
Staff Report to the 
Planning COmmiSSiOn Application Number: 04-0483 

Applicant: Stephen Graves & Associates 
Owner: Alfred E. Sibley Agenda Item #: 0 
APN: 087-321-02 Time: After 9:OO a.m. 

Agenda Date: May 27,2009 

Project Description: Proposal to divide a 34-acre parcel into two parcels of 9.45 acres (5.13 net 
developable) and 24.5 acres (1 1.09 net developable), and to address an unpermitted residential 
conversion of a barn by returning the barn residence to a non-habitable structure. The project also 
includes bringing an existing bridge up to current code standards by widening, and other 
improvements to the bridge and the access driveways within the project site. Requires a Minor Land 
Division, a Development Permit to improve and widen an 8-foot right-of-way and to allow anon- 
habitable accessory structure larger than 1,000 square feet, and a Riparian Exception. 

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

Supervisorial District: 5th District (District Supervisor: Mark Stone) 

Permits Required: Minor Land Division, Development Permit and Riparian Exception 

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

Staff Recommendation: 

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

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

Exhibits 

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

determination) 

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

Parcel Size: 
Existing Land Use - Parcel: 
Existing Land Use - Surrounding: 
Project Access: 

Planning Area: 
Land Use Designation: 
Zone District: 
Coastal Zone: 
Appealable to Calif. Coastal Comm 

34.67 acres 
Residential/ agriculture 
residential 
Access to north of site from Reynolds Drive, and also 
from Highway 9 
San Lorenzo Valley 
R-R (Rural Residential) 
SU (Special Use) 
- Inside Outside 
- Yes No 

Environmental Information 

Geologic Hazards: 
Soils: 
Fire Hazard: 
Slopes: 
Env. Sen. Habitat: 
Grading: 
Tree Removal: 
Scenic: 
Drainage: 
Archeology: 

Services Information 

Potential landslide / seismic activity 
Geotechnical report has been reviewed and accepted 
d a  
5-10 acres at 0 - 30% slopes, 19-25 acres at 31 - 50% + slopes 
Limited to Riparian area 
35 cubic yards of grading proposed 
No trees proposed to be removed 
Highway 9 is a mapped Scenic Resource 
Existing drainage adequate 
portion mapped, Phase I fieldwork found no evidence of resources 

UrbadRural Services Line: - Inside - x Outside 
Water Supply: 
Sewage Disposal: Private septic 
Fire District: 
Drainage District: Zone 8 

History 
The single-family residence on proposed Parcel 1 is estimated to have been built in 1937, pre-dates 
zoning, and is a legal non-conforming dwelling. The 2,000 square foot barn on proposed Parcel 2 
was built in the 1980s, and the building permits for this structure were never finalized: a foundation 
inspection was performed, but no other inspections were requested. The barn has since been 
converted without permit to a single-family residence. A permit application was submitted to 
construct a bridge across the San Lorenzo River to the barn/ residence, and although the permit was 
never issued, the bridge was built. The original proposal submitted with this application was for a 
Land Division into 4 new parcels. However, after extensive analysis by staff of the environmental 
constraints on the project site, and the completion of a rural density matrix, the proposal was revised 
to a request for two parcels. 

San Lorenzo Valley Water 

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

The proposed new building and development envelope for Parcel 2 is located on slopes of 10-30 %. 
The parcel contains large areas of unstable slopes and recent landslide activity, and thus it was 
necessary to delineate an area that is geologically suitable for future development and for the location 
of septic facilities. There is an existing barn within a geologically unstable area of Parcel 2 that is 
currently used as a second residence. It is proposed that the barn-residence will be returned to anon- 
habitable structure prior to map recordation. Building and development envelopes for future 
development of a single-family residence were identified through the geologic analysis submitted in 
a Preliminary Geologic Hazards Investigation by Nolan Associates, dated 2/27/06, and an Addendum 
to the Geologic Report dated 1211 8/07. Several other small outbuildings arc located in proximity to 
the proposed building site on Parcel 2. 

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

The existing bridge, in addition to widening, will receive a structural upgrade, which will require 
plan review letters from the project geologist and the project geotechnical engineer. According to 
FEMA maps and an evaluation by Jack Schultz, P.E. dated 10/3/07, all of the bridge widening and 
upgrading construction work would occur outside ofthe 1 00-year flood hazard area. The placement 
of a small amount of rip-rap is proposed within the channel to stabilize abutments, but as discussed 
in the mitigated Negative Declaration, this is not expected to impact the functioning of the channel, 
or to alter the flood hazard. The bridge and the proposed building / development envelope are above 
the Base Flood Elevation. 

