28 1.90 2.u1 M ial 27.e9
20 0,72 0.31 0.37 0.5u 0,80 s y.u2 2.2 2.09  l3hsm 30 e
25 0.23 0,32 0.36 0.55 0.83 19 1,07 2.19 2.11 S.b% 3,29
wa u.25 0,2 NI 0.59 0.88 L2 1,85 Y 2,96 T3 12,07
50 0.25 0.35 6.42 .60 0.90 .30 1,80
100 0,27 0,38 0.u% 0,85 0,97 , 39 1.7 L 8.0b 23,73
200 0.20 0,60 b, ub 0,66 1,03 Lug 1.63 2.72 1,08 35.79
1000 0.33 0.4 0.5t 0.78 117 .be 2,07 3.08 3.91 uz, 71
10000 0.36 0.52 6,62 0.90 3.3% .93 7,38 3.5% Y 5.92 Lh, BT
PHP 0.9" 1.29 1,50 2.22 3,33 v, 77 5,88 8.77 1o 16,62 115,20
WE LN 0.133 b.184 0,219 0. 015 0.412 0,678 0,835 1,208 3.577 2.075 10,288
CLOCK KR, (DR, 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1,000 1,000 }1.000 1,000 1.000 1,000
CALCUYLMTED SKEW 0.732 0,973 0,823 1.205 1.173 1,078 0.971 0.150 0.800 1.10) 0,783
REGIONAL  SKEW 0,800  0.400 0,u00 0,400 06,006 0.000 0,400 o_.w08  p.uDD  D.up0  0.400
sxtw USED 0,800 D800 O, u00 0,400 0,800 0,000 0,600 0,000 0 400 0 20D 0, 400

SLOPE OF LOG INTENSITY s LOG TIME » -, 080 ) INJERCEPY (TIMEw) HOUR) =0, up7
JHR INTERCEPT /7 mEAN YR €0,02023

KURTCS81 S 3,092 3,693 3,106 4,287 o, 628 uv,199 o w2p 1,708
N 2¢ 20 2e 2b 35 31 33 35

RECORD YEAR 1958 - 1982 1962 1967 1967 1987 1959 1959
RELNRD BAXIMUN 0.230 0,360 0,380 6.5%90 6.910 1.2%0 1,600 2,350
NORMILIZED HA> 2.010 2.%47 2.052 2,641 3.087 2,819 2,826 2.820
CALC, CYEF, vap 0.359 0371 0,35 0,33t 0,300 0,310 0,325 0,318
REGN_ [OEF, VAR 0.003 0,803 0,803 0.803 0,801 0,003 0,003 6,403
USED (OEF, VAR 0,403 0.4p} 0.003 0.403 6,001 0,003 0,802 0.803
HEAN/ S 09,0069 0.0095 0.01 & @¢,03168 0.0245 0,0352 0,003} 0,0b88

RP1D/2 0,0106 0.0tase 0.0114 0.0250 0.0175 ©0,053¢ {§,0b683 p,0989

RFES/4 0.0122  B,01&E 0.0200 0,0287 0,043t 0,0818 0,076 4.31135

RPSO/4 0,032 D.0182 0.0217 0.0313 0,0008 0,0672 0,082 o0,1730

RF100/2 0,0102 0,014 0.0231 0,033 ©,0%503 0.0723 0,0890 0.1321
RP10UDD/A u,0171 0,0236 06,0281 0.0405 e,0607 0.0872 0,107} p,1b00
RP1DDOD/S 0,0397  0.0272 0.0321 6,046 06,0699 0,1000 0,126 0,184

PHP /A 0,488 0,0672 0.0800 0,31152 ©0,1726 0;247& §,30%2 0.,0550

PEARSDN TYPE JJ1 DISTRIBUTION USED

PROBABLE MaX)IpUn PRECIPITAITION LSTIMAIE BASED DN 13

WHERE N T3 SMALL (<25) RESULTY AR[ NDT DEFENDAIBLE

PRECIPITATION DEPTH-DUREYIUN-FREQUENCY 7280 E

STATION 1O,
SN QRDELR SUE
Doe 20u8 o

STA110r NAME fLEV £C  TWP RNG LOY BMer L 2117UDE

[NRRALITUS 2b0 2 115 0y [ 36,963

MAXIHUM PRECIPITATION (IN) FOR INDICATED DURATION DaDAYS
RETURN PERIDD

IN YERRS 5H Ctem $Sm 3on 1= 2 M bH
2 ¢,y 0.19 0.24 0,135 0.53 0,82 1.09 1,62

5 0.19 0.21 0,34 [ 0.75 1,18 -1 2,08

10 0.23 0.32 0,40 0.58 0,8% 1.40 1.82 2.1

20 v.28 0.31 0.4b 0,87 .03 1.61 g0 3,12

25 u.27 0,39 0,48 0. &% 1,07 1,87 2,18 3.25

40 u.79 0.02 0.52 0.75 1,15 1,81 2.36 3:51

50 0.30 0,41 0.54 0.78 1.19 1.87 c,u8 3.3

106 v, 3 0,08 0.59 0,8% 1,32 2.0b 2,09 6, 00

200 6.37 0.52 0. bu ©0.93 |, ua 2.25 2.5¢ .36

1000 o,u3 0,62 0.77 1.1 1.71 2.0 3,u9 S.18

speco (L= 0.76 0.93 1.35 .08 3.cb .28 b.32

PHP 1,00 |, u9 3.83 2.65 4-09 6,81 £, 3¢ 12,42

nE AN 0.148 .21 0,260 0,217 0,580 0.909 1,187 1.763

CLDC® HR, COR 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
CALCULATED SxEw 0.97% 1.28% 1.687  0.729 0556 0.733 0,692  0,69%
REGIOMAL  SXEW 1,200 1,200 1.200 1,200 1,200 1,200 ).700 1,200
SkEw USED 1,200 1,200 1,200 1.200 1,200 1,200 1,200 +. 200

LONG] TUDE

121.600

t COEFFICIENT OF DEYERMINAIION
AVERAGE C4LL (Vv 7 USED (v »

3,052 6,291 3,097
31 35 28
1959 1959 194y
2.980 8,830 35,370
2,380 2 _9%2 2 oa?
0.373 b, u32 0,337
0,40} 0.U03 0,332
0,00} 0,403 0.312
0,081 ©0_,1077 31,0000
0,12%3 0.1648 1.4371
0,1439 0.1B9) 3,628
D.1%6S  0,2058 11,7508
0.14B1 00,2212 1.66B2
0,2028 ©0_2bbd 2.2171
D,2335 0,302 Z.5282
0,577 Dp_75Bb6 55,9800

SYANDARD DEVIATIONS

COUNTY

SaNTs CRUZ

HEHOURS HtMINUTES
124 24k r-vyR

2u,u0
32.12
3b, 62
43,30
np, u
45,08
ue, 29
50,0}
53.98
by, 07
72.12
152,598

25.515
1,000
0.228
0.800
6,800

2.,2u%
1.000 1.000

0.8b63
1,200 1,200
1,200 1,200

SLOPE OF LUG INTENSITY , LOE TIME » ~,417 3 INTERCEPY (TIREZ) HOUR) »0.598 1 COLFFICIENT OF DETERMWINATION =

THR INVERCEPT / MEAN YH 20_02305 1 AVER

®URTQSIs v, 073 7.00¢6

u,99p 3,326 [ 4 _93u 0,070 3, 39p

N 26 24 Ll 2u 30 30 30 30

RICORD YEAF 1852 1959 jese 195¢ 1959 1959 199 1959
RELORD MAX]THMUR 0,300 0,080 0,620 D.bb0 1,150 1,890 2.500 1,660
NORMILIZED Hey 2.2bu 2,678 3.e58 2.336 2,821 1,092 Z.E30 2.5%9
CALC,. CULF, V28 p,oSu 0.084 o.u2u 0.322 0.33% 0,3u9 0.191 0,420
REGN_ (OFEF, VAR 0,u0) 0,80) o,u0 0,u0l 0,203 g,u02 0,403 e, vel
USED  (OEF, VAF 0,003 q,v03 o, u03 0.4p} 0.40) 0,803 0,003 0,003
MEAN/R 0,005 0,008y 0.0102 00,0148 0.0227 ©0.03%6 o0,0ve% 0, 0691

REI0/A 0.0089 0.0127 ©0.03197 10,0227 0.0350 ©6.054° 0,07)6 O j0b®

AF25/4 0,010 0.0157 o©0.0188 0,0272 0,0u1% 0.0656 0,085 p.1272

KPS0/ 0.0119 0.0170 0.0210 V.030¢ 0,006& ©0,0734 U,09%7 op.1022

RP100/4 0.0132 0.0180 0.0232 0,0335 ©0,0%1b 0.0609 0.1055 0.1568
RPIDUO/B 06,0170 00,0203 0.0300 0,0438 00,0669 0.10u86 0,130& o,20n32

2P 10000/ v,0208 0,029¢ 06,0364 0.0529 p.o2y3  0.1217 0.18667 0. Q2u?7

FHE /L 0,0008 00,0587 0.071% ©0,1000 ©0,160¢ 0.2511 ©.327¢ 0, u50b

PEARSON TYPE 111 DISTRIBUTIOH USEC
PROBABLE HAXInUAM PRECIPITATION .£511R31E BsSED ON 15
WHERE N IS8 SMALL (<€25) RESULTS AR[L NOT OFFENOsBLE
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AGE CALL CV / UdED €V =2

6. 220 )71 2.909
30 3p 29
1959 1959 1959
$5.090 7,360 45.860
279ss 2,750 2,164
b.u2? 0.uSu 0,367
n up3 0,203 0, 332
0.u0d 0,003 0,332
c.o681 0,1219 11,0000
0.1358 ©0.1877 11,0437
0,123 0.22v8 1,017
p.1832r  D_2509 1.Biud
0.2000 0:27e6 11,9998
0,2592 ¥.,358B0 2.4091
0.315% 0.03bE 2.82bu
b.5210 0.8588 5,9800
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Chapter 4: Grapnical Peak Discharge method

This chapter presents the Graphical Peak Discharge .
method for computing peak discharge from rural and
urban areas. The Graphical method was developerd
from hydrograph analvses using TR-20, “Computer
Program for Project Formulation—Hydrology™ (SCS
1983). The peak discharge equation used 1s

Up = ‘luAmQFp [E. 4-1] -
where

4y = peak discharge (cfs);
unit peak discharge (csm/in);

Hu
A, = drainage area (mi?);
Q = runoff (in); anti . : : .
F_ = pond and swamp adjustment factor tarnfall (P1. inches
p
. . . Figure 2-1.—Varniation of 1L/ f P and ON.
The input requirements for the Graphical method are e er Tan

as follows: (1) T thr), (2) dramage area (mi2). (3)
appropriate rainfall distribution (1, 1A, 11, or 111, (4)

24-hour rainfall (in). and (5) CN. If pond and swamp Table 1-1.—1, values for runolT curve numbers
areas are spread throughout the watershed and are - -
) . - ) . Curve 1, Cirve i,
not considered in the T, computation, an adjustment . o
. : numbey (im) number in
for pond and swamp areas is also needed.
Jt .00 10 1.857
41 2.3%8 _—y 0.817
H : 42 2,162 T2 0,758
Peak discharge compu ; a0
g putation 43 2.691 5 0.740
44 2.045 e 1.703
. . 40 2434 0 0.587
For a selected rainfall frequency. the 24-hour ramfull m 2y -4 0632
(P} 15 obtained from appendix B or more detailed 1" 2935 - 0507
Incal precipitation maps. CN and total runoff (Q) for 1% g - 05654
the watershed are computed according to the 1 ﬁﬁﬂ wh 0532
methods outlined in chapter 2. The CN 1s used to A NI =i 10.500
determine the imitial abstraction (1) from table J-1. 2l 1,422 bl hany
1./P is then computed. a2z 1346 R2 1.439
a9 1.774 N3 410
L . 5 T = n.3
If the computed 1,/P ratio is outside the range shown 74 i(”: :4 U’:]‘
i exhibit 4 (4-1. 4-1A, 4-11. and 4-111) for the rainfall j‘) ,'_'_'_; w) ”"_:2?3
. . - T 20 LN IRk} RYT4
distribution of interest, then the limiting value o= L3 < 1209
shouldl be used. If the ratio falls _l)et\\feen tl?e Inmiting 59 I g b7
values, use linear interpolation. Figure 4-1 illustrates 5 1,001 <0 0247
the sensitivity of 1,/P to CN and P. 1511 1.3 0 .22
‘ 01 1274 M 0198
Peak discharge per square mile per inch of runoff i 1.226 02 1174
(1) is whtained from exhibit 4-1, 4-1A_ 4-11. o J4-111 53 1175 w2 0.15)
. . L : - ou
by using Te (chapter 3). rainfall distribution tvpe. anid s 1125 M 01z
/P ratio. The pond and swamp adjustment {actor is b ]'”)')', - ;') :1"])23
. 16y (R 4 AN
ohtained Drom table 4-2 (rounded to the nearest table ‘_'_ Il)‘ < ”_’ o
. . . . Vi REhY 'y M
value). Use worksheet 4 in appendix D to aid i i H'H; < o
mmpnt}ing the peak discharge using the Graphical e c\:i\‘EEh\/irCFr\mEnt'al Review Inital St
method. i
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Table 2-2¢c.—Runoflf curve numbers for other agricultural lunds’

Curve numbers [or

Cover description hyvdrologic soil group—

- Hydrologic
Cover type condition A B C D
Pasture. grassland. or range— continiious Poor 63 79 R 34
forage for grazing? Fair 49 69 w9 3
Good 39 6] T4 U
Meadow—conlinuous grass, protectetl from - 30 o8 71 W8
grazing and generally mowed for hay.
Brush—biush-weed-grass mixture with brush Puoor i T 23
the majur element.? Fair 56 70 T
Good 42 5 73
Woods—grass combination forchurd Poor Yl i3 22 <
or tree farm). Fair 43 @ Th =2
Good 32 00 W2 10
ve S
Woods.® Poor 415 56 7 <3
Fanr 36 150 73 T
Good 230 55 a0 T
Fiumsteads—buildings, lanes, dnveways, - 59 T 32 315
and surrounding lots.
'Averape runoff condition. nd 1, = 1125, £
ik Y
2o < B grovmd cover ar heavily pmzed with no mulch, :
Foaiov: 50 to 7% ground cover amld not heavily grazed. .
Good: >757 ground eover and hehuy ur only oceasionally grazed. '
loors < HNE prouml vver.
Fo: 50 to 5% ground cover,
froend: >0% grouml cuver.
Actl cmnve number is Jess than 300 use CN = 50 fur runolf computations,

SUNTs shown were compated Tor svas with S0% wonds aad H0% grass (pasture) eover. Sther combinistions= ol condition = miay be computed
from Che CUNT= for swoods sil pasture.

e Forest fitter, sl trees. soid brush are destroved by heavy grazing or regubar birmng.
Fone Winnds are grazed but not bumed, ond some forest Htter covers the ot
Gond: Waonds are protectend loom nnzing. and itter amb brosh srdequately cover the <ol
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Sheet flow

Sheet flow 15 flow over plane surfaces. It usually
occurs in the headwater of streams. With sheet flow,
the fyiction value (Manning's n) is an effective
roughness coefficient that includes the effect of
raindrop impact; drag over the plane sui-face;
pbstacles such as litter. crop ridges, and rocks; and
erosion ani transportation of sediment. These n
values ai-e fur very shallow flow depths of about 0.1
foot or so. Table 3-1 ;yves Manning's n values for
sheet flow for various surface conditions.

For sheet flow of less than 300 feet, use Manning's
kinematie solution (Overton and Meadows 1976) to
compute T

T, - 0.007 (nL)0-8 [Eq. 331

(P,_,)OAS c0.4

Table 3-1.—Roughness coefficients tManning's nm) for
sheet flow

Surface description n'

Smooth surfaces (concrete. asphalt, gravel, or
bare SOIl). ... .. L 0.011

Fallow (no residue) 005

Cultivated soils:
Residue cuver £20% ...l 0.08

Residue cover >20% ... i 0.17
Grass:

Short grass prairie ....................... 0.15

Dense grasses'. ...................... 0.24

Bermudagrass.. ... ... .41
Range natural) ... oo (.13
Woods:?

Light underbrush. ... ... 040

Dense underbrush .. ... ... . .. 0.5n

"The n values are 3 composite ol Infomistion compiled by Engnan
11UK6).

I nclurdes species such as weepmg Jovegrruss, bluegrass. huiTaln
grass, blue grama russ, and native grass mixiores.

IWhen selecting n, consitler cover toou herht o) shoot 0.1 11 This
15 the only part of the plant cover 1ot will vhstroet sheet fow.

(210-V1.TR f‘] 5"1‘_'41(] Ed., June 1986)

where
T, = travel ume (hr),
n = Mannmg's ronghness coetficient (table 3-1),
L = flow length (1),
Ps = 2-year, 24-howrr ramindl tin), and
s =

= slope of hyiduhic grade line tdand shope.
ft/i).

This simplified form of the Manning’s kinematic
solution i3 based on the following: (1) shallow steady

“uniform flow, (2) constant mtensity of minfall excess

(that part of a rain available for runoff), (3) rmnfall
duration of 24 howrs, and (4) minor effect of
infilu-ation on travel time. Ruinfall depth can be
ubtained from appendix B.

Shallow concentrateil fiow

After a maximum of 300 feet, sheet flow usnally
becomes shallow concentrated 1low. The uverage
velocity for this Nuw can he determined from iwnre
3-1, m which average veloaty s a fonction of
watercourse slope und tvpe of channel. For slopes
less than 0.005 ft/ft. use equations given in appendix
F for figure 3-1. Tillage can affect the direction of
shallow coneentrated low. Flow may not always be
directly down the waiershet =lope if tillage runs
acruss the slope.

After determinimyg average velocity in figure 3-1, use
equation 3-1 to esumate uivel time for the shallow
concentrated {low sepment.

Open channels

Open channels are assumed Lo begin where surveyed
cross section mmformation has bheen obtained, wheve
chiannels are visible on aertal photographs, or where
blue lines (indicating streams) appear on United
States Geologieal Survey (USGS) quandrangle sheets.

Manning's equation or water surface projle

information can be used to estimate average {low
veloeity. Average Now velooity s nsually delermined
for bank-tull elevation.
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APPEMNMDICES

P80

APPENDIX 39.A
Manning ¢ Roughness Coefacient © n
(design use)

channel material

*Compiled from vanous sources.

nb
plastic (PVC and ABS) 0.009
ciean, uncoated cast iron 0.013-0.015
clean, coated cast iron 0.012-0.014
dirty. tuberculated cast iron 0.015-0.035
riveted steel 0.015-0.017
lock-bar and welded steel pipe 0.012-0.013
galvanized iron 0.015-0.017
brass and glass 0.009-0.013
wood stave
small diameter 0.011-0.012
large diameter 0.012-0.013
concrete
average value used 0.013
typical commercial, ball and spigot
robber gasketed end conmections
- full (pressurized and wet) 0.010
- partially full 0.0085
with rough joints 0.016-0.017
dry mix: rough forms 0.015-0.016
wet mix: steel forms 0.012-0.014
very smooth; finished 0.011-0.012
vitribed sewer 0.013-0.015
comaon-clay drainage tile 0.012-0.014
asbestos 0.031
planed timber (flume) 0.012 (0.010-0.014)
canvas 0.012
unplaned timber (flumej 0.013 (0.011-0.015)
brick 0.016
rubble masonry 0.017
smooth earth 0.018
firm gravel 0.023
corrugated metal pipe (CMP) 0.024 (see App. 17.F)
& patural channels; good condition 0.025
rip rap. 0035 &= usS=E
——s natural channels with stones and weeds 0.035
very poor natural channels 0.060

bValues outside these range: have been observed. but these values are typical
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SANTA CRUZ COUNTY HEALTH SERVICES AGENCY
- - ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICE
701 Ocean Street - Room 312, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 (408) 454-2022

PRELIMINARY LOT INSP N REPOR
@
MLD# @7 -0U% PROPOSED LOT A+ LOTSIZE AR AC, ASSESSOR'SPARCELNUMBER _O 4 G -/2/ -4/ ]
SITE LOCATION Lgpliw Vahey Rt 11) 2t s OWNERS WRITTEN PERMISSIONATTACHED YES _ NO _
M0 T i 7PM DOCEMTROR T
TO A7 vatibATON

w73

(STAFF PERSON) S
WATER SUPPLY

REQUESTED BY: Lyusermentel Conconts #2 Bax /S  Aabs  @BY (250

rNA7iv1E) (ADDRE58 B70- Sthitk)
OWNER-APPLICANT: A47re + JuliA /<mJ1 2245 CAmMpp ALMAR Lsg Y58 -S25(
(if different) (NAME) (ADDRE! %) (PHONE)

{1 Itemvs checked below do not meet present sewage disposal requirements and is/are the basis for a negative
report at this time,

Soil tests indicate soils not suitable

L

] Lot slope excessive

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

1 Lot has no water supply.

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

] Unable to provide setback fiom cut bank.

|

Inadequate surface drainage of storm water.