Zoning & General Plan Consistency 
The subject property is a 34.78-acre parcel, located in the SU (Special Use) zone district, a 
designation that allows residential uses. The General Plan designation is Rural Residential (R-R). 
A Rural Density Matrix was completed for the subject parcel, which indicated aminimum size of 5 
net developable acres is required for each lot. The proposed division ofthe parcel into two parcels of 
5.1 3 and 1 1.09 net developable acres is consistent with the General Plan Policy for Rural Residential 
parcels. 
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Minor Land Division 
The applicant proposes to divide the subject property into two separate parcels that could each be 
developed with a single-family residence. There is an existing residence on the proposed Parcel 1 in 
the northem portion of the project site. No new development is proposed for Parcel 1. The proposed 
new building site on Parcel 2 will be located southeast of the existing residential site and will be 
accessed by a separate driveway. The eastern edge of the proposed new building envelope on Parcel 
2 is located approximately 50 feet away from the top of the bank of the San Lorenzo River, outside 
of the riparian buffer and adequately set back from riparian vegetation to protect this resource. 

The existing residence on the proposed Parcel 1 is served by an existing private road (Reynolds 
Drive), The proposed building envelope for Parcel 2 will be served by an access driveway from 
Highway 9 and a bridge over the San Lorenzo River, and is located in an area that avoids nearby 
steep slopes and landslide areas. The septic system is proposed to be located within the proposed 
building / development envelope and has received preliminary approval from the County department 
of Environmental Health Services. 

Rural Residential Density Matrix 
The proposed Minor Land Division is subject to the Rural Residential Density Matrix in order to 
determine the appropriate density of development within the allowed General Plan density range. 
The County allows for development based on a rural density score that is calculated from points 
determined from nine different site constraint matrices. The subject property is located within the 
Rural Residential (R-R) General Plan land use designation. A Rural Density Matrix was completed 
that indicated a minimum density size of 5 net developable acres per parcel. The proposed division 
of the parcel into two parcels of 5.13 and 1 1.09 net developable acres is consistent with the allowable 
density. 

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

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

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

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

The environmental review process focused on the potential impacts of the project in the areas of 
geology/ soils, hydrology/ water supply and biological resources. The environmental review process 
generated mitigation measures that will reduce potential impacts from the proposed land division and 
future development and adequately address these issues. 

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

Staff Recommendation 

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

0 APPROVAL of Application Number 04-0483, based on the attached findings and 
conditions. 

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

The County Code and General Plan, as well as hearing agendas and additional information 
are available online at: www.co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
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Report Prepared By: 
Alice Dhy7 “-A ‘ \ 
Santa C m  County Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 
Phone Number: (83 1) 454-3259 
E-mail: alice.dalv@,co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

Report Reviewed By: t- GL------ 
Paia ievine 
Principal Planner 
Santa Cruz County Planning Department 
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Development Permit Findings 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6. The proposed development project is consistent with the Design Standards and 
Guidelines (sections 13.1 1.070 through 13.1 1.076), and any other applicable 
requirements of this chapter. 

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

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

This finding can be made, in that the project meets all of the technical requirements of the 
Subdivision Ordinance and is consistent with the County General Plan and the Zoning Ordinance 
as set forth in the findings below. 

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

This finding can be made, in that this project creates two parcels no smaller than 5 net developable 
acres in area is located in the Rural Residential (R-R) General Plan land use designation. The 
division of land on parcels with a Rural Residential (R-R) General Plan designation is allowed at 
densities determined by the Rural Residential Density Matrix. This proposal complies with the 
requirements of the Rural Residential Density Matrix, which authorizes a density of development of 
one dwelling unit per 5 acres of net developable land area, in that the parcels to be created will be 
18.88 acres of net developable land area and 10.00 acres of net developable land area. 

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

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

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

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

This finding can be made, in that geological and geotechnical reports were prepared for the property, 
and the proposed parcels and the building envelopes within the two parcels are properly configured 
and sited to allow development that would be in compliance with the required site standards. 
Environmental constraints that would be adversely impacted by the proposed development, and 
geologically hazardous landslide areas have been avoided. 
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5. That the design of the proposed subdivision or type of improvements will not cause 
substantial environmental damage nor substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife 
or their habitat. 

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

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

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

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

This finding can be made, in that the development will be located at a safe distance from existing 
vehicular easements, and the required improvements to the access roadway and bridge will provide a 
benefit to public safety. 

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

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

9. The proposed development project is consistent with the Design Standards and 
Guidelines (sections 13.1 1.070 through 13.1 1.076), and any other applicable 
requirements of this chapter. 

This finding can be made, in that the proposed minor land division is not subject to the design 
review ordinance, as no development is proposed at this time, other than the improvement and 
widening of the existing access drive and bridge that access proposed Parcel 2 from Highway 9 
While Highway 9 is a mapped Scenic Resource, the improvements will not be visible from the 
Highway 9 view corridor. 
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Riparian Exception Findings 

1. That there are special circumstances or conditions affecting the property; 

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

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

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

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

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

4. That the granting of the exception, in the Coastal Zone, will not reduce or adversely 
impact the riparian corridor, and there is no feasible less environmentally damaging 
alternative. 

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

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

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

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

1. 

11. 

111. 

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

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

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

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

Pay a Negative Declaration Environmental Notice of Determination fee of $1,993 to 
the Clerk of the Board of the County of Santa Cruz, as required by the California 
Department of Fish and Game mitigation fees program. A “letter of no effect” from 
the Department of Fish and Game will be accepted by the Clerk of the Board in lieu 
ofthe $1,993 fee. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The follo\ving items shall be shown on the Parcel Map: 

1. 

C. 

D. 

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

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

2. 

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

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

8.  

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

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

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

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

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

B. 

C. 

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

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

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

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

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

All work adjacent to or within a County road shall be subject to the provisions of 
Chapter 9.70 of the County Code, including obtaining an encroachment permit where 
required. Where feasible, all improvements adjacent to or affecting a County road 
shall be coordinated with any planned County-sponsored construction on that road. 
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Application #: 04-0483 
APN: 087-321-02 
Owner: Alfred E. Sibley 

E. 

F. 

G.  

H. 

I.  

J. 

K. 

L. 

M. 

Obtain an Encroachment Permit from the Department of Public Works for any work 
performed in the public right of way. All work shall be consistent with the 
Department of Public Works Design Criteria unless otherwise indicated on the 
approved improvement plans. 

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

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

Pursuant to Sections 16.40.040 and 16.42.100 of the County Code, if at any time 
during site preparation, excavation, or other ground disturbance associated with this 
development, any artifact or other evidence of an historic archaeological resowce or a 
Native American cultural site is discovered, the responsible persons shall 
immediately cease and desist tiom 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. 

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

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

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

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

Child Care Development fees shall be paid for the total number of bedrooms in 
the proposed new dwelling unit. These fees are currently $1 09 per bedroom, but 
are subject to change. 

Zone 8 drainage fees shall be assessed on the net increase in impervious area due 
to new development and also to include the increase from the approval of as-built 
facilities. 
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Application #: 04-0483 
APN: 087-321-02 
Owner: Alfred E. Sibley 

VI. 

VII. 

VIII. 

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

As a condition of this development approval, the holder of this development approval 
("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. 

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. 

2. 

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

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

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. 

B. 

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

COUNTY defends the action in good faith 

C. 

D. 

E. 

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

VIII. Mitigation Monitoring Program 

The mitigation measures listed under this heading have been incorporated in the conditions of 
approval for this project in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. As 
required by Section 21081.6 of the 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 
18.1 0.462 of the Santa Cruz County Code. 

A. 

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

B. 

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

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

Mitigation Measures: Geology and Soils (Condition V.C) 
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Application #: 04-0483 
APN: 087-321-02 
Owner: Alfred E. Sibley 

AMENDMENTS T O  THIS LAND DIVISION APPROVAL SHALL BE 
PROCESSED IN ACCORDANCE WITH CHAPTER 18.10 OF THE COUNTY CODE. 