REMARXS: I)éw'?qbﬂeﬂ[—-q’i’\?l Wi A Tnh\e.,u;b,\p, :9:\- -‘FCS'}:J-J\.M .

Sals: ?—O“Fl&fhﬁ b St R Ok Wwa“r
Ot :)gmw/ rhon afpryval GHQ(J:“‘ Loaate~

r S)S‘in{ j; y % korerlly e a3
A avex o
v (ﬁfw&up

i[os{s= KEC@"“‘L peve ‘rmlk.w“vdfpwe (of‘s‘oln]r‘/ém

Preliminary inspection of this lot did not reveal conditions which would render it unsuitable for individual
sewage disposal.

NOTE Preliminary inspections do not take into account al factors, which are considered in the issuance of a sewage
disposal permit. Consequently, a positive preliminary lot inspection report WILL NOT CONSTITUTE APPROVAL
FOR THE |SSUANCE OF A SEWAGE DISPOSAL PERMIT OR A GUARANTEE THAT SUCH A PERMIT WILL BE ISSUED
WHEN AFPLIED FOR. An application for a sewage disposal permit can only be considered at such time as bona
fide plaps aredeveloped for 2 particular dwelling or other structure.

A { LZQ—G-/F 2
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C UNTY OF SANTACnJZ
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: May 16,2003

TO: File APN 049-121-41

FROM: Paia Levine, Environmental Planning

SUBJECT: Biotic Assessment 02-0188, Special Forest Designation

An evaluation d the woodland habitat (Biotic Resources Group, May 6, 2003) on the parcel has been
submitted by the applicant as part of resolving a Code Compliance investigation of unauthorized tree
removal within Sensitive Habitat. The parcel is mapped as San Andreas Oak Woodland (SAOW) on the

General Plan Maps and three special status species are potentially located on the parcel (California
Natural Diversity Database).

Consulting biologist Bill Davilla visited the parcel and reviewed the evaluation. He concurs that at this time
the parcel's not accurately characterized as SAOW. Therefore the General Plan and Chapter 16 policies
fimiting development within special forest will not apply to a proposed development 0n this parcel.

The applicant is aware that other potential biotic issues exist (potential habitat for Santa Cruz Long Toed
salamander j and that they may require a separate biotic review when plans are submitted.

CC: Ken Hart, Principal Planner
John Swift, Applicant
Bob Loveland, Resource Planner
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Biotic Resources Group

Biotis Assesmenry o Resource Nanagement ® Pesmirting

Nigw Al 2062

John ang Katy Km
C/o Moperey Bay Propuniices
620 Capils Avenue
Cupriola CA 93019

c

©
1A
3

RE:  Larkic Valey Road Parcel, APN $49-121-31, Santa Crur County: Results of Botanical
Evaluation of Woosdleod Habitat

Dear Mr 2nd M. King,

I'he Diotic Resources Group conducied 3 botanical review of vour property on Quail Canyon Road (off
Larkin Valley Road) in the Aptos arca of Sante Tz County. &5 per your request. The review was
conducted to evaluste the composition of the wecdland areas on the parcel and ascertain if the site suppons
cuast live oak woodland. The results of this revizw zre described heren.

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

A site visit of the properiv war conducted on Mas 6. 2003 by Kathleen Lyons, plant ecologist. The
hillsides surrounding the central grassy arca were wathed 1o document plant species composition. [n
additivn, aerizl photos wers reviewed 10 evaluats the pre- 2000 habiiat within the central grassy arca.
According 10 Katy King, the central portion of the propeny supported a eucahyprus-dominated forest untii
2000, wherein the Kings removed the encaly prus irees. In fail 2000. the cleared area was seeded and
mu:ched for erpsion controd.

ASSESSMENT RESULTS

Lxisting Congitions: The propenty extends on hoil sides of o cenral grassy area; most of the property is
visshle from Quait Canyon Road. The hillsides are comprised of s cucalyptus-dominated forest. Blue gem
cucatvpws (Eucalyptuy globulus; is the dominant iree species, providing over 80% of the tree canopy
sover. The eucalynrus trees range in size (rom spproximately 4 inches to over 24 inches in diameter.
Within the understary of the tall eucalypius trees are scanerea eroups and individuals of coast Tive oak
(Quercus agrifoiia; The most prevalent undersiory species is Califorma blackberry {(Rubus wrsinus).
This species provides the most shrub caver wiihin ihe dease eucalyptus areas. Within more open arcas,
such along the edge of the evcalyptus woadland. addnional understory plani species occur. These areas
sapnen potsan oak (Toxicodendrozs diversilobumy, bracken fem (Aguilinum pubescens), sticky monkey
floveer (atinmdus mranticssous), wild cosumber { Marah jabaceous;. mugwort (Artemisia douglasianai,
cotfeeberry (Rhamniw californica) and hedge rettle “Stachyy spj. A few occurrences of brittle-leavec
marzanita (Arcrostapfryins tomeniria crusiaceas were also nbserved within the eucalyptus woodland.
Gne Dovglas fir (Psewdosiuga menziesis) was abserved on the soothern hillside. The eucalyptus-
dominated forest abuts ather eucelvpius-forested 2reas 16 the west, as well as greas dominated by coast
ive ok wondiand. The extent of coast Jive cak woodlend occurring west of the King property appears ie
terminale at the King properm line.

1351 South kedeo Gulch Koad, 1) & Soquel, (aliforniz 95071 @ (B31) 476-4303 & fax (83)) 476-8038
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The castens most porion of the property inciudes stands of Monterey pine (Pimus radiara). scanered oak
rees and scattered orchard (Prunus) trees. & small psich of willow (Saliv sp v grows near the junstior of
uiil Cunyvon Road and Larkin Valley Road

No speoial status piamt species were observed within the eucaivprus ferest or within the c2nual Zrassy
ares of the propenty during the My survey. Two special siatus species are known Lo occur on properties
10 ke wesl Hooker's manzaniie and Monterey spineflower. These accwrrences gre located approximarely
300-300 feet west of the King property Line within mariume chaparrei habitat. Neither of these e
species wes observed on the King property during the May 2003 field review: however suiteble sandy
areas occur within opening in the forest. Two locally unigue species, California bonlebrust grass sr.d
small-flowered lomatinm, zlso occur or lands o the west of the King property. These cccurrences are
located 500-600 feet west of the King propeny.

Revicw of Agrial Photos: An acrial photo, datcd January 2000, was reviewed 1o evaluate the extent uf
woondland habitat on the King property prior 1o landcwner ciearing in spring 263, The aer:a: phote
shcws that the central pertion of the site supponted s mosaic of woodland and grassiend/scrub-tvpe
vegetaticn. The tee density within this central area does not appear as dense as the ee cever on the
surronrdicn hillsides; however. the photo signrature indicates thst eicalvoius wrees provided some cover
wirthin this c:mal area. Open grassy and/cr scrub areas and a dint road 2lso appear on 1ne aerial pholo.

CONCLUSION

At prescnt, the hillsides on the King property support a eucaly prus.dominaled forest. The ceniral porioon
oi1he groperty is dominated by non-native grasses (seeded for erosion controly and forbs, The
exsternmost portion of the property supports @ mosaic of orvhard wrees. vak tree groves and Monterey
me .

tended Use of this Repart

Tie findings presented in this review are intandes for the sole use of John and oty King and the Counn
of S3nta Jruz in evaloating the extent of forect-and woodland hebitat on the subject parcel The findings
presented hy the Riotic Rescurces Group in this report are for informanion purposes only: they are not
nienged tu represont the interpratation of any State. Federal or County laws, pelices or ordinances
seruinng (o perniitting ecticns within sensitive habifai or endangered sprcies. The interpretetion ¢f such
sus opdfor crdingncoes ¥ the responsibility of the apphicable povenng body.

Thank wou for the opportunity to assist vou i vour project planning. Please give me a call if you have
s guginons on this regort.

Siwcerely,

77 En\/ironmental Review Inital Study
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HABITAT ASSESSMENT FOR
SANTA CRUZ LONG-TOED SALAMANDER
AND CALIFORNIA RED-LEGGED FROG
AT
KATY KING PROPERTY
QUAIL CANYON ROAD

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, CA

Repori Prepared For:

Ms. Katy King
¢/o Monterey Bay Properties
620 Capitola Avenue
Capitola, CA 95010

Report Prepared By:

Dana Bland, Wildlife Biologist
Dana Eland & Associates
P.O.Box 636
Aptos, CA 95001
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INTRODUCTION

The Katy King property located on Quail Canyon Road (APN 049-121-41) in Santa Cruz
County is approximately 12 acres. The owner proposes to split the site into two separate
parcels, Parcel A (approximately 5 acres) and Parcel B (approximately 7 acres), as shown
on a tentative map prepared by Bowman & Williams dated October 25,2001. The
purpose of this report is to evaluate the 12 acre Katy King parcel for potential habitat for
the Santa Cruz long-toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylurn croceum), a species
listed by both state and federal agencies as endangered, and for the California red-legged
frog (Ranaaurora draytonii), a species federally listed as threatened.

METHODS

Dana Bland. Wildlife Biologist, visited the site on June 13, 2003, to evaluate the site for
its potential as habitat for Santa Cruz long-toed salamander and California red-legged
frog. The proposed project site was walked and notes on habitat types and surrounding
land uses were recorded in a field notebook. Photos of the site were taken.

EXISTING HABITATS

The proposed Parcel A (Figure 1) is located on the northern half ofthe property, and
abuts Larkin Valley Road on the north, Quail Canyon Road on the west, another parcel
with a single family residence to the east, and Parcel B to the south. The southern portion
of Parcel A contains a central area of non-native grassland surrounded by Eucalyptus
forest on the slopes to the east and west. The northern portion of Parcel A contains a
small fruit orchard adjacent to Quail Canyon Road, a Monterey pine forest on the eastern
portion, scattered oak trees, and a willow tree at the intersection of Quail Canyon Road
with Larkin Valley Road.

There are no creeks, ponds, or surface springs on APN 049-121-41. Upper Harkins
Slough flows along the north side of Larkin Valley Road, approximately 75 feel north of
Parcel A. There is no standing water or evidence of ponding around the one willow patch
at the northern boundary of Parcel A adjacent to Larkin Valley Road.

Environmental Review !nital Sjudy
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: !"V”l,i','_’;f B 5 3 e
Figure 1. Proposed Parcel A, APN 049-12]-41, Quail Canyon Road, Santa Cruz County,
CA, June 13, 2003. Looking north from boundary with Parcel B-

Proposed Parcel B (Figure 2 and 3) is located on the southern half of the property and
consists of a central valley area of non-native grassland surrounded by Eucalyptus forest
on the slopes to the south, east and west Parcel A abuts the northern boundary of Parcel
B. The slope adjacent to the southern boundary of the parcel contains some small oaks

and understory plants (e g, blackberry, hazelnut, poison oak) with scattered Eucalyptus
trees.

inital Stydy
34T
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& RN &

Figure 2 Proposed Parcel B, APN 049-121-41, buail Canyon Road, Santa Cruz County,
CA. June 13. 2003 Looking north towards Parcel A
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1gure 3. ‘]_Dropos»e’d Parcel B, APN 049-121-41, Quail Canyon Road, Santa Cruz County,
CA, June 13, 2003. Looking south.

ECOLOGY OF THE SPECIES

A brief description is given below of the habitat requirements and known populations

within the general vicinity of the project site for the Santa Cruz long-toed salamander and
California red-legged frog.

Santa Cruz long-toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylurn croceum) is listed by
both California Department of Fish and Game and the U. S.Fish and Wildlife Service as
endangered. This salamander spends most of the year in upland refugia. They use small
mammal burrows or hide under dense leaf litter and rotting logs. This salamander prefers
riparian, oak woodland and coastal scrub for upland habitat. During rainy winter nights,
adult salamanders travel from their upland refugia to temporary or semi-permanent ponds
to breed (USFWS 1999). This species is not known to breed in flowing waters (i.e.,
creeks). Sania Cruz long-toed salamanders have been documented to travel up to 0.6
mile from upland habitat to breeding ponds (Steve Ruth, pers. corn.), and have been
documented to move in straight lines between their upland refugia and their breeding
ponds (Mark Allabach, pers. comm.). Females lay eggs singly on stalks of submerged
vegetation, which hatch within 30 days. Larvae take up to 6 months to transform into
juveniles, depending upon pond conditions. The Juvenilesthen typically remain in the
moist pond environs until the first fall rains, when they begin their dispersal to upland
areas. Loss of Wetlands_and m'groduced species such as bullfrog, non-nagx&rfgﬁn‘mg‘ Review inita! Stude
crayfish are threats to this species. ATTACHMENT

aPEy ICATION
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There are only 12 -13 known breeding populations of this salamander. The closest
known breeding pond of the Santa Cruz long-toed salamander is the Calabasas Pond (0.6
mile northwest).

The California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii)is a State Species of Special
Concern and Federally listed as threatened. This species is found in quiet pools along
streams, in marshes, and ponds. Red-legged frogs are closely tied to aquatic
environments and favor ponds and streams which include some areas with water at least
2.5 fi. deep, a largely intact emergent or shoreline vegetation, and a lack of introduced
bullfrogs and non-native fishes. This breeding season for this frog on the central coast
spans January to April (Stebbins 1985). Females deposit large egg masses on submerged
vegetation at or near the surface. Embryonic stages require a salinity of < 4.5 parts per
thousand (Jennings and Hayes 1994). They are generally found in ponds or on streams
having a small drainage area and low gradient (Hayes and Jennings 1988). Recent
studies have shown that although only a small percentage of red-legged frogs fi-om a
pond population disperse: they are capable of moving distances of up to 2 miles (Bulger
1999, Dana Bland & Assoc. 2001). The red-legged frog occurs west of the Sierra
Nevada-Cascade crest and in the Coast Ranges along the entire length of the state. Much
of its habitat has undergone significant alterations in recent years, leading to extirpation
of many populations. Other factors contributing to its decline include its former
exploitation as food, water pollution, and predation and competition by the introduced
bullfrog and green sunfish (Moyle 1973, Hayes and Jennings 1988).

California red-legged frogs are known to occur in the Calabasas Pond (Amelia Orton-
palmer, pers. corn., CDFG 2003) located approximately 0.6 mile north of the subject
property. There are two other ponds shown on the USGS topo map approximately 1.0
mile east of the subject property, but it is unknown if these ponds still exist and they have
not been sampled for amphibians. Both of these known and potential locations of red-
legged frogs are within the range that this species in known to travel.

RESULTS

The Katy King property on Quail Canyon Road is located on the Watsonville West
USGS 7.5’ quadrangle (Figure 4). It is located approximately 0.6 mile southeast of
Calabasas Pond, which is the closest known location for Santa Cruz long-toed
salamander and California red-legged frog. There are two other ponds shown on the
USGS topo map located approximately | mile to the east of the Katy King property, on
the north side of Larkin Valley Road. The status of those two ponds isunknown. There
are no other ponds or creeks shown on the topo map between the Katy King property and
areas to the west and south between Larkin Valley Road and Highway 1.
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The Katy King property on Quail Canyon Road (APN 049-121-41) does not provide
suitable upland habitat for the Santa Cruz long-toed salamander. This salamander is not
known to aestivate in grasslands. Eucalyptus, or Monterey pine forests. There are only a
few scattered oak trees on the property, mostly at the open edges of the Eucalyptus forest.
The Eucalyptus forest covers large areas of the adjacent properties to the west, east and
south of this parcel. On the north side of Larkin Valley Road the habitat 1s mostly open
horse pastures and rural residential. These areas appear to be largely unsuitable for
salamander aestivation habitat as well. There are large expanses of oak woodland on
properties further north and west. between Katy King property and Calabasas Pond. as
well as to the southeast closer to the two other ponds shown on the topo map, that do
appear to provide suitable upland habitat for the Santa Cruz long-toed salamander. For
the following reasons: the APN 049-121-41 property is not expected to support Santa
Cruz long-toed salamanders:

* There are no potential breeding ponds on the property.

s The closest known or potential breeding pond (Calabasas Pond) is located
approximately 0.6 mile to the northwest of this property, and there is good quality
upland habitat around that pond as well as within oak woodland w i t h 0.4 mile of
that pond.

e There are no other potential ponds on adjacent properties that would attract
dispersing salamanders to travel through the subject property.

e Highway 1 is a barrier to salamander movement between Larkin Valley area and
other ponds on the south side of the highway.

o If salamanders dispersing fiom Calabasas Pond were to travel to the other two
ponds 1 mile south of the subject property. the most likely travel routes would be
straight line routes on the north side of Larkin Valley Road, or along Upper
Harkins Slough. Neither of these potential routes crosses the subject property.

e The habitat types on the subject property are not known and not likely to be used
as aestivation sites for this species (e.g., grassland, Eucalyptus, Monterey pine)
due to the arid conditions and potentially toxic substances in the plant leaves.

The Katy King property on Quail Canyon Road (APN 049-121-41) does not provide
suitable habitat for the California red-legged frog. Although this frog can traverse great
distances (at least 2 miles) during dispersal, studies indicate that it also usually moves in
straight lines between aquatic habitats. On the central coast, the California red-legged
frog do not usually aestivate in upland habitats, although they may take shelter in
burrows or under woody debris when traveling between aquatic sites, especially during
the rainy season. Studies have also shown that California red-legged frogs are closely
tied to their aquatic environments, and the majority of adult frogs live within the
immediate environs of their breeding pond. For the following reasons, the APN 049-121-
4| property is not expected to support California red-legged frog:

® There are no potential breeding ponds on the property.
* There are no other areas of surface water on the property (i.e., seeps. springs,

creeks) that would be attractive to this species. Environmental Review Initai S uoé
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* There are no other aquatic habitats between the subject property and adjacent
areas to the west, south: and southeast that would make the subject property a
potential dispersal route for this frog.

e Highway ! isa barrier to frog movement between Upper Harkins Slough and
other ponds in Larkins Valley and ponds/creeks on the south side of Highway 1.

e The arid and unsuitable habitat types on the subject parcel (e.g., grasslands,
Eucalyptus, Monterey pine), make it unlikely that this frog would take refuge on
the property during dispersal between other aquatic habitat on the north side of
Larkin Valley Road.

e If frogs dispersing from Calabasas Pond were to travel to the other two ponds 1
mile south of the subject property, the most likely travel routes would be straight
line routes on the north side of Larkin Valley Road, or along Upper Harkins
Slough. Neither of these potential routes crosses the subject property.

SUMMARY

The Katy King property on Quail Canyon Road, APN 049-1212-41, does not provide
suitable breeding habitat, upland habitat, migration routes, or dispersal routes for either
the Santa Cruz long-toed salamander or California red-legged frog, as explained above.
Although the northernmost border of the property is located just south of Upper Harkins
Slough, there are no aquatic or upland habitats on the property that would attract these
amphibian species.
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Biotic Resources Group

Biotic Assesiment: ® Besoura Management © Permintiag

March §, 2004

John and Katy King

C'c Montcrey Bay Properies
520 Capitola Avenuc
Capitola, CA 93010

RE: Larkin Valley Road Parcel. APN 049-121-41, Santa Cruz County Results of Evaluation of
Potential Riparian Woudland Habitat

Dear M. and Ms. King,

The Bintie Resources Group conducied a botanical review of vour property on Quail Canyon Roud {eff
Laskin Vizlley Road) in the Aptos urea of Santa Cruz County. The review was conducied to evaluats
whether the property supperts riparizn woodland. The results of this review are described berein.

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

A site visit of the property war conducted en May 6, 2003 by Katkleen Lyons, plant zcelogist Ta
addition. a subsequent siie review was on the lower portion of the parcel onJune 5,2003 Tte focus of
the Junc 5 survey was to determine if the site suppo:rts s riparian woodland.

ASSESSMENT RESULTS

The Jewer portion of the property abuts Larkin Valley Road. An existing road cut pear the junction of
Larkin Vallev Road and Quail Canyon Road shows cvidence of seasonal seepage. This billside seepage
has creatcd corditions suitanle for the growih of a small patch of willow (Saiix sp.). The willow arca s
an isolated patch, growing because of the road cut szepage. The willow patch does not formy. or connest

10, any viparen corridor. nor does it constiture riparian vegeation.