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

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

cc: County Surveyor 

Approval Date: 

Effective Date: 

Expiration Date: 

Paia Levine Alice Daly 
Principal Planner Project Planner 

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

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

Approval Date: 

Effective Date: 

Expiration Date: 

Paia Levine Alice Daly 
Principal Planner Project Planner 

Appeals: Any property owner, or other person aggrieved, or any other person whose interests are adversely affected 
by any act or determination of the Planning Commission, may appeal the act or determination to the Board of 

Supervisors in accordance with chapter 18.10 of the Santa Cruz County Code. 
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 

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

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

Project Description: Proposal to divide a 43-acre parcel into two parcels of 9.45 acres and 24.5 
acres, to recognize an unpermitted residential barn by conversion to a non- 
habitable status and widening an existing bridge and other improvements 
to site access 

Person or  Agency Proposing Project: Stephen Graves & Associates 

Contact Phone Number: 831-465-0677 

A. - 
B. - 

c. - 
D. - 

The proposed activity is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15378. 
The proposed activity is not subject to CEQA as specified under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15060 (c). 
Ministerial Proiect involving only the use of fixed standards or objective 
measurements without personal judgment. 
Statutorv Exemption other than a Ministerial Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15260 to 15285). 

Specify type: 

E. - X Categorical Exemption 

Specify type: Mitigated Negative Declaration 

F. Reasons why the project is exempt: 

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

Date: 
Alice Daly, Project Planner 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

701 OCEAN STREET. 4m 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 

- 1. - Application Number: 04-0483 
Proposal to divide a 34-acre parcel into two parcels of 9.45 acres and 24.5 acres, and to recognize an 
unpermitted residential conversion of a non-permitted barn by returning the barn residence to a non- 
habitable structure. T h e  project also included bringing an existing unpermitted bridge up to current code 
standards by widening and by other shuctural improvements to the bridge and the access driveways 
within the project site. Requires a Minor Land Division and a riparian Exception. The project is located 
approximately 4 miles north of Boulder Creek at the 17.09-mile marker on Highway 9. The site may 
also be accessed off of Reynolds Drive at 338 Reynolds Drive, Boulder Creek California. 
APN: 087-321-02 
Zone District: SU (Special Use) 
ACTION: Negative Declaration with Mitigations 
REVIEW PERIOD ENDS: January 8,2009 
This project will be considered at a public hearing by the Planning Commission. The time, date 
and location have not been set. When scheduling does occur, these items will be included in all 

Findinos: 
This project, if conditioned to comply with required mitigation 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 
Santa Cruz, 701 Ocean Street, Santa Cruz, California. 

Required Mitioation Measures or Conditions: 

Stepben Graves & Associates, for Alfred Sibley 

Alice Daly, Staff Planner 

public hearing notices for the project. ~. 

None 
XX Are Attached 

Review Period Ends 

Date Approved By Environmental Coordinator 

Januarv 8, 2009 

Januarv 28. 2009 

. C"LbaS\w 
CLAUDIA SLATER 
Environmental Coordinator 
(831) 454-5175 

_In - .  - 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION 

The Final Approval of This Project was Granted by -hu. &$YY To k - 4  W A C  # c a 
1 ' n  1 -  

on 

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

. No EIR was prepared under CEQA. 

Date completed notice filed with Clerk of the Board:- 
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NAME: Alfred Sibley 
APPLICATION: 04-0483 
A.P.N: 087-321-02 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION MITIGATIONS 

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

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

701 OCEAN STREET, 4'" FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
(831) 454-2580 FAX (831) 454-2131 TDD (831) 454-2123 

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PERIOD 

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 

APPLICANT: Stephen Graves & Associates, for Alfred Sibley 

APPLICATION NO.: 04-0483 

APN: 087-321-02 

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

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

Mitigations will be attached to the Negative Declaration. 

No mitigations will be attached. 

xx 

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

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

Review Period Ends: January 8,2009 

.i ..~, i. -. . .. ~. ~Alice~Dai ~ - .. 

Staff Planner 

Phone: 454-3259 

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

Date: December 1, 2008 
Staff Planner: Alice Daly 

1. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 

APPLICANT: Stephen Graves & APN: 087-321-02 
Associates 

OWNER: Alfred Sibley 

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

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

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

SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 5th 

~ X Geology/Soils Noise 

~ X HydrologyNVater Supply/Water Quality ~ Air Quality 
~ 

X Biological Resources Public Services & Utilities 
~ ~ 

Energy & Natural Resources Land Use, Population & Housing 

Cumulative Impacts Visual Resources & Aesthetics 

Cultural~Resources Growth Inducement 

Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

Transportation/Traffic 

~ ~ 

;i ?f i^ . . .  ~ ~. . ~ . .... = . ~.~ ~- 

~ __ 
Mandatory Findings of Significance 

~ ~ 

~ 

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060 
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Environmen\al Review lnilial Study 
Page 2 

DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL(S) BEING CONSIDERED 

General Plan Amendment Grading Permit 

X Land Division X Riparian Exception 
__ I_ 

__ __ 
Rezoning Other: __ __ 

__ X Development Permit __ 

__ Coastal Development Permit ___ 

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

California Department of Fish & Game - Streambed Alteration 

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

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

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

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

For: Claudia Slater 
Environmental Coordinator 
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Environmental Review initial Study 
Page 3 

II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS 
Parcel Size: 34.67 acres 
Existing Land Use: Residential Agriculture 
Vegetation: Mosaic characterized in part by mixed conifer forest and part oawmadrone 
forest. 
Slope in area affected by project: 5-10 acres 31 - 100% 
Nearby Watercourse: San Lorenzo River 
Distance To: immediately adjacent 

0 - 30% 19-25 acres 

Agricultural Resource: Portion of parcel 

Biologically Sensitive Habitat: no 
Fire Hazard: Portion of parcel 
Floodplain: Floodplain and Floodway 
Erosion: no 
Landslide: yes- portion 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS 
Groundwater Supply: yes, portion 
Water Supply Watershed: upper San Lorenzo 
Groundwater Recharge: no 

Timber or Mineral: yes, portion timber resource 

Liquefaction: no 
Fault Zone: no 
Scenic Corridor: yes, Hwy 9 IS a 
Scenic Road 
Historic: no 
Archaeology: portion mapped, 
Phase I fieldwork found no 
evidence of resources 
Noise Constraint: no 
Electric Power Lines: no 
Solar Access: n/a 
Solar Orientation: n/a 
Hazardous Materials: n/a 

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

PLANNING POLICIES 
Zone District: SU (Special Use) 
General Plan: R-R (Rural Residential) 
Urban Services Line: - Inside 
Coastal Zone: - Inside 

PROJECT SETTING AND BACKGROUND: 

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

Special Designation: None 

- X Outside 
- X Outside 

~. 
The subject propeay is located along"State highway 9 in the San Lorenzo Valley. The -' 
parcel currently takes access from Hillside Drive to the north, and via Highway 9 to the 
southeast. Approximately 7.4 acres of the parcel contain slopes of greater than 50% 
and the San Lorenzo River flows southward along the eastern edge of the property. 
The proposed new building site is located on slopes of IO-30%. The parcel also 
contains large areas of recent landslide activity. The parcel is residentially zoned 
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Environmental Review Initial Study 
Page 4 

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

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

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

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

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

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

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

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

Grading for the work at the bridge and to upgrade the existing access road leading to 
the building site consists of about 3$~cubic,yards of stripping/excavation and about 2 
cubic yards of fill. Erosion control will be implemented during construction to include 
various Best Management Practices (BMPs). Mitigations will include preconstruction 
meetings with Environmental Planning staff, the project soils engineer and contractor 
prior to any work performed within or in proximity to the riparian corridor. 
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The proposed parcel is entirely located within the water supply watershed as well as a 
groundwater recharge area, however the proposed building site is not located within 
these mapped resource areas. 

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

The proposed parcel contains an existing barn and driveway that are to be retained. 

. 
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111. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

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

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

A. 

6. 

C. 

D. 

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

Seismic ground shaking? 

Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 

Landslides? 

SignifiVrnl Lrrr than 

Palenlially with Sipnifirsnl 
Signifirrnr Mitigation 0. NO' 

0 1  Significant L a s  l h s n  

1mp.w inrorporrtion No Impart Applicable 

X 

X 

X 

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

The foundation design for the bridge improvements shall be based on the deterministic 
and probabilistic seismic shaking evaluation presented in the Geologic Report and the 
findings incorporated into the geotechnical analysis. A plan review letter from both the 
project Geologist and Geotechnical Engineer will be required before building permit 
approval for any work on the bridge. 