Plezse cave me a call if you have any questions on these findings.

S"nccn-"ly

u P’L -j« L('v/(/\--

}\ATLECD Lyons '
Plant Ecolopist

CC: John Swify, Hamilton Swift Luné Usc & Development Consultants, Jnc

2551 South Redes Gulth Razd, #12 & Sequel, California 95073 @ (831) 4744803 & Fax {8315 476-803%
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CLOUNT Y U t SANTILA LKU £
DISCRETIONARY APPLICATION COMMENTS

Project Planner: David Keyon Date: June 12. 2006
Application No.: 05-0246 lime: 10:04:14
APN: 049-121-41 Page: 1

Environmental Planning Completeness Comments
========= [JPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 8, 2005 BY KENT M EDLER =========
1. The updated slope map has been reviewed and accepted.

2. The soils letter from Haro, Kasunich has not been received and is therefore still
outstanding.

3. The plans for the widening of Quail Canyon are complete. See misC. comments
========= |JPDATED ON OCTOBER 5, 2005 BY KENT M EDLER =========

The response letter from the soils engineer has been received and addresses the ini-
tial questions on the soils report, but the original report is now more than 3 years
old and must be updated in order for it to be accepted by the County Please submit
an update letter (The original report was dated 8/13/02).

========= |JPDATED ON OCTOBER 24. 2005 BY KENT M EDLER =======w==

The soils report has been accepted. The project is complete for EP purposes. Also
see misc. comments.
========= |JPDATED ON MAY 10. 2006 BY KENT M EDLER =========

The set of plans routed to me show widening outside of the easement. An Owner agent
form must be submittd from the owner of parcels that work is proposed on.

Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments

1. An erosion control plan for the road widening and the proposed home will be re-
quired in the building permit stage.

2. A plan review letter from the Solls engineer will be required for the road widen-
ing and the proposed home in the building permit stage.

3. An owner agent form from the owners of parcel 049-121-53 will be required for the
road widening work on their parcel (from approx. sta B+70 to 9-+Bfronmental Review Inl

tal SyuGy
========= [JPDATED ON OCTOBER 24. 2005 BY KENT M EDLER ==ATFACHMENT /?} / ,ﬁ 7
APPLICATION /L

Conditions of Approval:

1. An erosion control plan for the road widening and the proposed home will be re-
quired in the building permit stage.

2 A plan review letter from the soils engineer will be required for the road widen-
ing and the proposed home in the building permit stage.

3. An owner agent form from the owners of parcel 049-121-53 will be required for the
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Discretionary Comments - Continued

Project Planner: David Keyon Date: June 12. 2006
Application No.: 05-0246 Time: 10:04:14
APN: 049-121-41 Page: 2

road widening work on their parcel (from approx. sta 8+70 to 9+80)

4 The proposed residence on the lower parcel must be set back 25’ from the eastern
edge of the building envelope (or the building envelope should be modified so that
the the eastern side of the building envelope is moved 25 to be in compliance with
the so11s report)

========= [JPDATED ON MAY 10. 2006 BY KENT M EDLER =======w==

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

========= REVIEW ON MAY 12, 2005 BY CARISA REGALADQ ===mmmmz=

A project on this parcel was previously considered under discretionary application
04-0102. Comments under that application remain applicable for this submittal ;
therefore. a response to those items is needed before a more complete review can
proceed.

From submitted drainage calculations:

1) The rainfall shown on Worksheet 2 using a Prunedale rain gage appears to be low
for the project area. Please demonstrate that this is applicable.

2) Please clarify if the flow length of 300-ft used on Worksheet 3 for Sheet Flow
was confirmed through site visits in the project area. (NRCS currently limits the
flow length to 100-ft.)

Please call or visit the Dept. of Public Works, Stormwater Management Division. from
8 00 am to 12 00 pm if you have any questions ========= UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 14,
2005 BY CARISA REGALADQ ===

Revised plans dated August 15. 2005 and revised drainage calculations dated August
11, 2005 from Bowman & Williams have been received

Some typos have been found in the drainage calculations. These items do not affect
the end result: therefore, the plans and conclusions of the calculations have been
accepted as submitted. A marked-up copy of the calculations will be forwarded under
separate cover to Bowman & Williams.

Please see Miscellaneous Comments

This application is complete for the Discretionary application review ========5 UP-
DATED ON MAY 16, 2006 BY CARISA R DURAN =========

No comment Environmental Review Inital Btuc
. . ATTACHMENT y
Dow Drainage Miscellaneous Comments ; s 2 g.l,_,

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

Project Planner: David Keyon Date: June 12, 2006
Application No.: 05-0246 Time: 10:04:14
APN: (049-121-41 Page: 3

========= REVIEW ON MAY 12. 2005 BY CARISA REGALADQ =========
Nb comment. ========= UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 14. 2005 BY CARISA REGALADQ =========
For the final map, please correct typo errors in drainage calculations.

Note for future development on Parcel A: 1t is required that post- development run
off rates _not exceedcore-deve(ljggment ra}es exmng the parcel. This includes the
driveway from Quail Canyon Road to the future resfdence. ========= UPDATED ON MAY
16, 2006 BY CARISA R DURAN =s========

No comment.

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Completeness Comments

No comment. project involves a subdivision or MLD.
Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Miscellaneous Comments

======-== REVIEW ON APRIL 28. 2005 BY RUTH L ZADESKY ========-
No comment.

Dpw Road Engineering Completeness Comments

The intersection of Larkin Valley Road and the access road is recommended to be im-
proved to current County standards. The sight distance at the intersection of the
access road with Larkin Valley Road is recommended to be evaluated by a traffic en-
gineer. The angle of the intersection of the access road and Larkin Valley Road ap-
pears to be an angle less than 60 degrees. Twenty foot returns are recommended at
the intersection and the access road approach is recommended to be 24 feet wide for
a minimum of 50 feet from the intersection. The gradient of the access road enterln%
the intersection is recommended to be no more than 3 percent within a distance of 2
feet from Larkin Valley Road.

The access road serves more than 2 parcels and is recommended to be 24 feetwide road
with a 40 foot right-of-way. An 18 foot wide road is acceptable if there are con-
straints . pjease provide a profile for the access road and indicate the composition
of the existing roads and driveways on the plan view.

If you have any questions please contact Greg Martin at 831-454-2811. =s======== |P-
DATED ON SEPTEMBER 9, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN =========

Ihe intersection of Larkin Valley Road and the access road is proposed to be im-
proved based upon an engineering analysis using a passenger vehicle turn template
and not crossing over into the adjacent oncoming lane. Fire trucks shall need to
cross over the oncoming lane in order to turn into the driveway. The sight distance
at the intersection of the driveway and Larkin Valley Road was evaluated by a traf-
gic_engmeer and found to be acceptable. Public Works has no objection to the
esign.

If you have any questions please contact Greg Martin at 831-454-2811, ========= UP-
DATED ON MAY 11, 2006 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= .
No comment. Environmental Review ‘mntalétud'
ATTACHMENT /9, 2 2
APPLICATION _
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Discretionary Comments - Continued

Project Planner: David Keyon Date: June 12. 2006
Appl ication No.: 05 0246 lime: 10:04:14
APN: 049-121-41 Page: 4

Dow Road Engineering Miscellaneous Comments

—======== REVIEW ON MAY 13, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN =========
===--==== UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 9, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN =—=—====-

Environmental Health Completeness Comments

========= REVIEW ON MAY 12, 2005 BY JM G SAFRANEK =========
NO COMMENT

Environmental Health Miscellaneous Comments

========= REVJEW ON MAY 12, 2005 BY JM G SAFRANEK ========= Septic suitability
testing has been completed for this proposal.

Pajaro Valley Fire District Completeness Comments

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

=======-- UPDATED ON MAY 19, 2005 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= DEPARTMENT
NAME - PAJARO VALLEY FIRE Add the appropriate NOTES and DETAILS showing this informa-
tion on your plans and RESUBMIT, with an annotated copy of this letter: Note on the
plans that these plans are in compliance with California Building and Fire Codes
(2001) as amended by the authority having jurisdiction. The job copies of the build-
ing and fire systems plans and permits must be onsite during inspections. SHOW on
the plans a 10,000 8a|lon water tank for fire protection with a “fire hydrant” as
located and approved by the Fire Department if your building is not serviced by a
public water supply meeting fire flow requirements. For information regarding where
the water tank and fire department connection should be located. contact the fire
department in your f|]ur|sd|ct|on. _
NOTE on the plans that the building shall be protected ?/ an approved automatic fire
sprinkler %/stem complying with the currently adopted edition of NFPA 13D and Chap-
ter 35 of California Building Code and adopted standards of the authority havinci
jurisdiction. NOTE that the designer/installer shall submit three (3) sets of plans
and calculations for the underground and overhead Residential Automatic Fire
Sprinkler System to this agency for approval. Installation shall follow our guide
sheet. NOTE on the plans that an UNDERGROUND FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM WORKING DRAWING
must be prepared by the designer/installer. The plans shall comply with the UNDER-
GROUND FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM INSTALLATION POLICY HANDOUT- Building numbers shall be
provided. Numbers shall be a minimum of 4 inches in height on a contrasting back-
round and visible from the street, additional numbers shall be installed on a
irectional sign at the pro?erty driveway and street
NOTE on the plans the installation of an approved spark arrester on the top of the
chimney. The wire mesh shall be 1/2 inch.
NOTE on the plans that the roof covering shall be no less than Class "B" rated roof.
NOTE on the plans that a 30 foot clearance will be maintained with non-combustible
vegetation around all structures or to the property line (whichever is a shorter |
distance). Single specimens of trees, ornamental shrubbery or similar plants used as |
ground covers, provided they do not form a means of rapidly trans(rpli&ti.n% )firiesfgg)m
)
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Discretionary Comments - Continued

Project Planner: David Keyon Date: June 12. 2006
Application No.: 05-0246 Time: 10:04:14
APN: 049-121-41 Page: 5

native growth to any structure are exempt.

The access road shall be 12 feet minimum width and maximum twenty percent slope. All
bridges, culverts and crossings shall be certified by a registered engineer. Minimum
capacity of 25 tons. Cal-Trans H-20 loading standard. The access road shall be in
place to the following standards prior to ami/1 framlng construction. or construction
will be stopped: - The access road surface shall be "all weather". a minimum 6" of
compacted aggregate base rock, Class 2 or equivalent, certified by a licensed en-
gineer 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%.o0il
and screened for grades up to and mt_:ludln% 15%and asphaltic 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 permitted for distances of
more than 200 feet at a time. The access road shall have a vertical clearance of 14
feet for its entire width and length, including turnouts. A turn-around area which
meets the 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, including erosion control measures.
All private access roads, driveways, turn-around and bridges are the responsibility
of the owner(s) of record and shall be maintained to ensure the fire department safe
and expedient passage at all times. 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 con-
struction, or construction will be stopped: - The driveway 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 a minimum of 6" of compacted Class 11 base rock for grades
up to and including 5%.oil and screened for grades up to and including 15%and as-
phaltic concrete for grades exceeding 15%. but in no case exceeding 20%. - The maxi-
mum 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 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 engmeer!ng practices. including erosion con-
troi 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. - The driveway shall be
thereafter maintained to these standards at all times. All Fire Department building
requirements and fees will be addressed in the Building Permit phase. Plan check is
based upon plans submitted to this office. Any changes or alterations shall be re-
submitted for review prior to construction. 72 hour minimum notice is required prior
to any inspection and/or test. Note: As a condition of submittal of these plans. the
submitter, designer and installer certify that these plans and details complr)]/ with
the applicable Specifications. Standards, Codes and Ordinances, agree that they are
soIe(I%/ responsible for compliance with applicable 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. ========= UPDATED ON MAY 19. 2005 BY COLLEEN L BAX-

TER =========
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Discretionary Comments - Continued

Project Planner: David Keyon Date: June 12. 2006
Application No.: 05-0246 lime: 10:04:14
APN: 049-121-41 Page: 6

DEPARTMENT NAME : _

Have the DESIGNER add the appropriate NOTES and DETAILS showing this information on

the plans and RESUBMIT, with an annotated copy of this letter:

Add the appropriate NOTES and DETAILS showing this information 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 (1997) as amended by the authority having jurisdiction.

NOTE on the plans that these plans are in compliance with California Building and

Fire Codes (1997) and District Amendment o

Eiich APN (lot) shall have separate submittals for building and sprinkler system
ans.

he job copies of the building and fire systems plans and permits must be onsite

during inspections. o _

SHOW on the plans a public fire hydrant within ~ feet of any portion of the

property, along the fire department access route, meetln% the minimum required fire

flow for the building. This information can be obtained from the water company.

SHOW on the plans a public fire hydrant, meeting the minimum required fire flow for

the building. within 150 feet of any portion of the building. This information can

be obtained from the water company. _ _

Fire hydrant shall be painted in accordance with the state of California Health and

Safety Code. See authority having jurisdiction.

? minimum fire flow GPM is required from 1 hydrant located within
eet. o
SHOW on the plans a gallon water tank for fire protection with a "fire

hydrant" as located and approved by the Fire Department if your building is not
serviced by a public water supply meeting fire flow requirements. For information
regarding where the water tank and fire department connection should be located,
contact the fire department in your jurisdiction.

NOTE on the plans that the building shall be protected by an approved automatic fire

sprinkler system complying with the currently adopted edition of NFPA and
JChaptgi_r :t%5 of California Building Code and adopted standards of the authority having
urisdiction.

Building numbers shall be provided. Numbers shall be a minimum of inches in

height on a contrasting background and visible from the street, additional numbers

shall be installed on a directional sign at the property driveway and street.

NOTE on the plan the installation of an approved spark arrester on the top of the

chimney. The wire mesh shall be 1/2 inch. _ o

NOTE on the plans that a foot clearance will be maintained with non-combus-

tible vegetation around aTl structures or to the property line (whichever is a

shorter distancel. Single specimens of trees, ornamental shrubber){ or similar plants

used as ground covers, provided they do not form a means of rapidly transmitting

fire from native growth to any structure are exempt. _

The street/access road shall named and addressed by the County Office of Emer-

gency Services. Street signs shall be posted, and maintained, to County Public

Works. Green and white County style signs shall be used.

Provide an official copy of the duly recorded road maintenance agreement.

All Fire Department building reauirements and fees will be addressed in the Building
Environmenta! Review Inital Stydy
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Uiscretionary Comments - Continued

Project Planner: David Keyon Date: June 12. 2006
Application No.: 05-0246 Time: 10:04:14
APN: 049-121-41 Page: 7

Permit phase. _ _ _
Plan check 1s based upon plans submitted to this office. Any changes or alterations
shall be re-submitted for review prior to construction.

hour minimum notice is required prior to any inspection and/or test.
Note: As a condition of submittal of these plans, the submitter. designer and in-
staller certify that these plans and details comply with the applicable Specifica-
tions. Standards, Codes and Ordinances. agree that they are solely responsible for
compliance with applicable S?_eqflcatlons. Standards, Codes and Ordinances, and fur-
ther agree to correct any deficiencies noted by this review, subsequent review, in-
spection or other source, and, to hold harmless and without prejudice. the reviewing
agency.
:9===¥=== UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 26. 2005 BY ROBERT J SHERMAN =========
DEPARTMENT NAME: PV Fire _
All Fire Department building requirements and fees will be addressed in the Building
Permit phase. o _ _ _ _
72 hour minimum notice is required PI’IOI’ to any inspection and/or test.
Note: As a condition of submittal of these plans, the submitter. designer and in-
staller certify that these plans and details comply with the applicable Specifica-
tions. Standards, Codes and Ordinances, agree that they are solely responsible for
compliance with applicable SP_eQ|f|c_at|ons. Standards, Codes and Ordinances, and fur-
ther agree to correct any deficiencies noted by this review. subsequent review, in-
spection or other source, and, to hold harmless and without prejudice, the reviewing
agency

Pajaro Valley Fire District Miscellaneous Comments

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

Environmental Review inital Siydy
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August 13, 2004

John swift
Hamilton-Swift LUDC
1509 Seabright Avenue
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Dear John:

1have visited the intersection of Larkin Valley Road and Quail Canyon Roed and evaluated the
sight distance for the proposed expanded use of this intersection. 1 understand that your chent is
proposing to add single home site in this area. The parcel in question is APN 049-121-41 and the
owner is Katy King. The following are my observations of the site visit made August 10,2004.

The subject intersection is located on Larkin Valley Road approximately % mile east of N
Monte Road. Larkin Valley Roed in this area is a two lane County maintained road with a
narrow shoulder along most of its length. Pavement width in the area of the intersection ranges
fiom 32 to 35 feet wide. The pavement is in good condition. The posted speed limit is 35 miles
per hour and observed speeds were close to the speed limit i» botb directions. The roadway is
relatively flat to the west of the intersection ad has a slight up-grade east of the intersection
(2%).

Quail Canyon Roed is a narrow .private road 16to 18 feet wide. The roadway is paved in the
vicinity of the intersection. Quail Canyon Road intersects the County roadway at approximately
a 45 degree angle. The private road has a moderate downgrade as it approaches the intersection.
(Approximately4Yo).

Sight distance measured to the east was more than 500 feet. Sight distance in this direction is
more than adequate for the prevailing speed and road geometry.

Sight distance to the west is more restricted. This sight distance was meesured as 226 feet. This
sight distance falls in the range of values established as acceptable for the 35 mpb design speed of
the roadway. (See Table I1I-1. in A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 1990)
The minimum stopping sight distance is calculated using the formula:

SSD = Stopping sight distance = 1.47 PV + V*/ 30(f + G)
P =Perception reaction Time (2.5 sec)

V = Speed (Use32 -35 mph)

f = Coefficient of braking friction (Use .34)

G = Grade percent {use-0%)

For this location the minimum stopping sight distance acceptable range is calculated as 218to
249 feet. Under the low volume and rural conditions expected at the site the available sight
distance is considered adequate.

Let me know if you have questions.
Envirommental Review inital Study

Sipcerely.y ’ ATTACHMENT 20
AG [ e — APPLICATION _05- 0246

Ron Marquez, P.E/
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Aptos/La Selva Fire Protection District
6934 Soquel Dnive = Aptos, CA 95003
Phone# 831-685-6690 * Fax # 831-685-6699

February 16,2006

David Keyon - Planner

County of Santa Cruz Planming Department
701 Ocean Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE: King Project on Quail Canyon Dr. Aptos
David.

As we discussed last week, 1 met with Katy King and reviewed the improvement plans for Quail
Canyon Dr.. Although not currently in the Fire District, we are m the process of annexing the
upper end of Larkin Valley Road, and this location falls within the proposed annexation area. As
detailed 1 the improvement plan, it appears that these proposed plans will be a vast
improvement over what currently exists and fully support the changes. The current road widths,
although not ideal, will suffice, and we will not require the road to be any wider than 12 feet
when serving two residences. The road past what would be considered the third driveway is more
than adequate and would not need any further improvements for our needs. The improvement to
the intersection at Larkin Valley and Quail Canyon is a big improvement and will greatly
enhance our abality to access the four existing homes on Quail Canyon and the one additional
proposed dwelling.

The annexation proposal is based on time trials, and *“first due”. This area has for many years
been known to be better served by the Aptos/LaSelva Fire Protection District because of our
response times, and level of protection that we provide. Our response time to the area of this
project is approximately 7minutes - 30seconds. There have been no changes to County Roads
that would impact this in either a positive of negative way.

If you have my questions, please feel free to give me a call at (831)685-6690.

Sincerely, , -
/

y

Jim D1as Battalion Chief Eﬂ\'\YO”m?;“a‘ F‘e‘v iew Inital Swdy.

Fire' Marshal ATTACHMEN ,,Q:—“:M

Aptos/LaSelva Fire Protection District APPLICATION _ﬁ-—‘:‘lh
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Two comment letters were received during the public review period. These letters are on
file at the Planning Department and available for review.