, .  ~. , > 
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SigniRrvni Less than 
Or Sig"inEI"l Lerr than 

Pote"rirll> with signirxant 
Signifirini Mitigation Or Not 

lmplr l  lruorporsiion No I m p i r l  Applicable 

2. Subject people or improvements to 
damage from soil instability as a result 
of on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, to subsidence, liquefaction, 
or structural collapse? X 

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

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

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

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

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

5. Be located on expansive soil, as 
defined in section 1802 3.2 
of the California Building Code(zoo7), 
creating substantial risks to property? ~ X 

.. - 

The geotechnlcal report for the project (Attachment # 6) did n 
risk associated with expansive soils. 

tify any elevated 
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6. Place sewage disposal systems in 
areas dependent upon soils incapable 
of adequately supporling the use of 
septic tanks, leach fields, or alternative 
waste water disposal systems? __ 

Less th in  
Sig"ifiranl Less than 

hlitigllio" 0, No1 
Incorporation No lrnpatl Applicable 

with s i g n i l i m t  

X 

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

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

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

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

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

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

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood 
Insurance Rate Map, dated March 2,  2006, and an evaluation by Jack Schultz, P.E. 
dated 10/3/07 (Attachment # 9), no portion of the proposed development lies within a 
100-year flood hazard area. Both the proposed building envelope and the existing 
bridge are above the Base Flood Elevation. As stated above, the small amount of 

flood flows. 
...~*i . riprap placed ir;lthe voids_at$e abutments is not expected to significantly impact . .  the "" 

3. Be inundated by a seiche or tsunami? __ X 

.. . 

The project is not in a coastal area. 
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4. Deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit, or a significant 
contribution to an existing net deficit in 
available supply, or a significant 
lowering of the local groundwater 
table? X 

The project will rely on the San Lorenzo Water District, which has provided a will-serve 
letter for this project. The project is not located in a mapped groundwater recharge 
area. 

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

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

6. Degrade septic system functioning? X 

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

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

.. ~. I.. , . 

The proposed bridge widening and minor improverrients to the road'will not alter the 
existing overall drainage pattein of the site. The Department of Public Works Drainage 
Section staff has reviewed and approved a preliminary drainage plan. 
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8. Create or contribute runoff that would 
exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned storm water drainage 
systems, or create additional source(s) 
of polluted runoff? X 

Department of Public Works Drainage staff has reviewed the project and have 
determined that existing storm water facilities are adequate to handle the increase in 
drainage associated with the project. The project is conditioned to provide a drainage 
plan that demonstrates that the project will not result in an increase in the stormwater 
runoff rate in accordance with General Plan Policy 7.23.1. The disturbance involved in 
the widening of the bridge is minimal and a drainage plan will be included with the 
building permit application. 

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

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

10. Otherwise substantially degrade water 

. .. .- .. . 

supply or quality? X 

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

C. Bioloclical 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 regulatioris, 
or byfhe California Department of Fish 
and Game, or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? - X 

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

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

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

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

3. Interfere with the movement of any 
native resident 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 

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

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

Development activities will not include lighting 

5. Make a significant contribution to the 
reduction of the number of species of 
plants or animals? I ~.,~. ... x ~ . ~ > ~  , ~ ~ : ,  .., . 

Refer to C - I  and C-2 above 
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6. Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological 
resources (such as the Significant 
Tree Protection Ordinance, Sensitive 
Habitat Ordinance, provisions of the 
Design Review ordinance protecting 
trees with trunk sizes of 6 inch 
diameters or greater)? X . _ _  

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

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

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

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

1. 

~ . .  

Affect or be affected by land 
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 hardest rules and regulations. 

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

ii - 
reject site is not currently being used for agriculture and no agricultural uses are 

proposed for the site or surrounding vicinity. There is a small vineyard on the project 
site that is for personal use only. 
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3.  Encourage activities that result in the 
use of large amounts of fuel, water, or 
energy, or use of these in a wasteful 
manner? X 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Refer to E- I  above. 
.. .~,  . .~~ 
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3. Degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its 
surroundings, including substantial 
change in topography or ground 
surface relief features, and/or 
development on a ridge line? __ X 

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

4. Create a new source of light or glare 
that would adverseiy affect day or 

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

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

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

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

1. Cause an adverse change in the 
significance of a historical r e s o u p  as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines 15064.5? X 

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

2. Cause an adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to CEQA 

_. ~ ~. Guidelines 15064.5? . _ _  
~ X 

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

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

X cemeteries? _- 

Pursuant to Section 16.4C.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 
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 

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

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

1. Create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment as a result of 
the routine transporl, storage, Jse, or 
disposal of hazardous materials. not 
includiiig gasoline or other motor 

X fuels? - .- 

No transport, storage, use or disposal of hazardous materials is anticipated in 
conjunction with the project. 
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2. Be located on a site which is included 
on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the 
environment? X 

The project site is not included on the February 27, 2908 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 electromagnetic 
fields associated with electrical 
transmission lines'? X 

5. Create a potential fire hazard? X 

The project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code requirements and will 
include fire protection devices as required by the local fire agency. 