Alaclone b R 2

e
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Rural Residential Density Matrix
APN: 049-121-78 General Plan: Rural Residential (R-R)

Developable Land:
12.37 gross acres - 0.53 acres (right-of-way) - 1.06acres (Slopes> 30%) = 10.57 acres Net Developable

Current Point Score Point Score witb
witb plans dated 8/31/06 annexation to Aptos-
La and revised 11/22/06  Selva Fire District

L. Location: 7 8
Access via 15’ to 16’ wide private road

2. Groundwater Quality: Area IV 8 8
Adequate quantity, good quality
Private/mutual well

3. Water Resource Protection: Not in septic 6 6
Problem area. Septic outside groundwater
recharge and water supply watershed

4. Timber Resources: None mapped 10 10

5. Biotic Resource: San Andreas Oak Woodland, 10 10
Mapped riparian vegetation along Larkin Valley
Road (development activity located outside
of important habitat)

6. Erosion: Aromas 24 2.4
Weighted average break down
19.7% of site at 0-15% slope = 1.2 (6 X 19.7%)
40% of site at 16-30%slope = 1.2 (3 X 40%)
31.7% of site at 31-50% slope = 0
Total weighted average: 2.4 points

7. Seismic Activity: No mapped faults, 8 8
moderate liquefaction potential

8. Landslide: Aromas bedrock 2.4 2.4
Weighted average break down
19.7% of site at 0-15% slope=1.2 (6 X 19.7%)
40% of site at 16-30% slope = 1.2 (3 X 40%)
31.7% of site at 31-50% slope =0
Total weighted average: 2.4 points
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9. Fire Hazard: 10-20 minute response time 6
on non-dead end road (per GP, less than 4 mile
in length) Annexation into the Apros/La Selva
Fire Protection District will result in a response
time of less than 70 minutes and the building sites
are located outside of Critical Fire Hazard

TOTAL 60.8
Minimum Average Developable Parcel Size*:
(from Rural Residential Table minus Cumulative Constraint Points

as determined by the point score)

Number of Potential Building Sites*
(developable acreage divided by minimum average parcel size)
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STEPHEN W. GETTEL
288 Quail Canyon
Watsonville, California 95076

October 6,2006

Paia Levine, Staff Planner

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4™ Floor

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re:  Response to Environmental Review
Land Division Application 05-0246

Via:  Personally Delivered
Dear Ms. Levine:

1 have reviewed your Environmental Review Initial Study. | have serious concerns with
the errors and omissions in the study, which 1 believe substantially affect your
determination.

| find it ironic that your study indicates “No improvements are proposed on slopes in
excess of 30%.” Didn’t you review the environmental implications of the plans for the
road widening including retaining walls? How can you validate the applicants’ making
this claim when they propose coming across the road to cut and install a retaining wall in
my property frontage sloped in excess of 50%! This will severely limit access to my
property. Based upon the proposed encroachment last year: | must insist that a survey be
done to prevent any encroachment beyond the right-of-way and on to my property.
Because the retaining wall is at the limit of the right-of-way, construction of a retaining
wall will impact my property beyond it. Disturbing this slope by placing a retaining wall
in it will undermine the tree roots of several huge trees in a slope of sand. Furthermore, it
will cover up the existing drainage system at the base of the slope, which is not even
shown on the plans. The retaining wall plan is a prescription for disaster. It will cause
greater erosion; the possibility of initiating a landslide, the toppling of trees into the
roadway and power lines: as well as other factors documented in my letter to Kent Edler,
dated September 27,2006: attached. I purchased my property for its privacy, serenity and
its natural surroundings. The County classifies my property as part of a Primary Ground
Water Recharge Area and a San Andreas Oak Woodland. The proposed wood retaining
wall will defile the natural beauty of my property reducing its market value. Also it will
leach its preservatives into my part of the primary ground water recharge area, and its
construction may destroy some of the young oak seedlings arising all over the properties
in the area. 1 recommend that the applicant make all road widening improvements on
their side of the road.

(831)345-8833 » (831)763-0644 FAX
Erail: sgettel@charter.net
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MORE IMPORTANTLY, your study fails to present and consider key opinions of highly
qualified experts Bruce Laclergue and Mike Cloud, but presents solely the Rogers
Johnson investigation. Attached please find the opinions of not only these experts but the
legal implications presented in Jonathan Wittwer’s letters and attachments to Ken Hart
and Tom Bums attached for your convenience. Politely, insufficient testing has been
performed and considered upon which an exception to remove the property from PGR
has been made with the re-siting of the prospective improvements into the middle of a
riparian feature. This possess a threat to the aquifer, my well and my family’s drinking
water.

Please consider the attached Pictures 1 — 4 as new evidence.

Picture 1 exhibits a riparian flow through the middle of the building envelope in April
2006.

Picture 2 exhibits the continuing riparian flow below the building envelope distinctly
disappearing into the ground. Where does it flow to? Does it flow into the aquifer? So
your going to sanction putting a septic field in the middle of this flow without knowing
where it goes? This is irresponsible!

Picture 3 exhibits the riparian flow out of the applicants® site and into Quail Canyon’s
entrance at Larkin Valley Road: which then drains into the creek in Harkins Slough. The
water stopped flowing out of the site in late August 2006, nearly two months afier the
creek in Harkins Slough had stopped flowing. This strongly suggests that Quail Canyon
is a longer lasting and significant watershed even filling the aquifer beneath Quail
Canyon, long afier filling of the aquifer from Harkins Slough has declined.

Picture 4 exhibits yet another riparian feature, the overgrown creek bed, which is 2-3 feet
deep exiting the applicants’ site at Larkin Valley Road. No one has even considered this!

Further investigation of these riparian and ground water recharge features in this situation
was strongly recommended by EPA management and staff with whom 1 have sought
advice and direction. Safe Drinking Water; Clean Water, and Wetlands regulations may
apply in this situation. The creek bed may link the applicants‘ property to Harkins
Slough, which is considered a “wetlands” by EPA.

Splitting a lot and allowing the development of a house with a septic system right in the
middle of this riparian and primary ground water recharge swale is unprecedented. Why
is the County making an exception supporting such a position against even its own
criteria and 1 would hope better judgment? Your study fails to consider the legal
background leading to the recommendation of an Environmental Impact Report. |
strongly recommend that you reconsider your determination to conclude that an objective
and independent Environmental Impact Report be required in order to further this
application. | await your response! EPA officials are awaiting my response!

(831)345-8833 ¢ (831)763-0644 FAX
Email : sgettel@charter.net
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Very truly yours,

Copies to: . fom Bums, Director of Planning
Mark Deming

Attachments

See f\schﬁ IeHeV
£ 1oefo6 Tor

w;ﬂwuv ,cﬁd’s 0-6
| 22lo6 and B24[06

(831)345-8833 e (831)763-0644 FAX
Email: sqettel@charter.net

157~



mailto:sgettel@charter.net

STEPHEN W. GETTEL
288 Quail Canyon
Watsonville, California 95076

September 27, 2006

Kent Edler, Civil Engineer

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4™ Floor

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re:  Land Division Application 05-0246
APN 049-121-41

Via: Certified U.S. Malil
Dear Mr. Edler:

Thank you for meeting with me so that I might review the revised plans prepared by
Bowman & Williams dated 02-01-06. I do not understand why the plans were unavailable
until now?

1t appeared to me that the entrance to Quail Canyon at Larkin Valley Road had been
reduced from the previous plans. Is this true? Did it receive sufficient review and
approval?

While the revised plans no longer appear to indicate a physical “Taking” of my private
property outside of the right-of-way for the expansion of the road, the new plans do
continue to impose a substantial increase in the burden on my property as the servient
tenement. The proposed retaining wall is damaging to my property physically,
environmentally, financially, and from a safety standpoint.

As you indicated the proposed retaining wall is to be made of wood and approximately
135-feet long. My property by itself does not even necessitate a retaining wall for any
reason. The proposed wall will severely limit access along 135-feet of the front of my
property including but not limited to the alternate access road to my property. The
proposed wall will be a safety concern. It will be an unforgiving escape to oncoming
traffic on this curve. Also it will limit fire fighting access to my property.

] purchased my property for its privacy and its natural surroundings. The County
classifies my property as part of a Primary Ground Water Recharge Area and a San
Andreas Oak Woodland. The proposed wood retaining wall will defile the natural beauty
of my property reducing its market value. Also it will leach its preservatives into my part
of the primary ground water recharge area, and its construction may destroy some of the
young oak seedlings arising all over the properties in the area.

(831)345-8833 @ (831)763-0644 FAX
Email: sgettel@charter.net
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The proposed retaining wall in the previous plans dated 08- 15-05that encroached beyond
the right-of-way and onto my private property has now been proposed to end abruptly at
the edge of the right-of-way in a “chop job”, which will leave an ugly and unsafe
discontinuity for me and my neighbors. If the original proposal was what was required
from an engineering perspective and it required a taking of my private property to
accomplish it, and 1 refused, then a proper wall is unlikely and should be moved to the
land division side of the road. In response to my questions you indicated that there is no
reason that the retaining wall couldn’t be built on the land division side of the road,
except that it would require engineering since it would be 4-feet or more and
consequently would cost more. I will not accept a further burden to my property by the
applicant trying to reduce their cost in a speculative development by shifting and
reducing their financial responsibility in meeting County matrix requirements and
proposing to damage my property in the process.

| find it ironic that documentation provided to me concerning the land division indicates
that no cutting and grading will be needed of any 30% or greater slope on the applicant*s
site. How can the applicant make this claim when they propose coming across the road to
cut and install a retaining wall in my greater than 30% sloped property frontage! This
slope is sand and I strongly recommend against it.

More burdensome is the fact that a wood wall is going to deteriorate requiring future cost
expenditures and yet the applicant does not even participate in the road maintenance
agreement and in August 2005 when 1 was Jast contacted by the applicant and 1refused to
sign an agreement in support of the land division, | was then threatened with “they will
never sign a road maintenance agreement.” Well 1 will not accept any financial burden
imposed by the proposed retaining wall.

I will not accept the increased burdens that the proposed retaining wall will impose on
my property. Please do not approve the plans as proposed.

Very truly you

en W. Gettel

Ste

Copies to: Tom Burns: Director of Planning
Mark Demming

(831)345-8833 ¢ (831)763-0644 FAX
Email: sgettel@charter.net
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John and Marcy Aschoff
368 Quail Canyon
Watsonville, CA 95076

October 6, 2006

To: Paia Levine, Staff Planner — Santa Cruz County Planning Department

Subject: Feedback on Environmental Review Initial Study for Land Division Application
05-0246

Dear Paia.

As residents of Larkin Valley, as well as property owners responsible for the maintenance of the
Quail Canyon roadway, we disagree with many of the points of this review Analysis has been
insufficient in several key areas, and significant issues have been glossed over or ignored

1 The study ignores the presence of a substantial oak grove WITHIN the building envelope

in an area designated as San Andreas Oak Woodland

2 Analysis has been insufficient for the current building site to warrant exception to
Primary Groundwater Recharge (PGR). In addition, septic analysis specified as a
condition of approval of the PGR exception has not been identified
Erosion and drainage from the site will have detrimental effects on the shared roadway,
as well as to homeowners along Harkins Slough

(S

As a result, the county should require an Environmental Impact Report and additional
mitigating measures to minimize environmental impacts and risks.

The following sections describe the issues in more detail

San Andreas Oak Woodland

Issue 1: The study has ignored the presence of a significant number of oaks growing
within the building envelope and in the direct path of the development. Measures
should be taken to protect those oaks that may have taken decades to grow within an
area designated as San Andreas Oak Woodland (SAOW). This is especially
important considering the erosion potential of the soil.

The description of Vegetation on page 4 and the discussion in C2 on page 11 are inaccurate, as
they ignore the presence of the oak grove that lies within the building envelope. Here is the
situation.

1 The report from Biotic Resources Group of May 6, 2003 written by Kathleen Lyons in its
conclusion states that “the easternmost portion of the property supports a mosaic of
orchard trees, oak tree groves and Monterey pines”. (Please note that her report has
compass directions confused since she assumed that Larkin Valley lies to the east of the
property when in fact it lies to the north at this point. These oak groves are on the
northern portion ) The report also lists the presence of many of the species the county
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considers part of SAOW brittle-leaved manzanita, sticky monkeyflower, bracken fern,
coast live oak, coffeeberry, California blackberry, and hedge nettle This report did not
examine the characteristics of these groves nor their relationship to the current
planned building envelope.

2 If you observed this property today, you would see that the oak groves extend from
Larkin Valley to approximately the midpoint of the building envelope. These oaks are not
“seedlings”, but represent decades of growth Driving by on the roadway we have
counted at least 25 trees, most well over 10feet tall and some perhaps 35 feet in height,
that appear to be within or very close to the building envelope. (We have driven by this
substantial emerging oak grove nearly every day for the last 25 years.) We have attached
a couple of photos (see Attachment C) taken from the Quail Canyon roadway of the
portions of the grove that appear to be within the building envelope and in the path of
development

3. There is also a cutout from the Quail Canyon roadway at the north end of the building
envelope which serves as the only path for construction vehicles to the actual building
site until a driveway is constructed off of the road As a consequence, even if the building
envelope Is moved, the oak grove would be destroyed or highly impacted unless
construction vehicles are restricted from using that path

The county staff should clearly make an onsite evaluation, assessing the quantity, size, and
age of the oaks that may be impacted.

In addition, the developer should be required to take measures to protect that oak
woodland, as well as other vegetation, both within and outside the building envelope. This
should include the entire oak woodland stretching from Larkin Valley Road intothe
building envelope. This is especially important considering the erosion potential of the soil,
drainage problems, and flooding of nearby Harkins Slough.

Primary Groundwater Recharge

Issue 2: The property is mapped as Primary Groundwater Recharge and the
applicant has not provided sufficient data or analysis to warrant exception from
this classification. The exception to PGR was granted based on a highly-
controversial study conducted in 2000 for ridge-top bome sites planned for land
division application No. 00-0387, and now six years later being applied to this
new application with a DIFFERENT building site, located in a more
environmentally-sensitive area in tbe basin of a canyon, without ANY further
analysis to justify PGR exception of this new building site. The county should
require additional analysis pertinent to the new building site.

The following explains our justification for this position:

1. On a previous land division application (00-387), technical experts disagreed regarding
removal of ridge-top home sites from PGR . The USDA geologists have mapped this area
PGR. After reviewing the results of the hydrogeology study by Johnson and Associates
(J&A), the county water resources experts (Bruce Leclergue and Mike Cloud) requested
additional data in the form of soil samples and borings. Only two borings were taken on
the parcel, and one of those identified only sand to a depth of a hundred feet. PGR
designation for the ridge-top home sites was granted only after an appeal by the
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applicant’s attorney. The county geologist (Joe Hanna) supported the appeal. In
processing the current application in 2006 for a new building site in the basin of the
canyon, Environmental Planning again requested additional data (e.g., borings supervised
by county staff), and again this requirement was over-ridden through an appeal by the
applicant’s attorney. (See discussions in Attachments A and B.)

2. In application No. 00-387, the planned location ofthe home sites within the parcel was a
significant factor in allowing the exception. The Johnson and Associates (J& A) analysis
specifically refers to the “ridge top” home sites. In addition, the letter from the county
geologist specifically refers to a “hillside area”. They have used the assumption that
water would quickly run AWAY from these sites.

3. The location of the proposed home site and building envelope in the current application is
in a much more environmentally-sensitive area, namely in the basin of the canyon and in
a gently sloping location. Water runs TO this building envelope fi-om the surrounding
ridges on the east, south, and west. No analysis has been done to justify removing this
particular building site from PGR.

4. Although the Environmental Review claims that the exception to PGR has been applied
to the whole parcel (section B4), no analysis has ever been done to justify this
broadening ofthe exception. The Johnson and Associates study from March 2000 on
page 9 recommended removal of those “homesites”. No data has been shown, either
through borings or well samples, that justify exemption for the entire parcel. For
example, boring 1 identified in the J& A study is located in the southern portion, but
drilling to 100feet identified only sand. That data alone would suggest that PGR
exception for the entire parcel is unwarranted. In fact broadening of the exception to the
entire parcel was simply based on claims by the applicant without any justification.

5 Two packages from Jonathan Wittwer (Attachments A and B) provide legal
precedents and statutory arguments for requiring an EIR for a PGR exception. In
particular, Santa Cruz County Code 16.10.060 justifies a new study based on the
fact that building sites have changed significantly.

Issue 3: Provisions for septic analysis are not sufficient. A septic analysis must be
conducted as a condition for approval of a PGR exception.

Conclusion #3 fi-om the J& A investigation statesthat ‘proposedseptic Jeach field should be
investigated by a Regiszered Environmental Health Specialist or other licensed professional
approved by the Santa Cruz County Environmental Health Service. This report should be
carefully reviewed by theperson designing the sewage disposal systems.”” Joe Hanna’s letter
(Attachment 10 of the ER document) indicated that all recommendations of the J& A study are
conditions of approval for the exception to PGR. | have seen no indication of such conditions
presented in the Environmental Review document.

Drainage and Erosion

Issue 4: Drainage from the site is currently inadequate and continually undercuts
the Quail Canyon access road. Development and road widening plans must address
this drainage problem.
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Seepage from the property continually undercuts the road at the entrance from Larkin Valley.
This seepage runs through the winter and often into July. Additional development will increase
runoff and exacerbate this problem, creating additional cost for neighbors and maintainers of the
road. A hole roughly 2 feet by 3 feet and nearly a foot deep was recently patched and filled on
the side of the road near the entrance from Larkin Valley Road (by the developer, to his credit,
prior to putting the existing home on the market). However, that inherent drainage problem
persists, and will continue to get worse unless addressed by both the drainage plan and the plans
for road widening.

Issue 5: Development of this site has potentially damaging effects due to
increased flooding and silting of Harkins Slough. County Planning should
require analysis and mitigation plans to address this issue.

Harkins Slough lies in a floodplain, and flooding of the slough onto Larkin Valley Road occurs
every year downstream of this site The flooding has been getting worse in recent years. This
causes a safety hazard and property damage to downstream home owners, as well as
environmental damage to the slough. Increased runoff and silting of the slough are major causes
of this problem and runoff and erosion from this site threaten to exacerbate the problem. This site
has been identified as high erosion potential In prior years, there have been gullies several feet
deep with sand washing onto the Quail Canyon roadway A stream runs through the building
envelope in the winter. Runoff from the site will increase by reducing the highly permeable
surfaces in the basin of the canyon (exactly the location of the building envelope). Note: In the
early 1980’s in one heavy storm, one house (with its resident) at the base of a canyon
several parcels to the west slid onto Larkin Valley Road. This gives an indication of the
potential severity of erosion, runoff, and slides in this environmentally-sensitive area.

Road Widening and Retaining Structures

Issue 6: Road widening assumptions in the Environmental Review are
incorrect and misleading, and do not take into consideration impact to
neighboring properties. The environmental effects of this widening must
take into consideration any impact to neighboring properties.

1. In the “Detailed Project Description” (page 5, second paragraph), several items need to be
corrected, as follows:

a. Thereport claims that the road is 16to 18 feet wide This is incorrect and has been
previously brought to the Planner’s attention on more than one occasion. The road is
by and large 16 feet wide with some places as narrow as 15 feet. Note: Kent Edler
validated the road dimensions during his site visit on May 13, 2005.

b. The report claims that the road will be widened to 18 feet for its entire length from Larkin
Valley Road to the driveway for 371 Quail Canyon This is incorrect and has been
previously brought to the Planner’s attention on more than one occasion. The road
widening is being proposed to the point of entry to the Aschoff driveway (368 Quail
Canyon). The driveway to 371 does NOT begin at this point. A right-of-way exists on the
roadway along the Aschoff property for another 90 feet beyond the start of the Aschoff
driveway, providing access to the Aschoff property for various purposes (e.g., well
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maintenance) In addition, that portion of roadway leads to a “turnaround” required for
emergency services This section of road is not a “driveway” and cannot be used as such
(e g., parking of vehicles that block access to the Aschoff property or emergency services
turnaround) Consequently, the “full length” of the roadway is well beyond the start of
the driveway for 368 Quail Canyon, and in reality extends to the emergency services
turnaround. Note that there is also another right-of-way leading to the Holcomb property
to the south that lies on top of this section of roadway

Note: The entire road from Larkin Valley to and including the emergency services
turnaround existed before 1980, way before the driveway or residence for 371 Quail
Canyon was ever planned

The applicant had always conveyed to us, on multiple occasions, that any road widening
would occur entirely on the 12-acre side of Quail Canyon. However, the proposed road
widening plans do NOT honor that commitment. In fact, the proposed road widening plans
include grading and an approximately 100-foot long retaining wall on Mr. Gettel’s property,
despite Mr. Gettel’s objections. The proposal calls for widening in a critical area that is
currently only 15 feet wide just past Mr. Gettel’s driveway. The grading will occur on his
property in an area in excess of 50% grade. Note: Page 7, #3 o f this report states that no
improvements are proposed on slopes in excess of 30%. Based upon the proposed
retaining wall on Mr. Gettel’s property, this is NOT a correct statement.

Also, the grading on Mr. Gettel’s property may impact the root structure of several trees
along the road on his property. We’re concerned because we’re ultimately responsible for
maintaining this section of the Quail Canyon road (based on our Road Maintenance
Agreement which the applicant does not participate in)

Kent Edler confirmed, on several occasions, that it is technically feasible to widen Quail
Canyon on the 12-acreside of the road. Consequently, the road widening needs to occur
entirely on the 12-acre side of Quail Canyon, as originally communicated to us, and to
minimize impact to the neighbors.

This report neglects to mention that the proposed retaining wall or Mr Gettel’s property
would be constructed of treated wood, which has adverse environmental effects, as well as
limited longevity. This translates into additional burden and unfair impact to the Quail
Canyon neighbors. If there are any retaining structures, they should be concrete.

Note: Quail Canyon does not currently have any retaining wall structures since the road
follows the natural contour of the land, and has survived the last 25+ years.

In a letter (dated March 27, 2006) from Jonathan Swift, the applicant’s land consultant, there
is reference to a retaining wall on the Aschoff property. However, no such plans have been
shared with us. Do such plans exist? If so, how can we obtain a copy of them?

There is confusion about the specific road widening requirements for Quail Canyon. For
example,

a. According to Randall Adams (email dated 9/29/04): “Theroad will need to be
widened to the point where no more than two driveways exit the roadway — this
requirement B an absolute minimum, and /8feet (or more) width could be
required by the decision making body all the way to the last driveway entrance.”
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b. In the review by Greg Martin (dated 5/13/05), the following is stated: .“7he access
road serves more rhan 2 parcels and is recommended to be 24feetwide road with
a 40 foor right-of-way. An 18 foor wide rood is acceptable if there ore
constraints.”

c. Based on a letter to the Planner from Jim Dias (Aptos/La Selva Fire Protection
District, dated 2/16/06), the following is stated: The current road widths, although
not ideal, will suffice, nnd we will riot require the road to be any wider than 12
feet when serving nwo residences. ”

d. The Santa Cruz County General Plan (section 6.5.1) clearly identifies road
widening requirements, as follows: “Accessroad shall be a minimum of 18feel
wide for all access roads or driveways serving more than two sabitable
structures, and 12 feet for an access road or driveway serving two orfewer
habitable structures. ”

If the intent is to satisfy the minimum requirement, then widening the road to Mr. Gettel’s
driveway should be sufficient If the intent is to provide full access (i.e , the full length of the
road) for fire protection vehicles, then the road needs to be widened all the way to the
emergency services turnaround The plans need to be revised to reflect one of these two
options, and the density matrix and implementation need to accurately reflect the
option selected.

6 The road widening plans have been revised since August 2005 Have the revised plans, dated
February 2006, been reviewed and approved by the same individuals reviewing and
approving the August 2005 road widening plans? If so, where are these approvals
documented?

Other comments and reference to sections in the Environmental Review

Page 5, second paragraph. We disagree. Please see Issue 6.
Page 7, A3. We disagree. Please see Issue 6.

Page 7, A6. We disagree. Please see Issue 3.

Page 8 B4. We disagree. Please see Issue 2.

Page 9, BS. We disagree. Please see Issue 3.

Page 9, B7. We disagree. Please see Issues 4 and 5.

Page 9, B8. We disagree. Please see Issues 4 and 5.

Page 10, B9. We disagree. Please see Issues 4 and 5.

Page 10,B10. We disagree. Please see Issue 2.

. Page 11,C2. We disagree. Please see Issue 1.

. Page 13, E3. We disagree. Please see discussion of retaining wall in Issue 6.

. Page 20, K6 of the report, the following is stated: ““Onelane will remain open at all times.”
Does this refer to Larkin Valley Road or Quail Canyon? In order for that statement to be
true for Quail Canyon, this road would have to be widened to 18 feet from Larkin Valley
Road to the emergency services turnaround, which is not the case in the proposed road
widening plans.
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Summary and Conclusions

We Dbelieve that the detrimental effects of all of the above-mentioned issues warrant a
requirement for an Environmental Impact Report. The report should address:

+ Examination of the Primary Groundwater Recharge designation for the specific building
site proposed in this application This should include borings and soil samples monitored
by appropriate county staff

o Effects of increased runoff created by impermeable surfaces on top of the naturally
highly-permeable soils at the basin of this canyon, causing increased flooding of the
Harkins Slough floodplain

o Effects of erosion of the sandy soils and resulting silting of the Harkins Slough floodplain
and riparian areas

e Potential destruction of oak woodland and other vegetation inside and outside the
building envelope in prime SAOW habitat, and in areas highly subject to erosion

o Septic contamination in highly-permeable soils.

We also believe that decisions being made for this land application are setting a dangerous
precedent For example, exemption of the entire 12-acre parcel from Primary Groundwater
Recharge based on a single boring is entirely inappropriate. It suggests that nearly any parcel in
the Larkin Valley area should be exempt from PGR, or alternatively suggests that this
application is being treated in a very special manner.

We appreciate your attention to the issues presented here

Sincerely,
éﬁn\fxscho

Marcy Aschoff

Attachment A. Letter from Jonathan Wittwer to Mr. Ken Hart, May 23, 2006, regarding

Environmental Review of Groundwater Recharge Designation for Land Division Application
No. 05-0246

Attachment B: Letter from Jonathan Wittwer to Tom Burns, et al, August 24,2006, regarding
Application No. 05-0246, APN 049-121-78 Quail Canyon and Larkin Valley Roads

Attachment C:- Photos of oaks within or near building envelope taken from the access road

-170-




Attachment A




WITTWER & PARKIN, LLP

Jonathan Wirtwer 147 SOUTH RIN ER STREET. SUITE 221

William P. Parkin SANTA CRUZ. CALIFORNIA 93060  MRaLGL
Shandra D. landley TELEPHONE : {831) 429-4055 Miviam Celia Gordon
Brett \\. Bennett FACSIMILE: (831)429-4057

E-MAIL: office@ witiwerparkin.com

May 23,2006

Mr. Ken Hart, County Environmental Coordinator
Santa Cruz County Planning Department

701 Ocean Street, Room 400

Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4073

(821) 454-2 131 facsimile

(531)454-3127

Mr. John Ricker, Land Use and Water Quality Pi-ogi-am Coordinator
Environmental Health Department

County of Santa Cruz

701 Ocean Street, Room 330

(831)454-3128 facsiinile

(831) 454-2022

RE: Environmental Review of Ground Water Recharge Designation for
Land Division Application No. 05-0246

Applicant: King

APN: 049-121-78

Former APN: 049-121-41

Dear Mssi-s. Hart and Ricker:

This office represents John Aschoff. Marcy Aschoft, and Stephen Gettel,
neighboring property owners to the above-described Land Division Application. Our
clients request that the County maintain and enforce the primary groundwater recharge
regulations applicable to APN 049-121-78 so as to avoid septic contamination and to
assure recharge of scarce water supplies. The purpose of this letter is to address
environmental review of Land Division Application Number 05-0246 as it relates to the
primary ground water recharge designation.” We submit that this project requires an

' Other potential environmenial impacts will be addressed separately from this leter
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Ken Hart and lohn Ricker

RE Environmental Re\iew for Ground Water Recharge Designation for Land Division Application No
05-0246

Page 2

May 23. 2006

environmental impact report (EIR) because it inay be fairly argued that this project may
cause significant, adverse environmental effects.

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA-Public Resources Code.
§ 21000et seq.), the standard of review for a public agency deciding whether to prepare
an environmental impact report (EIR) is a “fair argument.” 1f a lead agency, such as the
County here, receives fair argument that a project may cause significant, adverse
environmental effects, the agency has a non-discretionary duty to require an EIR. Pub.
Res. Code §§ 21100, 21 151,7 21080, 21082.2; Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento
(2004) 124 Cal. App. 4™ 903, 927-928; see also No Oil, /nc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974)
13 Cal.3d 68, 75.

Further, under the fair argument standard?the question is not whether the
significant impacts will occur, but whether, in light if the whole record, there is any
substantial evidence to support a fair argument that negative effects might occur. 1f there
Is any substantial evidence of a fair argument that a project might cause a significant
impact, the agency’s decision to adopt a negative declaration must be set aside. Friends
of “B" Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal. App. 3d 988, 1002;.Sain Bernardino
Valley Audubon Society v. Metropolitan Water Dist. (1999) 71 Cal. App. 4™ 382, 389.
Moreover, even if the agency can point to evidence that the project will not have a
significant environmental impact, a negative declaration still must be set aside if the
record contains any substantive evidence that there might be a significant, adverse
environmental impact. Pocker Protectors (2004) 124 Cal. Ayp. 4™ at 927 citing Pub. Res.
Code §21151(a) and Cal. Code. Regs., tit. 14, §15064(f)(1),(2).

In the case of this Land Division Application, the project may have at least two
significant, adverse effects on the environment: (1) the redesignation of twelve rural acres
from a priinary groundwater recharge area to an unrestricted, divided parcel; and (2), the
potential construction of buildings involving the creation of new septic systems which
may contaminate the groundwater. Historically, the County has protected this area and
restricted population density and growth because there was concern that the area was
important for groundwater recharge and vulnerable to contamination by septic systems.
Santa Cruz County General Plan, §§ 5.8.2.; 2.3.1 and 2.3.2 on the Rural Density Matrix,
See Exhibit 5.

Under Section 5.8.2 of the Santa Cruz County General Plan, the County
determined that the soils of the area were porous to the extent that new parcel sizes had to

* Section 21151 creates a low threshold requirement for initial preparation of an EIR and reflects a
preference for resolving doubts in favor of environmental review when the question is whether any such
review is warranted.
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Ken Hart and John Ricker

RE: Environmental Review for Ground Water Recharge Designation for Land Division Application No
05-0246

Page 3

May 23. 2006

be a minimum of ten acres in size. Santa Cruz County General Plan, Objective 5.8b
“Overdrafied Groundwater Basins”, § 5.8.2 Land Division Density Requirements in
Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas. Under CEQA, there is evidence of a fair argument
when the applicant aspires to begin “a project [that] may *[c]onflict with any applicable
land use plan, policy, or regulation .. adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental eftect.””Pocker Protectors v. Ciry of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal. App.
4'™ 903, 929 [emphasis added] citing CEQA Guidelines: appendix. G, § 1X, subd. (b).
Consequently, an EIR is required here because the applicants seek to create a parcel that
is smaller than ten acres, and arguably detrimental to the General Plan’s goal of
preventing groundwater overdraft. This qualifies as a fair argument under CEQA.

Applicants here have sought to avoid the General Plan requirements by claiming
that the Subject Property is not in a prime gi-oundwater recharge area. Recently, Staff
Geologist Joe Hanna apparently accepted the conclusions of the hydrogeologic testing
performed for ndge top building sites by Rogers E. Johnson & Associates (the J&A
Investigation). Based on only two boring samples, the J& A Investigation extrapolated
that there is a continuous layer of clay preventing the percolation of all surface water into
the ground water. Exhibit 4, p.9. We submit that the proper way to evaluate whether the
General Plan recharge requirements apply is through an independent EIR consultant. The
presence of subsurface clay in two locations does not preclude water or septic waste from
reaching the ground water. At a minimum, as described in the following, there is fair
argument that the General Plan recharge requirement applies.

In a February 12,2001 letter to the Land Division Applicants from Bruce
Leclergue and John Ricker, Mssrs. Leclergue and Ricker state that the property lies in “a
critically overdrafted area” according to the California Department of Water Resources.
As a consequence, “{aJpproximately three times as much groundwater is presently
extracted from the local aquifers as compared to the level of pumpage that can be
sustained through natural replenishment.” Exhibit 1,p.1. The Leclergue/Ricker letter
goes on to discuss that the overdrafting of the ground water has resulted in a lowering of
the water table and salt water intrusion which has now reached one mile inland. Most
significantly: the letter stated that *‘[a]ny intensification of groundwater use or reduction
in recharge in this area will only serve to exacerbate the present serious problem.”
[emphasisadded] /bid.

Furthennore, Mssrs. Leclergue and Ricker also addressed the issue of subsurface
clay deposits argued by the Applicants. The J&A Investigation found clay and concluded
that it was impossible for the groundwater to recharge the aquifer. Leclei-gue and Ricker
point out that there is no reason to make such a conclusion. In their letter to the
Applicants, they state that despite the presence of some clay, “it is unlikely that [the clay
layers] create an impenetrable seal above the regional water table- More likely,

3
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groundwater infiltrates onto and cascades over these perching layers. Thus, the regional
water table is still recharged from this location, albeit at a slower rate than if the
aquifer consisted only of sands and gravels.”* [emphasis added] Exhibit 1, p.2.

Additionally, On July 13,2001, Mike Cloud met with Rogers Johnson with the
understanding that the primary groundwater recharge designation would be removed if
Mr. Johnson could demonstrate a continuous layer of impenetrable clay. Mr. Cloud wrote
“[t)Joday [Rogers Johnson] showed me a cross-section generated from the field boring
data that depicted subsurface conditions.” Based on these data Mr. Cloud saw layers of
clay but they never lined up to the extent that they sealed the surface water from the
ground water; Mr. Cloud noted that he and Rogers Johnson both agreed with this
appraisal. Mr. Cloud stated that “[a]lthough there were several relatively thin clay layers
encountered in each of the holes, and an inferred clay layer immediately below a mapped
spring location, none of these layers lined up in such a way as to infer a continuous clay
unit. .. Based on this cross-section, | indicated that that we did not have sufficient
grounds to remove the ‘primary groundwater recharge’ designation for the parcel.” Based
on all this information. it appears that the presence of clay is a very misleading indicator.
1t seems that any boring sample in the area will hit layers of clay; however, numerous
sources have stated that the clay does not create an impermeable seal over the
groundwater. Exhibits | and 3.

And finally, according to the attached Santa Cruz County GIS map, the County
currently regards approximately 90% of the parcel as a groundwater recharge area. Since
the current, revised building project involves the middle-western area of the parcel, there
is an extremely high chance that the applicant is planning to build above a primary
groundwater recharge area. The County’s map shows that the entire lower half of APN
049-121-78 sits above a primary groundwater recharge ai-ea. See Exhibit 2 and 6.

The toregoing examples indicate that there is excellent evidence that this parcel is
indeed a primary groundwater recharge area. Moreover, even if this is viewed simply as a
difference of opinion among experts, an EIR s still required. Under Pocker Protectors,
the court stated that **[w]here such expert opinions clash, an EIR should be done.” Pocker
Proteciors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4™ 903, 928 citing Cal. Code
Regs. tit. 14,§15063(g). Moreover. in the Arciiitectuiral Heritage case, the court found
that fact-based evidence proffered by staff constitutes substantial evidence of fair
argument under Section 21082.2 (c) of CEQA. Architecrural Heritage Association v.
County of Monterrev (2004) 122 Cal. App. 4™ 1095, 1115. Therefore, a letter from two
experienced staff members from the Planning Department and a Planning Department
Memorandum from Mike Cloud qualify as fair argument. Likewise, as stated earlier,
there is also substantial evidence of a fair argument when a project conflicts with the
General Plan.
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RE Environmenial Review for Ground Water Recharge Designation for Land Division Application No
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Under CEQA, “substantial evidence” means “enough relevant information and
reasonable inferences from this information™ that a fair argument can be made to support
a conclusion. Pocket Proteciors v. City of Sacramenio (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4™ 903, 927-
928. Substantial evidence includes “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts,

and expert opinion supported by facts.” /4. citing Guidelines, Cal. Regs. Code, tit. 14,
§15384(b).

Here, there is substantial evidence that It was correct for the County to designate
this parcel as a primary groundwater recharge area; at minimum the evidence here shows
that experts disagree about the potential impacts of this project. Mike Cloud criticized the
conclusions of the J& A Investigation and so did John Ricker and Bruce Leclergue.
Exhibits 1 and 3. All three of these County officials/experts indicated that the J& A
Investigation did not support the removal of the Primary Groundwater Recharge
designation for this project. Exhibit 1, p.2; Exhibit 3, p.1. Moreover, the County
Geographic Information Service (GIS) Website used compiled scientific data regarding
soil characteristics to detennine where the groundwater recharge areas are located.
Exhibit 2. Thus, there is ample evidence to support a conclusion that this parcel sits on a
primary groundwater recharge area. At the very minimum, there Is abundant fair
argument that this project should be vetted through the EIR process.

Alternatively, we also disagree with the use of the J& A Investigation in this
context because the investigation was not prepared for this particular project or
building site. The Land Division Applicants are content to infer that the data collected by
J& A back in 2000 is applicable to the entire twelve acre parcel. There is at least fair
argument that this is an unreasonable inference because the property is large and not
uniform. Moreover, as Mssrs. Ricker and Laclergue discussed in their letter, the primary
groundwater designation was couched on the penneability of the surficial soils and their
abiiity to aliow for recharge. Exhibit 1, p.1. The fact that the J& A Investigation did not
even sample where the applicants plan to construct buildings leaves a critical gap in the
necessary infornmation. Cal. Regs. Code, tit.: 14,$1 5063(c). Thus, without more data, this
Initial Study cannot reasonably state that there is a continuous, gap-free layer of clay
under the entire twelve acre parcel; more significantly; as the statements of Mssrs.
Ricker, Cloud, and Laclergue indicate, even if there is a layer of clay under their
proposed building sites, it is not necessarily accurate or prudent to conclude that the
water [or septic waste] cannot percolate down to the ground water.

The J&A Investigation of the Property (Exhibit 4) discusses whether the septic
effluent will contaminate the seasonal perched water table forming over the clay layers
based on ridge top homes. J& A Investigation, p. 9. The Land Division Applicants rely
heavily on this appraisal, however, the current land division plan calls for the
5
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development of homes in a very different location.® Thus, if the J& A Investigation docs
not contemplate this project’s building sites, the Initial Study cannot rely on the J& A
Investigation to demonstrate the absence of a fair argument as to the impacts from the
addition of different impervious sui-faces and new septic systems to the area.

In conclusion, we submit that the Environmental Coordinator should require
preparation 0f an EIR to evaluate the impacts of their development project and the
reclassification of the area as an unrestricted, divided parcel.

Very truly yours,

WITTWER & PARKIN, LLP

alln Jhre—

¥énathan Wittwer

Enclosures:

Exhibit 1-Ricker/Laclergue letter to Applicants-February 12,2001

Exhibit 2-Santa Cruz County GIS Map-showing parcel lines and shaded areas of
primary groundwater recharge

Exhibit 3-Planning Department Memorandum by Mike Cloud-re his meeting with
Rogers E. Johnson

Exhibit 4-Hydrogeologic Investigation by Rogers E. Johnson & Associates
Exhibit 5-Santa Cruz County General Plan-sections on the Rural Density Matrix
and Land Division Density Requirements for Primary Groundwater Recharge
Areas

Exhibit 6-Area where Applicants plan to build.

cc: John and Marcy Aschoff
Stephen W. Gettel

Etlen Pirie, District Supervisor
Tom Bumns, Planmng Director

* John Aschoft went to the County Planning Department to visually inspect the building plans for this site.
The office does not allow photocopymng of plans so Mr. Aschatf marked the building site o1 his own map
of APN 049-12 1-78 (Exhibit 6). From the map it is apparent that the Applicants plan to build a good
disiance from the two boring sites. This map was photocopied from the J&A Investigation.

6
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County of Santa Cruz

Flood Control and Water Conservation District

701 OCEAN STREET,SUITE 330. SANTA CRUZ. CA 95060-4073
(831)454-2580 FAX: (831)454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123

ALVIN D.JAMES, DIRECTOR

February 12,2001

John & Julia King
225 Camino Al Mar
Watsonville, CA 95076

Re: Review of Development Permit Application 00-0387, Parcel 049-12 1-4}
Dear Mr. and Ms. King,

Water Resources staff reviewed Application 00-0387 which proposes to subdivide a 13-acreparcel in
Larkin Valley into three lots of approximately 4-acres each. Staff were asked to review the application
to evaluate its conformance with current planning code as well as general plan policy. Accompanying
the application is a hydrogeologic report, prepared by Rogers Johnson, dated March 14,2000.The report
concludes that the property should be removed from the designated Primary Groundwater Recharge
constraint list because “several impermeable clay layers” separate the ground surface from the regional
water table. The report suggests that infiltrating water does not recharge the regional aquifer, nor will
effluent from site septic systems impact the regional water table. Staff has also met with Rogers Johnson
to discuss the technical and regulatory issues surrounding this application.

This property lies within a region designated as critically overdrafted according to the California
Department of Water resources. Approximately three times as much groundwater is presently extracted
from the local aquifers as compared to the level of pumpage that can be sustained through natural
replenishment. Due to the high level of groundwater pumping in this region, the regional water table in
the Larkin Valley area table has been lowered roughly to sea level. This basin-wide lowering of the water
table has resulted in seawater intrusion into the aquifer for a distance of approximately one mile from
the shore line. Any intensification of groundwater use or reduction in recharge in this area will only
serve to exacerbate the present serious problem.

Chapter 5 of the County’s General Plan specifically addresses overdrafted groundwater basins. This
Chapter, in Section 5.8,defines the County’s goals and policies in protecting these areas. The “Primary
Groundwater Recharge Area” is defined as ‘... those areas where local soil conditions and underlying
geologic formations allow for infiltration and percolation of rainfall and runoff into groundwater basins.”
This Section goes on to restrict the minimum size of new parcels located in these designated areas.

There appears to be some confusion regarding the definition of “Primary Groundwater Recharge Area.”
As indicated above, your geologic consultant concludes that the property should be removed from the
designated Primary Groundwater Recharge constraint list because “several inipermeable clay layers”
separate the ground surface from the regional water table. However, the main issue regarding “primary”
recharge, is that the surficial soils in these areas allow for relatively rapid infiltration of rainfall and
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runoff into the subsurface so .nat the recharge may eventually reach tne main aquifer. Although there
may be intervening low permeability layers that inhibit or cause the infiltrating groundwater to take a
more circuitous path to reach the main aquifer, the pathway the infiltrating groundwater takes is of
secondary importance. Only if there were a laterally extensive aquiclude that caused nearly all of the
infiltrated groundwater to discharge to the ground surface could an area such as this be considered for
removal from the Primary Groundwater Recharge designation.

Staff concludes there is inconclusive proof that infiltrating water from this site would not recharge the
aquifer. As the report points out, the two subsurface clay layers identified during the site investigation
were deposited in a fluvial environment. In such an environment, the different sediment types typically
occur as lenticular deposits and are discontinuous in extent. Although the clayey deposits prevent a direct
flow route from the ground surface to the water table, it is unlikely that they create an impenetrable seal
above the regional water table. More likely, groundwater infiltrates onto and cascades over these
perching layers. Thus, the regional water table is still recharged from this location, albeit at a slower rate
than if the aquifer consisted only of sands and gravels.

The County is presently reviewing the adequacy of current policies, ordinances, and practices for the
protection of groundwater resources and specifically the recharge areas. Water Resources staff will be
going back to the Board of Supervisors to seek further guidance on this issue. And it is likely that staff
will recommend that no further applications for removal from designated groundwater recharge areas
be considered until the area specific conditions can be remedied and the policies updated in the up-
coming General Plan revision.

Based on the above discussion, we have determined that the information submitted in your report by
Rogers Johnson, dated March 14, 2000, does not support the removal of the Primary Groundwater
Recharge designation from this parcel.

gluq ét&.w

Bruce Laclergle
Water Resources Manager

Ricker
Land Use and Water Quality Program Coordinator

cc: Ken Hart, Co. Environmenral Coordinator
Richard Emigh, Applicant

King Recharge Letter.wpd
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MEMORANDUM
DATE: July 13,2001
TO: Application File 00-0387
FROM: Mike Cloud -yA%”

SUBJECT: Parcel 049-121-41

| met today with Rogers Johnson, the geologic consultant for the property owner Katey King,
regarding the hydrogeologic evaluation he was conducting on the subject parcel. The property
owner was applying to have the designation of “primary groundwater recharge” removed from
the subject parcel. At a meeting with Rogers on April 5, 2001, we agreed that if he could
demonstrate using the field data that 1) there was a continuous clay layer beneath the site that
prevented infiltrating water from reaching the underlying aquifer and 2) that this clay layer was
oriented such that the intercepted (perched) groundwater would drain towards the creek and
daylight as surface springs (thereby not recharging the aquifer beneath the site), then we would
remove the “primary groundwater recharge” designation from this parcel. At the time of that
meeting, he only had subsurface data from 2 borings and a sketch map. Later in May he sent me
a dnller’s log and a geophysical log from a well that was installed on the property last year. He
and | agreed that prior to drilling any additional borings that he should generate a cross-section to
seeif he could infer a continuous, correctly oriented clay layer, using the data fiom the well, 2
borings, and surveyed topographic map. :

Today he showed me a cross-section generated from the field boring data that depicted
subsurface conditions. The cross-section was keyed to a Bowman and Williams surveyed base
map. Although there were several relatively thin clay layers encountered in each of the holes, and
an inferred clay layer immediately below a mapped spring location, none of these layers lined up
in such a way as to infer a continuous clay unit. We both noted that we could not see a
meaningful correlation. Based on this cross-section, ] indicated that we did not have sufficient
grounds to remove the “primary groundwater recharge” designation from this parcel. Rogers said
that he would share the newest data and summary of our meeting with his client.

1 asked that he send me a copy of the cross-section to add to our files. He said he would get it to
me later.
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ROGERS E. JOHNSON 8 ASSOCIATES
CONSULTING ENGINEERING GEOLOGISTS
1729 Seabright Avenue, Suite D
Santa Cruz, California 95062
e-mail: reja@bigfool.com
Ofc (831) 425-1288 e Fax (831)425-1136

HYDROGEOLOGIC INVESTIGATION
KING PROPERTY
LARKIN VALLEY ROAD
WATSONVILLE, CALIFORNIA
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY APN 049-121-41

REJA Job No. H98056-76
March 14,2000
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ROGERS E. JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES
CONSULTING ENGINEERING GEOLOGISTS
1729 Seabright Avenue, Suite D
Sanla Cruz, California95062
e-mail: reja@bigfool comn
Ofc (831) 425-1288 e Fax (831) 425-1136

March 14,2000

Ms. Katy King Job No .H98056-76
Monterey Bay Properties

620 Capitola Avenue

Capitola, California 95010

Re:  Hydrogeologic Investigation
Larkin Valley Road, Watsonville, California
Santa Cruz County APN 049-121-41

Dear Ms. King:

The following report presents the results of our hydrogeologic investigation of the above
referenced property. The purpose of our investigation was to determine whether the proposed 2-
split of the 12-acre parcel would be feasible without causing contamination of the aquifer
beneath the property.

The Santa Cruz County Planning Department has designated the subject property a Primary
Groundwater Recharge (PGR) constraint area. The Planning Department defines PGR areas as
being underlain by an aquifer where soils and native earth materials exhibit a percolation rate of
greater than 2 inches per hour. These areas are thought to be substantial contributors of recharge
to aquifers (water bearing units) at depth. For newly created parcels of less than 10 acres, the
county requires a technical report to determine whether a septic system on the parcel can dispose
of effluent without adversely affecting the groundwater.

Our study indicates that the property should be removed from Primary Groundwater Recharge
status as defined by the Santa Cruz County ordinances. Septic effluent discharged beneath the
property has a very low potential for contamination of the aquifer.

Please call if you have questions.

Sincerely,

ROGERS E. JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES

PRY¥

ogers E. Johnson
Principal Geologist
C.E.G.No. 1016
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Ms. Katy King Job No. H98056-76
March /4. 2000 Page ii
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INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of our hydrogeologic investigation of the 12-acre parcel (APN
049-121-41) located on Larkin Valley Road in Santa Cruz County, California (Figure 1). The
property owner proposes to subdivide the currently undeveloped parcel into two parcels of
roughly equal acreage.

The purpose of our investigation was to evaluate the hydrogeologic conditions of the property
and determine whether the conditions are conducive with removal of the property from Primary
Groundwater Recharge constraint status. The scope of our study included the following:

1. Review of pertineni published and unpublished maps and reports;
2. Aerial photograph analysis;

3. Field mapping;

4. Subsurface exploration consisting of two deep borings,

5. Analysis of water well logs and logs of exploratory borings advanced on nearby
properties; and

6. Preparation of this report and the accompanying graphics.

SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The subject property is located on the northeast-facing flank of a low, northwest trending ridge in
the Larkin Valley area of southern Santa Cruz County Access if via an existing driveway off
Larkin Valley Road. The moderately sloping northwestern flank meets Larkin Valley Road at
about 160 feet. The subject property itself extends from just below the crest of the ridge to Larkin
Valley Road. The slope averages about 17 percent grade Vegetation consists primarily of a pine
and eucalyptus forest with patchy, dense underbrush

REGIONAL GEOLOGY

The subject property is underlain by the Aromas Formation of Pleistocene age (Figure 2). The
Aromas Formation (also known as the Aromas Sand) consists of two members: a lower, fluvial
facies containing interfingering gravel, sand, silt, and clay deposited in a meandering stream and
estuary environment; and an upper eolian facies consisting of well-sorted, fine-grained sand
deposited in a coastal dune field. As noted on Figures 2 and 3, the Aromas Formation in the
Larkin Valley area strikes northeast and dips about 1° to the southeast. The maximum thickness
of the Aromas deposits isin excess of 700 feet (Dupre and Tinsley, 1980)
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Throughout most of the Larkin Valley area, the fluvial and eolian members of the Aromas
Formation are separated by a distinct clay unit, 10 of more feet thick, which was probably
deposited in a lagoonal environment. This clay unit is especially well exposed in the Cabrillo
Sand and Gravel Quarry on Freedom Boulevard, about 2 ‘2 miles north of the subject property
(Dupre, 1971; Cotton, 1976). Less than a mile northeast of the subject site, our firm has detected
the lagoonal clay in exploratory borings for previous hydrogeologic studies (Johnson, 1988,
1989, 1992).

REGIONAL GROUNDWATER

Significant amounts of groundwater are found in two geologic units in the vicinity of the subject
property: 1) the Aromas Formation, and 2) the Pliocene Purisima Formation (marine sandstone
and siltstone) which underlies the Aromas Formation at depth (Figure 4). The Aromas Formation
forms the major aquifer (water bearing unit) from which groundwater is extracted for general
use. Based on a conversation with Doug Coty of the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency,
the regional water table is about 5 feet above mean sea level in the Larkin Valley area. Perched
groundwater of limited horizontal extent is common throughout the fluvial facies of the Aromas
Formation due to the presence of impermeable clay layers.

LOCAL GEOLOGY

The subject property is almost entirely underlain by the fluvial facies of the Aromas Formation,
with the contact between the upper, eolian member and the lower, fluvial member about 300 feet
in elevation near the top of the property (Figures 3 and 5). We drilled two 6-inch flight-auger
borings on the property, both 100 feet deep, to characterize the subsurface distribution of earth
materials (see Appendix A, Logs of Exploratory Borings). For additional subsurface information,
we consulted existing well data and the logs of exploratory borings from a nearby geotechnical
report (Raas, 1989;see Appendix B).

The borings advanced for this study encountered red-brown sands and silty sand with intervals of
lagoonal clays found at varying elevations (see Appendix A, Logs of Exploratory Borings).
Boring 1 encountered perched groundwater 24 feet below the ground surface. The water is
perching on a silty clay unit located between 25 and 28 feet below the ground surface. Boring 2,
which is located downslope about 600 feet horizontal distance and about 65 feet lower than
Boring 1, encountered perched water 7.5 feet below the ground surface. More clay was
encountered at 16 feet below the ground surface and again at between 63 and 67 feet below the
ground surface. A small spring is located near the intersection of the driveway on the property
and Larkin Valley Road. This spring lies at an elevation of about +160 feet MSL which roughly
corresponds with the elevation of the top of the clay layer encountered at a depth of 63 feet below
the ground surface in Boring 2.

Unfortunately, we were unable to drill deep enough in Boring 1 to determine if the clay layer,
encountered at 63 feet below the ground surface in Boring 2, was continuous across the entire
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property. We can state, however, that we encountered relatively impermeable clay layers
throughout the property.

Review of logs of borings for a geotechnical investigation by Steven Raas and Associates (1989),
done for a 4-lot subdivision located about 1,000 feet northeast of the subject property,
encountered clay layers 4 to 7 feet thick; the elevations of the top of these clay layers ranged
between 107 and 122 feet MSL.

The logs of a water well, drilled in the vicinity of the subject property, also encountered a clay
layer 20 to 30 feet thick, as described below.

LOCAL GROUNDWATER

Information obtained from the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency indicates that
groundwater levels in the Larkin Valley area have been "hovering around sea level” for the past
several years. A well, drilled in 1983, located adjacent to the west side of the subject property,
encountered water 90 feet below the ground surface (see Appendix B). The elevation of the well
head is approximately 180 feet, putting the water level at +90 feet MSL. The well log shows a
22-foot thick layer of "blue sand and clay" between 90 and 112 feet below the ground surface.
This water is perched on the clay layer and does not represent the regional ground water table.

Thus, the subsurface data indicates the property is underlain by fluvial facies Aromas Formation
containing numerous interbeds of clay that perch groundwater at various intervals before the
regional water table is reached, approximately 150to 400 feet below the ground surface. Both of
our test borings encountered water perched on clay units. In addition, seeps noted adjacent to
Larkin Valley Road and the clays encountered in test borings just northeast of the subject
property attest to the numerous layers of clay (between 4 and 20 feet thick) that are found in the
fluvial facies of the Aromas Formation in the immediate vicinity of the subject property.

SEPTIC EFFLUENT

Our investigation indicates that he building sites on the subject property are separated from the
Aromas aquifer by numerous layers of clay. Subsurface borings on and near the property indicate
the presence of numerous impermeable clay layers ranging between 4 and 20 feet thick at a depth
of 90 feet of less; while the regional water table is at a depth ranging between 150 and 380 feet
below the subject property. The layers of clay serve as impermeable barriers that interrupt the
downward migration of groundwater from the ridge top. The perched water slowly flows over the
clay layers until it presumably emerges as distributed seepage or discrete springs.

The question now arises whether septic effluent from the two building sites might contaminate
the perched groundwater that eventually issues to the ground surface as seeps and springs. Based
on the literature reviewed below, we do not believe this effluent will cause a problem.
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i
-




Ms. Kary King JobNo. H98056-76
March 74, 2000 Page 9

In the early 1960s, Romero (1970) compiled data from several studies in Colorado to evaluate the
, Characteristics of earth materials capable of adequately filtering septic effluent. Romero found
that sediments with particle sizes less than 0.08 millimeters (mostly coarse silt and finer)
demonstrate nearly complete removal of pathogens in the first 5 feet of travel distance.
Sediments with particle sizes between 0.08 and 0.25 millimeters (mostly fine sand) demonstrate
nearly complete removal with effluent travel of 5 to 20 feet. The sands, silts and clays that
comprise a significant percent of the native material fluvial Aromas Formation beneath the
proposed homesites is very effective in removing pathogens. Moreover, Franks (1972) argues
that the finest 10 percent (by weight) of any sediment is most critical in determining its filtering
properties. Most pathogens then will be removed within 5 to 10 feet of travel distance.

Even if we assume tlie unlikely, Olivieri and Roche (1979) have shown that whatever small
amounts of bacterial and viral waste might reach the perched water will be removed afier 100
feet of lateral travel distance. The leach field for any potential homesite on the subject property
can be positioned and designed to allow for greater than 10 feet of separation between the invert
of the leach lines and any perched water.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The proposed homesites on the subject property should be removed from the Primary
Groundwater Recharge constraint list because they lie above several impermeable clay
layers (at a depth of 90 feet or less) which isolates the sites hydrologically from the
regional water table at a depth ranging between 150 and 380 feet.

Septic effluent from the proposed ridge top homesites will not contaminate the seasonal
perched water table forming over the clay layers.

Proposed septic leach fields should be investigated by a Registered Environmental Health
Specialist or other licensed professional approved by tlie Santa Cruz County En«iron-
mental Health Service. This report should be carefully reviewed by the person designing
the sewage disposal systems.

INVESTIGATION LIMITATIONS

1. This report is not an engineering geologic report. Itis limited to the hydrogeology of the
subject property and in no way implies the sites will not be subjected to ground failure ox
seismic shaking so intense that structures will be severely damaged or destroyed.

2. This report is issued with the understanding that it is the duty and responsibility of the
owner or her 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.
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3. 1f any unexpected variations in soil conditions or if any undesirable conditions are
. encountered during construction or if the proposed construction will differ from that

planned at the present time, Rogers E. Johnson and Associates should be notified so that
supplemental recommendations can be given.
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Existing Well Data and Logs of Offsite Exploratory Borings
King Property Well Log Review
August 4,1998
835 Larkin Valley Road
Property West of King Property
North End of Property (seen from driveway)

Drill date: 6/27/83 Water: 90'bgs UTM grid card: 043 899

Log: 0 - 2 fee Top soil

2 - 22 feet Fine yellow sand

22 - 48 feet Coarse yellow sand

48 - 68 feet Fine yellow sand

68 - 90 feet Coarse brown sand

90 - 112 feet Blue sand and clay

112 - 135 feet Brown sand

135 - 261 feet Fine brown sand

719 Larkin Valley Road

Drill date: 11/94 Water: Level unknown
Log: 0 - 4 feet Sand

4 - 35 feet Brown sandy clay

35 - 43 feet Gravel and sand

43 - 130 feet Gravel

130- 140 feet Gravel

140- 200 feet
200 - 220 feet
220 - 240 feet
240 - 260 feet
260 - 300 feet
300 - 320 feet

Gravel and sand
Sand and gravel
Sand
Sand and gravel
Gravel and sand
Sand
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Chapter 2: Land Use

RURAL RESIDENTIAL SITING AND DENSITY

Objective 23 Rural Land Divisions and Density

(LCP)

Toestablish a clear set of land use suitability criteria fordetermining rural resider: ial density within the General

Plan density ranges, giving consideration to site resources, environmental constraints and the availability of
public services and facilities.

Policies

2.1
(LCP)

5124794

Rural Density Matrix
Mamntamn a “matrix system™ to determine the allowable residential density onlands designated Mountain,Rural,

or Suburban Residential. The specific numerical values and the maps used in this evaluation system should be
refined periodically as new information becomes available. but the matrix system shall generate an actual
distribution of parcel densities over the full range of the appropriate land use designation. Specificrequirements
for updating maps are described in chapter 1: Introduction. The system includes mitigation measures to be
included in development proposals to alleviate adverse conditions. Factors included in the point/matrix system
are described below. Generally. higher point Soores generated for a particular parcel would result in higher
density development, within te alloxad density range for the General Plan designation. A full description of
tte Mebix criteria and allowable parcels sizes in each land use category can be found in The Rural Residential
Dersity Determination ordinance of the Santa Cruz County Code. The specific standards contained in that
ordinance are incorporated into this element by reference, and shall not be amended without a Ceneral Plan and

LCP Land Use Ran amendment.

(a) Road Access: Access is one of the most important factors after water availability in assessing density in
rural areas, and shall be weighted higher thanmost other factors. Matrix ratings reflect the ability of tre
road system to meet the service requirements of the proposed development. Type of access is dependent
upon the existing County road network and tte level of improvements that will be supplied by the

development.

(b) Water Supply: Water supply determination involves the adequacy of a project’s source of water including
the type of supply system, availability and quality of the water. Matrix ratings reflect both the adequacy
of the water supply and the general availability of water sources in te area.

(c) Water Resource: The type of sanitationsystem utilized by developments can have great effects on overall
water quality in water supply watersheds and this factor is reflected in matrix ratings for this category.

(d) Timber Resources: The evaluation of timber resourcesinvolves assessment of the opportunities for long-
tam sustained timber yield and disturbance to existing residential development MArEX ratings reflect tre
viability of timberharvest based on parcel size ad distance to urban areas. The development potential of
a par-el is related to its potential for timbering, with those parcels not designated as a timber resource
receiving a higher rating for development thanthose parcels which are designated as a Timber Resource.

Page 2-11
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SensitiveHabitat: Matrix ratings are based on the ability to avoid critical or Lmportant biotic resource areas.
The matrix is designed S0 that a developer may improve the initial “score” by relocating development
activities away from designated habitat areas. While population growth in general inevitably impacts an
area’s vegetation and wildlife resources, only the most importantorunique County habitats are incorporated
into this analysis and designated on the County Resources and Constraints maps. See policy 5.1.2 of te
Conservation and Open Space Element for a definition of Sensitive Habitats.

Erosion: The evaluation of erosion potential is based on the degree of erodability associated with various
surface and bedrock formationsand slope criteria. Erosion hazard may increase dramatically with increases
inslope, and also varies according to rock type. By limiting the degree of Jand disturbance in highly erodable
aress. erosion related adverse impacts can be controlled.

Seismic Activity: Evaluation of seismic hazards weighs the relative risks fram actual surface rupture,
ground shakingand liquefaction during seismic events. A major seismicevent in Santa Cruz County (Loma
Prieta Earthquake, 1989) resulted in extensive damage to structures and loss of life. The density of
development in areas of high seismic activity can be correlated to the amount of damage to property and
personal injury. Matrix values are derived from data gathered by the Uit States Geological Survey
(USGS) based on past activity, and depend on the activity of #e fault zone ad the mapped potential for
liquefaction and ground shaking.

Landslides: The matrix ratings regarding landslides are developed from detailed research done by the
United States Geological Survey, and fram a statistical analysis of known slope failures in the Santa Cruz
mountains. Ratings reflect a combination of geologic bedrock types and slope.

Fire HazardszDue to the relative importance of firesafety considerations, this factor shall be weighted more
heavily than other concerns. Criteriafor responsetimes. secondaryaccess roads,dead-end roads and road
design standards are presented as part of the County's Fire Safety policies, and are included in this rating
along with the location of the project relative to Critical Fire Hazard Areas. Critical Fire Hazard Areas are
those locations in which a fire could, under certain conditions, spread uncontrollably.

232 Secial Land Division and Dasity Requirements
(Lcp)  Mamtamn special land division and density requirements based on resources and constraints shown in
Figure 2-2. Uali& these criteriain conjunction with the Rural Density Matrix system outlined in policy 2.3.1.

Page 2-12
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Chapter 2. Land Use

Figure 2-2 (page 1 of 2)
Hvision and Density Requir

Type of Resource

Land Division Requirements
(Minimum sverage sree requlred
PER PARCEL) (2)

Density Requirements
(MInlmum avenge
site area required
PER RESIDENTIAL UNIT) (3)

AGRICULTURALLANDS (Section5.13):
Type 1 Commercial Agricultural land
Type 2 Commercial Agricultural land
Type 3 Commercial Agricultural land

(onty under specal condions)
10 amble acres
20 arable acres
20 arable acres

1 unit per parcel
1unit per parcs}
Lunit per parcel

NON-COMMERCIAL AGRICULTURAL
LANDS (Sections.14):

Lend designated Agricultural on lend use
maps, not Sesignated as Agricultural
Resource land

10 — 40 netdevelopable acres, or

2 1/2 - 20 net developable acres with
special Findings; based on Rural
Density Matmx

10-40 net developable acres or 2
1/2-20 net developable acres with
Spedial Findings; basedon Rural
Density Matrix

SPECIAL FORESTS (Section5.1)

No division of mapped special forest
habitat

The lowest density in the range
allowable by the applicable
General Plan designation for land
outside mappad habitat area.
Otherwise 1'unit per parcel.

'MAPPED GRASSLANDS in the Coastal
Zone (Sections 5.1and 5.10)

No divisionof mappedgrassland
habitat

The lowest density in the range
aliowable by the applicable
General Plan designation tor land
outside mappedhabitat area.
Otherwise 1 unit per parce!.

MINERAL RESOURCE LANDS
(Section 5.186)

40 gross aaes

40 gross acres

TIMBER RESOURCE LANDS (Section 5.12):

'Lend with Timber ProductionZone District
inside the Coastal Zone

Lendwith Timber ProductionZone District
outside the Coastal Zone

Parcels over 20 acres in size in designated
timber resource areas. not zoned Timber
Production

160 gross acres. or 40 gross acres if
dustered and ajoint Timber
Management Plan has been approved

40 gross acres, or 10 gross acres it
clustered and a joint Timber
Management Plan has been approved

Same requirements as Timber
Production zoned Lands if found
have equivalent resources

160gross acres, 0r 40 gross
acres il dustered and a pint
Timber Management Plan is
approved

40 gross acres unless clustered,
then 10gross aaes

Same density as Twnber
Production zoned landsif found wo
have equivalent resources

WATERSHEDS (Section 5.5):

Water wppty watersheds in Coastal Zone

Water wppty watersheds outside Coastal
Zone (exceptSan Lorenzo River watershed
and under other circumstances)

Least disturbed watersheds

Proposed resenvoir protection areas

20 gross acres
10 gross acres

40 gross aces
No division of parcel

20 gross acres
10gross acres

40 gross acres
1 unit per parcel

GROUNDWATER RECHARGE AREAS
{Section 5.8)

10 gross acres

10gobs acres

* Denotes policies which only apply inside the Coastal Zone.

(1) This table summarizes special landdvision and density requirements of General Plan and L.CP Resources and Constraints
policies. More specific requirements are foundm the General Planand LCP Land Use Plan sections noted.

(2) These acreages are expressed as minimums. The maximum number of parcels resulting from any land division shall not
exceed the total number of allowed units on one parcel based on this table and the Rural Residential Density DeterminationMatrix.

(3) These acreages are expressed as minimums. The maximum number of dwelling units on en existing parcel shali not exceed
the wtal number of potential parcels and/or units as determinedby this table and the Rural Residentia! Density Determination Matrix.
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Santa Cruz County General Plan

al

Type of Constraint

Special Lan

Figure 2-2 (page 2 of 2)

LandDivislon Requirements
(MInlmum average area required
PER PARCEL) (2)

Density Requlremonts
(MInlmum average site area
required PER RESIDENTIAL

UNIT 3

—

” 'COASTAL HAZARD AREAS -
blutls and beaches (Section6.2)

New parcels must provide building
sites outside areas of coastal
hazards

Density consistent with General
Plan designation

| CRITICAL FIRE HAZARD AREAS
{Section 6.5):

Buildingsite in Critical Fire Hazard
Area
- with through road a- secondary
access

- with dead end road

” Mitigable Critical Fire Hazard Areas
if all mitigations approved

100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN
(Section 6.4)

- Parcel size consistent with the
lowest density in the range
allowable by the applicable
General Plan Designation

- No division albwed

Parcelsize consistent with General
Plan land use designation

Permittedonty under special
conditions

- The bwest density in the range
allowable by the applicable
General Plan Designation

- 1 unit per parcel

Density consistent with General
Plan Land Use designation

Density consistent with General
Plan designation excluding
floodway area

SEISMIC REVIEW ZONES -
fauit zones (Sections.1)

20 net developable acres outside
USL. Consistent with General Plan
designation inside USL

Density consistent with the General
Plan designation and Geologic
Report

* Denotes policies which onty apply insi4 3 the Coastal Zone.

(1) This table summarizes special land division and density requirementsof General Plan and LCP Resources and
Constraints policies. More specific requirements are found in the General Plan and LCP Land Use Plan sections noted.

(2) These acreages are expressed as minimums. The maximum number of parcels resulting from any land division
shall not exceed the total number of albwed units on one parcel based on this table and the Rural Residential Density

Determination Matrix.

(3) These acreages are expressed as minimums. The maximum number of dwelling units on an existing parcel shall not
exceed the total number of potential parcels and/or units as determined by this table and the Rural Residential Density

Determination Matrix.
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£p) Toprotect the quantity and quality of the County’s groundwater resources throughan integrated program of 1and
use regulation and runoffmanagement in groundwater recharge areas, careful water quality monitoring and
management of extractions consistent with long-term sustainable water supply yields.

~py Toactdirectly and coordinate and work with relevant water purveyors and agencies to eliminate long-term
groundwater overdraft in all water basins where overdraft has been documented

licies

11 Primary Groundwater Recharge Area Designation

-p) Designate on the General Plan Resource Maps those areaswhere local soil conditionsand underlying geologic
formations allow forinfiltration and percolation of rainfall and nmoff into groundwater basins.

t.2 Land Division and Density Requirements in Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas

“P) Requiire new parcel sizes to be an average of at least 10 gross acres for parcels with building sites located in
primary groundwater recharge areas and allow amaximum average residential density of one dwelling unit per
10 gross acres for parcels which are not divided. Allow exceptions only where the development is:
(a) located within the Rural Services Line or within the Urban Services Line; and
(b) served by a sewage disposal System operated by a County Service Area or public services district which

provides at least secondary treatrnent with nitrogen removal or which disposes of effluent outside the
primary groundwater recharge area.

'3 Uses In Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas

Py  Prohibitany land use in a Primary Groundwater Recharge Area whch would allow the percolation of pollutants
into the groundwater system.

.4 Drainage Design in Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas

’P) Require mention of stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces for all new development in Primary
Groundwater Recharge Areas through on-site percolation methods so as not 1o exceed predevelopment runoff
levels. Utilize on-site detention methods where percolation methods are not feasible; either system should be
designed for a minimum design storm as determined by the County Design Criteria.

.5 Developing Groundwater Resources
P)  Allow development of groundwater resourceswhen consistentwith sustainable yield, protection of sreamflows,

and maintenance of groundwater quality. Require water systems serving new development to meet applicable
standards for yield o ensure a reliable water supply is provided to its users.

e 5-28
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WITTWER & PARKIN, LLP

147 SOUTH RIVER STREET. SUITE 221
SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA 95060
TELEPHONLE: (831) 4294065
FACSIMILE, (831) 449-4057
E-MAL office @ wittwerparkin.com

Jonathan Witiwer
William P. Parkin
Shandra D. Handley
Brett W. Bonoett

August 24,2006

HAND DELIVERED

Tom Bums, Planning Director

Mark Deming, Senior Planner

Paia Levine, Deputy Environmental Coordinator
Santa Cruz County Planning Department

701 Ocean Street, Fourth Floor

Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4073

(831) 454-2131 facsimile

(837) 454-2580

John Ricker, Land Use and Water Quality Program Coordinator
Environmental Health Department

701 Ocean Street, Room 330

Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4073

(831) 454-3128 facsimile

(831) 454-2022

RE: Application No. 05-0246, APN 049-121-78
Quail canyon and Larkin Valley Roads
Applicant: King

Current APN: 049-121-78

Former APN: 049-121-41

Dear Mssrs. Deming, Burns, Ricker, and Ms. Levine:

FARALEGAL
Miriaxm Celia Gordon

This office represents John Aschoff, Marcy Aschoff, and Stephen Gettel, neighboring

property owners to the above-described Land Division Application. The purpose of this letter is

to support the County Environmental Coordinator’s letter dated July 7,2006 regarding the above

and to reply to the letter, dated July 20, 2006, but submitted on July 31,2006 by Gerald Bowden

for his client, Katy King (Applicant). In brief, we submit that the assertions in the Applicant’s
letter are without merit. Thus, the Department’s September 24,2001 review regarding
Application No. 00-0337 should net, as the Applicant claims, be regarded as final for the
purposes of Application No. 05-0246 because (1) the 2001 review related to a different project at
different “hotnesites”; (2) the Applicant’s geologic testing is invalid under Santa Cruz Code
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Mark Deming, Tom Bums,Paia Levine, and John Ricker

RE: Application No. 05-0246, APN 049-121-78 Quail Canyon and Larkin Valley Roads
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August 24,2006

§16.10.060(d) because five years have elapsed and because the building sites have changed
significantly; and (3) per the County’s recent letter, to overturn the PGR, General Plan, and LCP
designation there must be site-specific soil analysis and County supervision. The Applicant here
has not provided the County with suitable data to overturn said PGR designation.

1. The 2000 Soil Tests Do Not Suffice for a Substantially Different Location

Application 00-0387 called for a specific development plan that involved ridge top
“homesites.” The Rogers E. Johnson & Associates (J & A) review from March of 2000
specifically assumed the proposed ridge top homesites in reaching their “conclusion” that the
PGR designation could be removed for those “homesites” (p.9). Joe Hanna stated in his letter to
the Applicant, dated September 24, 2001, that he agreed with the “conclusions” of the J & A
review. Thus, the Applicant incorrectly assumes that the PGR review in September of 2001 is
binding as to completely different “homesite” locations.

Moreover, under Section 16.10.060(d) of the Santa Cruz County Code, the 2000} & A
study has been rendered invalid by both changed conditions and the passage of time. The Code
states “‘[t]he exception to the three year period of validity is where a change in site conditions,
development proposal, technical information or County policy significantly affects the
technical data, analysis, conclusions or requirements of the assessment or report; in which case
the Planning Director may require a new or revised assessment or report.” In this case, five
years have elapsed and there has been a change in the development proposal in that the homesite
has been moved to another, substantially different location.

The Applicant abandoned the 2000 application before it went through environmental
review or any other public review process. However, if the 2000 application had gone through
environmental review with a public hearing, the conclusions of the ] & A review may well have
been challenged and rejected on the merits. Thus, Applicant’s claim that the 2001 review should
be binding because it successfully completed the permit application process will not withstand
scrutiny. It would be more appropriate to say that in 2001 the Applicant took some steps
regarding their application and then abandoned the project (Application No. 00-0387).

A. Standards for Demonstrating that PGR Designation Should be Removed

According to the Planning Department letter of July 7, 2006, there are specific
procedures which must attend every PGR reconsideration. In this letter, the Planning
Department stated that, among other requirements, soil samples must be taken from “at least six
soil pits, three in each of the development and building envelopes.” Planning Dept. Letter, p.2.

In 2000, ] & A took two boring samples which were/are not both within the development and
building envelopes of the 2005 Application. Additionally, according to the standards set forth by

2
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the Planning Department, the J & A review also places far too much emphasis on finding clay
deposits when the applicable test for PGR is whether the soil has permeability exceeding two
inches per hour. Department Letter, p.2.

Along these same lines, Applicant assumes that the 2001 review by the County applies to
the entire parcel. In fact, the 2001 review refers to the specific homesite proposed in Application
00-0387. See Hanna Letter of September 24, 2001 (referring to how specific sites may be
removed from PGR). The site Mi-. Hanna was referring to is/was on the ridge top and not in the
swale of the canyon. Thus, there is no basis for Applicant’s claim that the County concluded that
the entire 12-acreparcel was no longer a PGR area. The Department’s July 7, 2006 letter sets
forth procedures and standards that ensure there is good scientific basis prior to changing the
PGR designation.’

Here, those procedures have not been followed and those standards have not been met,
Hence, for all the forgoing reasons, the Applicant has failed to establish any basis for any change
to the Planning Department’s conclusions as they are set forth in the July 7, 2006 letter to the
Applicant.

B. The County May Change the Law

The Applicant claims that she has “been repeatedly assured by [Planning Department]
staff that this issue cannot be reopened without a change in the General Plan or some other
legislative change.” Applicant letter 42, p.1. The Applicant proffersno documentation
whatsoever for this claim, nor does it seem hikely given the change of building site locations.
However, even if we assume some assurance was given, it is not accurate to characterize a new
project as a “‘reopening” of an old issue. A new project, involving a different building site is
simply a different and new endeavor which would not be a “reopening.”

Additionally, even if the Applicant’s 200! correspondence with the Planning Department
is read in the most favorable light to the Applicant, the Applicant never attained a vested interest
inbuilding the project described in Application 00-0387 (much less for the different sites sought
in Application 05-0246). In California, vested interests attach when building permits are issued
and the land-owners spend substantial sums of money in reliance on the permit. Avco

' Furthermore, the Planning Department’s July 7, 2006 letter identifies potential environmental impacts related to
San Andreas Live Oak Woodland. According to the Santa Cruz County G1S website, the area is also designated as a
“Special Forest.” The website defines special forest*as defined in General Plan adopted May 24, 1694, Forest areas,
designated on the General Plan and Local Coastal Program Biotic Resources Maps, which are unique natural
communities, limited in supply and distribution. threatened by substantial disturbance from human activities, and
which provide habiat for rare, endangered and/or locally unique species of plants and animals. Examples of Special
Forests include San Andreas Live Oak Woodlands, Valley Oak, Santa Cruz Cypress, indigenous Ponderosa and
Monterey Pine, and ancient forests.” hip://pis.co.santa-cruz.ca.us/internet/Metadata/14.xm! (emphasisadded).

3
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Community Developers, Inc. v. South Coast Regional Commission {1976) Cal 3d 785, 790-791;
Spindler Realty Corp. v. Monning (1966) 243 Cal. App. 2d 255, 264; Anderson v. City Council
(1'964) 229 Cal. App. 2d 79, 90. Under the facts here, the Applicant never completed the permit
process for 00-0387, APN 049- 121-78 has not been subdivided, a building permit was never
issued, and no construction work was done. Thus, because the Applicant here never had a vested
interest, the County may apply different and more appropriate standards for reconsidering the
PGR designation to this particular parcel.

C. Applicant May not Claim Administrative Res Judicata Because There was No Notice
and Process Hearing and the Public Never had Opportunity to Appeal

The Applicant states that “[t]here must be an end to the review of old issues.” Applicant’s
Letter of July 31 (207), 2006. p.2. This sentiment is misplaced here. Section 18.10.320(a) of the
Santa Cruz County Code states (emphasis added):

(a) Who May Appeal. Any decisions or actions of any staff person charged with the
administration of this chapter may be administratively appealed to the Planning Director.
Such an appeal may be initiated by the applicant by submitting a written request to the
Planning Director within fourteen (14) calendar days of the decision, in the case of
permits issued pursuant to Level 1 (No Plans) through Level 11} (Field Visit), and by any
aggrieved person or the applicant by submitting a written request to the Planning Director
within fourteen (14) calendar days from the date of the publication of the notice of
pending action, or the date the notices are mailed, whichever is later, in the case of
permits issued pursuant to Level 1V (Public Notice).

Under this section, to claim that this matter has been administratively adjudicated, the Applicants
must show that the PGR review was an action or decision which reached Level 1V (Public
Notice) because only at this level is public notice given, a public hearing available, and the
review appealable. In contrast, only the applicant may appeal administrative decisions at Levels
I-H). In this case, the Applicant abandoned Application 00-0387 well before Level 1V so the
public never had an opportunity to be heard on the matter or appeal. Therefore, the decision was
never binding and the matter was not adjudicated in the sense that the Applicant can reasonably
claim administrative resjudicata or that this is a further review of an old issue.

2. The Experts Have Disagreed About This Application and Hence (at a Minimum) an EIR
Addressing the Potential Impact is Required

The Applicants claim that there was no disagreement about removing the PGR
designation. This is patently incorrect because, right off the bat, the 2000 Applicaticn disagreed
with the USDA geological experts who tested and mapped the soils of the area; the USDA
experts found that the Baywood Loamy Sand and Elkhom-Pfeiffer Complex were/are soils that

4

-218-




Mark Deming, Tom Bums, Paia Levine, and John Ricker

RE: Application No. 05-0246, APN 049-12 1-78 Quail Canyon and Larkin Valley Roads
Page 5

Aupust 24,2006

ought to be designated as PGR because of the rate of percolation. Department Letter, p.2
(referring to Soil Survey of Santa Cruz County by the USDA Soil Conservation Service in
1980)." Furthermore, as stated in our letter of May 23,2006, county Staff Mike Cloud and Bruce
Leclergue openly disagreed with the conclusion that the ridge top homesite should be excinpt
from PGR.

Moreover, Applicants state that the support of Rogers E. Johnson was unequivocal. This
is inaccurate as well. In Mike Cloud’s Memorandum of July 13,2001, Mr. Cloud stated that
after meeting with Mr. Johnson to review boring samples both were not convinced that there was
a layer of impermeable clay to stop the water or shunt it to the creek without recharging the
aquifer. Mr. Cloud wrote, ““[w]e both noted that we could not see a meaningful correlation.
Based on the cross-section, ] indicated that we did not have sufficient grounds to remove the
[PGR] designation from this parcel.” Mike Cloud July 13,2001 Memorandum; Exhibit 3 of our
May 23, 2006 letter. Therefore, the Applicant’s assertion that “pivotal experts agreed on the
PGR issue” is inaccurate in light of all the discourse surrounding the ridge top site and the
USDA’s soil tests of the County back in 1980. If anything, the expert opinions favor the
conclusion that the soils of the area allow groundwater to recharge and that the subsurface clay is
not continuous and or a meaningful obstacle to the percolating water.

There is, at the very least, a difference of opinion among experts and County Staff. As
our May 23,2006 letter sets forth, under these circumstances there is a fair argument requiring
preparation of an EIR.

3. Factual Basis For PGR Analysis

The Department stated that the PGR analysis will be confined to a comparison of the
published penneability of the soil on the property (from the 1980 Soil Survey of Santa Cruz
County by the USDA) and the criteria adopted by the Board of Supervisors in the Santa Cruz
County Growth Management Report. The Applicant claims that their 2000 review should trump
the data collected by the County. The Department’s July 7, 2006, letter lists procedures which
the County has deemed necessary for an objective determination as to whether the County should
change its PGR map. Since the most fundamental question regarding whether an area is a
primary groundwater recharge is the rate of groundwater percolation into the soil, it is very
appropriate for the County to use the 1980 Soil Survey from the USDA, Moreover, because the
PGR designation protects an important natural resource, 1t 1s also appropriate to seek definitive
proof that the PGR designation should be removed.

* Applicant’s biggest difference with the USDA was Applicant’s emphasis on the alleged presence of underlying
inipermeable clay. The USDA focused on soil-types and rate of percolation on the basis that the water would
eventually reach the aquifer.

5
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Conclusion

In conclusion, we submit that the Planning Department's decision of July 7, 2006 was
correct. The Applicant may still have the PGR designation reconsidered but to do so will require
a far more site-specific data set and County oversight. The County explained this process in the
letter to the Applicant.

Very truly yours,

WITTWER & PARKIN, LLP
s/

Jonathan Wittwer

cc:John and Marcy Aschoff
Stephen W. Gettel
Ellen Pirie, District Supervisor
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Attachment C
Photos of Oak Grove Within Building Envelope
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Planning Commission
Meeting Date: 2/14/07
Agenda Item: # 9
Time: After 9:00 a.m.

COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

APPLICATION NO. 05-0246
STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

Additions to the Staff Report

Letter from Paia Levine, Environmental Coordinator July 7,2006
Letter from Jerry Bowden, Esquire July 20,2006
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DALE H, DAWSON A LAWCORPORATION (831) 4381221
PHILLIP A. PASSAFUIME 4665 Scotts Valley Drive FAX (831) 438-2812
GERALD D. BOWDEN Scotts Valley, California 95066-4291
KATHLEEN M. MARTINEZ

July 20,2006

Mark Demming

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

Santa Cruz, CA, 95060

Re: Application 05-0246, APN 049-121-41
Quiail Canon and Larkin Valley Roads

Dear Mr. Demming:

This office represents Katy King in connection with the above referenced
application. The purpose of this letter is to respond to a letter dated July 7,2006,
from Paia Levine to the applicants' land use consultant, Hamilton Swift. 1take
issue with several points made inthat letter. Iwill discuss them inthe order in
which they appear in Ms. Levine's letter.

1. Primary Groundwater Recharae (PGR) designation.

Ms Levine notes that the issue whether this parcelis within the Primary
Groundwater Recharge (PGR) area was resolved in 2001. The time to appeal
that decision has past, and it is now final. Ms. King has been repeatedly assured
by your staff that this issue cannot be reopened without a change in the General
Plan or some other legislative change. The final determination of the PGR issue
runs with the parcel.

2. Environmental Review is not a Regulatory Process.

Ms. Levine implies that the PGR designationis being reopened in the
context of environmental review. If that is the County's position. it is legally
incorrect. This application has been accepted as complete. The function of
environmental review I that context is to look at unresolved issues.

A proposed change in land use can have an impact on groundwater.
Assessing that potentialimpact is a proper function of the environmental review
process. lItis NOt, however, a proper use of the environmentalreview process to
evaluate the application of plan level restrictions such as PGR designation.

The purpose d the environmental review process is not to impcse plan
level regulatory restrictions or to assess iSsues that have already been resolved.
Issuessuch as the PGR designation must be part of the substantive review Gt
the entire project prior to the environmental review process. That Bthe
differencebetween the substantive analysis of the application and evaluation of
Its impacts.

e
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3. There are No Conflicts Among Experts

a. The Expert Conflict Doctrine Only Applies To Environmental Review.
Ms. Levine impliesthat the County's 200-01 review of the PGR designation
raised conflicting opinions among experts. That is incorrect. The concept of
conflicting opinions pertains only to conflicting reports prepared in and for the
environmental- review of a pen ding action. It has no bearing on extraneous
debates or professionalreports. The conflicts referredto in the letter were not
generated in an environmental review process, They pertained to the application
of a regulatory constraintto a specific parcel of land, independent of any given
use.

b. Pivotal Experts Agreed On the PGR Issue.

Furthermore, the only significant 'experts” involved inthat 2000-01 review
were the County Geologist, Joe Hanna, and the applicant's geologist, Rogers
Johnson. Those TWO experts agreed that the site was not properly designated
PGR. There were disagreements between and among County staff members.
Those disagreements were part of the healthy debate that always proceeds a
defensible decision. Ifstaff level disagreement were a ground for reversing a
long, deliberate and well argued question, the result would be highly negative.

4. Staff Debate Should be Encouraged.

The apparent basis for reopeningthe PGR designation issue is that there
are memoranda inthe file that indicate staff level disagreements. Itwould be a
bad idea to use healthy internal debate to undermine staff level decisions. Your
planning staff should be encouragedto question basic assumptionsand data. If
internal debate I used to underminethe ultimate decision, the result will
discourage your staff from voicing their doubts and concerns. That would have a
chilling effect on staff review of projects. Staff memberswill be discouraged from
putting their thoughts on paper for fear that a project opponent will seize upon
their words to attack their decisions.

5. Decisions Made under Existing Procedures Must Be Honored.

There must be an end to the review of old issues. This issue was
resolved in September, 2001. Thatwas five years ago. if settled issuescan be
resurrectedyears after they were analyzed and decided, the resultwill be a
never-ending review of every decision your department makes. 1 question
whether you have the staff resources to add that enormous burden to the work
you must already perform. It B notinthe interest of the Planning De4partment to
gncourage project opponents to undermine the outcome of an informed decision-
making process such as the one that resulted in removal of this PDR

designation.

Internal procedures are in a constant state of flux and change. That
process can not be frozen. A change in processing procedures, however, must
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not be an opportunity to reopen decisions made under former procedures. If that
were the rule, no decision would ever be final. If decisions can not be relied
upon by Planning staff and applicants, the resultwill be further chaos.

6. The Test For Reopening a Final Decision is L egislative Rule Chanae.

The standard for determining finality of decisions should be a legislative
change inthe General Plan, Specific Plans or the regulatory programs such as
zoning, that carry out policy. Mere change in internal administrative procedures
should have no effect on decisions that were properly arrived at when they were
made. Again, any other rule discourages the consistent application of the law
and encourages project opponentsto seek reversal of established precedents.

7. The Geolonic Report has Not Expired.

Ms Levine contends that the report submitted by Rogers Johnson expired
on its third anniversary date. She relies for that contention on County Code
§16.10.060(d). That section relatesto "Geologic Hazard Assessments." The
General Plandefines a "Geologic Hazard Assessment" as "A brief review of the
possible geologic hazards present at the site conducted by the staff geologist.”
(page G-10) The report prepared by Rogers Johnson is not a "Geologic Hazard
Assessment."”

The reason Geologic Hazard Assessments are deemed obsolete after
three years Is that they pertainto changing regulatory constraints or concern
events such as land slides, flooding etc. which presentgeologic hazards.
Section 16.10.060(d) reads in part "The exception to the three year period of
validity is where a change in site conditions, development proposal, technical
information or County policy significantly affects the technical data, analysis,
conclusions or requirements of the assessment or report; in which case the
Planning Director may require a new or revised assessment or report."

Section 16.10.060(d) also states that: "A full geologic report shall be valid
and all recommendationstherein shall remain in effect for three years from the
date of completion of the report." The Rogers report Was not a "full geologic
report.” It focused on a particular constraint, i.e. perwlation to groundwater.

Ms. Levine's analysis defies common sense. The Rogers Johnson report
concerns site-specific geology. Geology does not change in three years or three
hundred years. The Rogers Johnson reportis not directed at dynamic
conditions. It relies on unchanging base-line data concerning sub-surface
conditions. Those conditions do not go out of date.

Joe Hanna's letter of September 24,2001 accepting Rogers Johnson's
report does not include an expirationdate, There B no indication or notice to the
property owner, future property owners or County staff that Joe Hanna's
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determination does not run with the land. Boththe property owner and the
County Planning Department staff proceeded to work on the applicationwith the
clear understandingthat the site is not a PGR area. This was confirmed by the
actions of County Planning Department staff when it accepted a land division
applicationin 2003 and deemed the application complete.

8. Factual Basisfor PGR analysis

Ms. Levine takes the positionthat the only acceptable informationon the
PGR issue is derived from the 1980 Soil Survey. Even if this issue were subject
to this belated review, her position is demonstrably incorrect.

The 1977 Santa Cruz Growth Management Study includes significant
admissions that the map usedto identify PGR areas has serious limitations. It
states that this map should be "utilized as a general map of potential recharge
areas...” The study indicates that other factors such as topographic position,
vegetation and the angle of rock strata should also be considered. Joe Hanna's
acceptance of Rogers Johnson's report substantiated that other factors, such as
topographic position and underlying bedrock and sails significantly reduce the
vertical percolation. Mr. Hanna also acknowledges that this conclusion is similar
to the conclusion of several other geologists who investigatedthis issue.

County Code section 13.14.080 (875) contains a table of Acceptable
Resource and Constraint Data. That table lists Primary Groundwater Recharge
Areas on line 7. Under "Acceptable New Information Source" the County Is
obligedto consider:

A report conducted by a soils engineer and registered geologist or

hydrologistwhich establishes that, based upon local soils, bedrock, and

regional hydrogeologic conditions, a particular area is or is not part of a

primary groundwater recharge area.

The County decided the PGR issue based on that provision. The decision
was made on the basis of site-specific data contained in a report submitted by
Rogers Johnson. Reliance on site specific data, including bedrock and
topography is specifically provided for inthe County Code and acknowledged as
necessary due to the inadequacy of the County PGR maps inthe 1977 Growth
Management Study.

9. Ms. Levine's position would produce negative consequences.

It is in the public interestto encourage predictability in the land use
process. Itis not inthe public interest to encourage project opponents to comb
Planning Department files for 'evidence that a settled decision may be vulnerable
to collateral attack in another application made years after it was settled.
Predictability depends on consistency. Decisions once made must be defended
unless the plans and policies on which they were based have changed in a
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significant way. Inthis instance there have been no substantial changes in
County policy.

The position articulated in Ms. Levine's letter would unsettle the
reasonable expectations of planners and applicants alike. The Planning
Department has enough work to do with out manufacturing new ways to discredit
established precedents.

If the position espoused inthe Ms. Levine's letter B adopted by the
Planning Department, any project opponent will be able to attack any
determination up to the time the right in question has vested. Such a rule would
declare open season on land use decisions long considered final. In principle
that would include every discretionary determination up to the time the applicant
has commenced construction. Such a rule would cast the entire process into
disrepute.

Inthis specific instance, the Department's decision to repudiate its 2001
PGR designation would require the County to reopen every similar determination
unless the applicant has relied on & by commencing construction. Any other
response would foster an inconsistent application of the PGR designation
procedure. If Ms. King is denied reliance on the Department's 2001 PGR
determination, then no similarly situated landowner should be able to rely on
similar determinations. In short, reversingthis determination opens up every
other PGR decision. Consistency and equal protection of the law demand that all
landowners in her position be accorded the same treatment. | question whether
you have the resources to undertake that burdensome task.

For the foregoing reasons, | request that you find that the Departmental
decision made in September, 2001 is final and remains the established basis for
reviewing the pending application.

copy:
Katy King
Monterey Bay Properties
620 Capitola Ave
Capitola CA 95010

John Swift

Hamilton Swift

1509 Seabright

Santa Cruz, CA 95062
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ROGERS E. JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES
CONSULTING ENGINEERING GEOLOGISTS
41 Hangar Way, Suite B
Watsonvilla, California95076-2458
e-mail: reja@bigfoot com
Ofc (831) 728-7200 @ Fax (831) 728-7218
11 July 2006 Job No. H98056-76
My _Katy King
Monterey Bay Properties
620 Capitola Avenue
Capitola, California 95010
Subject: Ground Water Recharge
Larkin Valley Road
APN 049-121-41
Dear Ms. King:

This letter addressestwo points brought up by Pia Levine, Deputy Environmental Coordinator with
the SantaCruz CountyPlanning Department, inher letter of 7 July 2006 regarding two ground water
recharge issues 0N the subject property.

Ms. Levine noted that our hydrologic report was over 3 year old and therefore "had expired." She
also noted that a determination of the primary groundwater designation on your property *shouldbe
confined to™ consulting USDA soil maps to obtain the soil percolation rate.

The age of our hydrologicreport (1998)should notbe anissue. Geologic conditions at your property
have not changed since we did our investigation, consequently, the reportis still valid.

Our subsurface investigation revealed a very low permeability clay layer at depth underlying your
property;this conditionallowed us to remove your land from the PGR designation. We did not rely
on the permeability of the surface soils for our determination,

Please call if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

ROGERS E.JOHNSON AND ASSOCIATES

AN
20
'f’c:,CE’ z?
ogers E. Johnson §5( No. 106 5]
C.E.G.No.1016 N\ e =l [N
‘{\‘:ﬁ/‘;’:\)\:—’/‘/&y,ﬂ

Copies: Addressee (2)




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

July 7, 2006

Hamilton Swift LUDC
1509 Seabright Avenue
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF APPLICATION NO. 05-0246

Dear Mr. Swift:

On June 19,2006 the Environmental Coordinator considered your applicationfor a land division, as
is mandated by the State environmental review process. The purpose of this letter is to inform you

that additional information must be provided before the Environmental Review Process can be
completed:

1. Portions of the proposed driveway are notwithin the developmentenvelope. Please revise
the development envelope to include all the development (structure, septic field, driveway,
etc.) except for that portion within the right of way of the road, and to reflect the 25 foot
setback from the base of the east facing hillside that is recommended by the geotechnical
engineer (Greg Bloom, Haro Kasunich Associates, September 7,2005.)

2. As you know, the parcel is shown within Primary Groundwater Recharge (PGR) on the
County Resources and Constraints maps. These maps are part of the Santa Cruz County
General Plan*. PGR is defined in the “Santa Cruz County Growth Management Report”,
1977, as the presence of a soil which has a permeability in excess of two inches per hour
overlying a “high water bearing” bedrock unit (Santa Cruz County Growth Management
Report, 1977, Table 13, pg. 100).

The question of whether PGR is an accurate description of this propertywas evaluated as
part of land division application 00-0387 in 2000 and 2001. The record contains various
written opinions from experts and expert County staff on this question. Ultimately, County
staff accepted the geologic information that was submitted by the applicantand determined
that the PGR designation would not be applied to 00-0387. We note that the geologic
investigation submitted in support of 00-0387 is older than three years and therefore has
expired, pursuant to Geologic Hazards Ordinance Chapter 16.10.060(d).

At this time the question of whether or not PGR is an accurate descriptionof the propertywill
be confined to a comparison of the published permeability for the soil on the property and
the criteria adopted by the Board of Supervisor's in the Santa Cruz County Growth

—
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Management Report. The two soils that are indicated on the property are Baywood Loamy
Sand and Elkhorn-Pfeiffer Complex (Soil Survey of Santa Cruz County, California, USDA
Soil Conservation Service, August, 1980, Sheet 9). Baywood Loamy Sand is assigned a
permeability in excess of two inches per hour (lbid, Table 12) overlying the Aromas
Formation. Therefore, those portions of the property in Baywood Sandy Loam are properly
considered as being within PGR according to this mapped information.

In order for the PGR designation to be reconsidered, information must be submitted that
demonstrates that the soil on the property is mismappedon the USDA soil map and that the
soil is actually one that is identified in the USDA nomenclature as having a permeabilityless
than two inches per hour. Inorder to support an assertion of mismappingin the soil survey a
soil scientist must provide the following analysis:

A detailed characterization of the surface and subsurface soils in the proposed
development and buildingenvelopes. The soil scientist shall distinguish developed soils
from sediments that are primary geologic features. Samples from multiple soil horizons
shall be analyzed where multiple horizons can be discerned.

- County staff shall be on site to view the soil pits.

Textural analysis of soil samples performed by a qualified laboratory. Soil samples shall
be taken from pits which are located to provide a representative view of the soil
conditions. While the number and location of soil pits will be determined by the
subsurface conditions, there shall be at least six soil pits, three in each of the
development and building envelopes.

Itis importantfor County staff and your consultant to agree on the sampling locations
before the sampling is undertaken. Either staff can be on site with your consultant during
the sampling process oF, if you prefer, your consultant can submit a map of proposed
locations in advance. If you choose the latter, please be sure to have the building
envelope and the proposed sample locations staked in the field so the proposal can be
evaluated. If you choose the former, we will appreciate at least three days notice so the
site meeting can be scheduled.

- The soil scientist shall use the nomenclature in the USDA soil survey to name the soils
that are encountered.

Please note that characterizationand identification of the soil type according to the USDA
survey is what is requested. An in- situ or laboratory permeability study will not substitute.

County staff will review the information and apply the published permeability rate to the
identified soil using Table 12 of the Soil Survey. If the soil is designated as having a
permeability that exceeds 2 inches per hour the PGR designation will stand and policies
associated with PGR will be applied to the project.

A practicingsoil scientistcan be found through the ProfessionalSoil Scientist Association of
California (http://www.pssac.org) or similar organization. A qualified professional will have
experience in identifying and characterizing soil, soil mechanics, and will typically hold a
PhD.

*Note that the PGR Resource and Constraint map is in the process of being updated. The
update consists of more precise overlaying of soil type information onto the USGS
guadrangle maps. Itdoes not include a change to the adopted criteria defining PGR or a
revision of the soils types as mapped by the USDA in the soil survey. The proposed,
updated map does show a reductioninthe area that is mappedas PGR onthis parcel, inthe
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area of Larkin Valley Road, however, it does not change the circumstances for planning
purposesor the informationthat is necessary to resume environmental review. For a view of
the proposed new map compared to the existing map, see Figure 1, attached.

2. Please provide calculations estimating the total volume of earthwork.

The County Environmental Review Guidelines require the above information to be submitted within
60 days of this notification. Therefore, the deadline for submitting this informationis September 5,
2006.Failure to comply with this deadline may result in a decision by the Planning Department to
abandon your application.

This determination to continue consideration of your application is appealable to the Planning
Director. The appeal must be inwriting, and must be accompanied by an appealfiling fee. The last
day of the appeal period is July 21, 2006.

In contrast to the above items, which must be completed before Environmental Review can
continue, there is an item which will be proposed as a mitigation measure which you may opt to
prepare at this time instead of waiting for the conclusion of the environmental review process:

4, A plan for managementof the portions of the grasslandthat are not being developed
for the benefit of San Andreas Oak Woodland. Thiswill consist of ongoing control of
Eucalyptus and non- native shrubs, as well as preservation of native shrubs and
Coast Live Oak trees that volunteer inthe area.

If you have any questions about the Environmental Review Process, please call me at 454-3178. If
you have other planning related questions, please direct them to your project planner, David Keyon,
at 454-3561.

I look forward to completing the Environmental Review on your project.

Sincerely,

Paia Levine
Deputy Environmental Coordinator

For: Ken Hart
Environmental Coordinator/ Principal Planner

CC: David Keyon, Project Planner
Ken Hart, Principal Planner
Mike Cloud, Hydrologist
Joseph Hanna, County Geologist
John Ricker, Land Use-Water Quality Program Coordinator




COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ Planning Commission

PLANNING DEPARTMENT Meeting Date: 2/14/07
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Time: After 9:00 a.m.

ADDITIONS TO THE STAFFREPORT
FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION

ITEM 9: 05-0246

MATERIALS SUBMITTED DURING THE PUBLIC
HEARING
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QUAIL CANYON ROAD MAINTENANCE AGREEMEN1 HISIORY

Summary

e Applicant does not participate in the current road maintenance agreement, despite ongoing
development since 2000.

e Attempted, in good faith, to work with the applicant on the applicant’s proposed road maintenance
agreement; however, feedback from existing property owners was ignored.
Applicant ignored proposed road maintenance agreement from existing property owners.
Applicant’s attorney resent original (and unaltered) agreement from applicant to attorney
representing Gettel and Aschoff

e Applicant told Gettel “I’ll never sign a road maintenance agreement” in response to not signing an
Owner Agent form for widening the road, including a retaining wall, on his property outside the
right-of-way.

Details
e July2004
9 Applicant sent proposed road maintenance agreement to existing Quail Canyon property
owners (Henderson, Mickelsen, Aschoff).
9 Feedback provided to applicant.
9 Applicant ignored feedback. Note: Was using road maintenance agreement as a vehicle for
getting signed “acknowledgement’” of applicant’s land division.
e August2004
» Aschoff sent email to all Quail Canyon property owners encouraging discussionsfor a road
maintenance agreement based on existing road dimensions (vs. one based on potential
future road expansions that had not yet been approved by the Santa Cruz County Planning
Department).
e May2005
9 Proposed Quail Canyon Road Maintenance Agreement sent to applicant. NO RESPONSE
FROMAPPLICANT.
e July2005
9 Follow up letter sentto applicant regarding the proposed Quail Canyon Road Maintenance
Agreement. NO RESPONSE FROM APPLICANT.
e August2006
9 Applicant’s attorney (Ed Newman) resent the July 2004 road maintenance agreement
(whichwas previously rejected) to Ann Butler (representing Gettel and Aschoff). BACK
TO SQUARE ONE.
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