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

No bio-engineered organisms or chemicals shall be used. 

H. TransportationlTraffic 
Does the project have the potential to: 

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

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

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

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

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

See response ti-l above 

I. 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 

X 

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

.~ . .. ,. . . . .~2 .  Expose people to noise levels in ~c 

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

. .  

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

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

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

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

1. 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 
particulate matter (PMIO). Therefore, the regional pollutants of concern that would be 
emitted by the project are ozone precursors (Volatile Organic Compounds [VOCs] and 
nitrogen oxides [NOxJ), and dust. 
No new traffic will be generated by the project, thus 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 i-esult 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 sei-isitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations? X 

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

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

K. Public Services and Uti3& 
Does the project have the potential to: 

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

a. Fire protection? X 

b. Police protection? X 

c. Schools'? X 

d. Parks or other recreational 
activities? X 

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

-. 
I ..? proposed project will not increase the need for public services. Moreover, with the 
proposed widening of the existing bridge, and improvements to the road within the 
project site, the project meets all of the standards and requirement&.:identified-by  the^ .- ~ 

County Fire District. 
- 

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

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

The project will rely on the Sail Lorenzo Valley Water District for water supply. A will- 
serve letter has been obtained from the San Lorenzo Valley Water District. 
The project will be served by an on-site sewage disposal system, which Environmental 
Health has reviewed and approved. 

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

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

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

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

6 .  Result in inadequate access for fire 
protection? X 

The proposed improvements to the existing bridge and road have been designed to 
meet County standards and have been reviewed and approved by County Fire. The 
.project design includes .~ m a l  for afiredepattmerit turnaround. ~ . 

One lane will remain open at all times. Fire trucks, ambulances and other emergency 
vehicles will not be blocked from using the road at any time. 
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7. Make a significant contribution to a 
cumulative reduction of landfill 
capacity or ability to properly dispose 
of refuse? X 

The project will make an incremental contribution 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 

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

L. Land Use, Population, and Housinq 
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 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Per General Plan Policy 7.23.1 new 
development is required to provide on and off-site improvements to alleviate drainage 
problems and to require runoff levels to tnaintained at predevelopment rates to reduce 
downstream flood hazards. The project will be conditioned to control runoff in 
accordance with Public Works Design Criteria and the recommendations of the project 
geotechnical engineer. 

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

~ . I  T b  proposed project does. not conflict with.any regul@ons adopted fwthe.purpose of . , 

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

3. Physically divide an established 
community? X 

The project will not include any element that will physically divide an established 
community. 
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4. Have a potentially significant growth 
inducing effect, either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes 
and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads 

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

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

5. Displace substantial numbers of 
people, or amount of existing housing, 
necessitating ihe construction of 

X replacement housing elsewhere? __ 

The proposed project will entail a net gain in housing units. 
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M. Non-Local Approvals 

Does the project require approval of federal, state, 
or regional agencies? 
(see page 2 of this report) 

N. Mandatory Findings of Siqnificance 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
Substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant, animal, or nalural community, or 
eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

Does the project have the potential to 
achieve short term, to the disadvantage of 
long-term environmental goals? (A short term 
impact on rhe environrnent is one which 
occurs in a relatively brief, definitive period of 
time while long term impacts endure well into 
the future) 

Does the project ha\/€ impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable (“cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects clf 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)? 

Does the project have einvironmefiil~effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

Yes X No 
~ 

Yes No X 

Yes No X 

Yes No X 

- 

Yes __ No X 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

REQUIRED COMPLETED* - NIA 

Agricultural Policy Advisor;, Commission 
(APAC) Review X 

Archaeological Review X 

Biotic ReporUAssessment X - 

Geologic Hazards Assessment (GHA) - X 

Geologic Report X __ 

Geotechnical (Soils) Report X 

Riparian Pre-Site X 

Septic Lot Check X 

Other: 

Attachments: 

1. Project Maps 
2. Project Plans, dated 4/16/08, prepared by Jack Schultz, P.E. 
3. Tentative Map & Preliminary Improvement Plans prepared by Dunbar &Craig, dated December 20, 

2007 
4. Preliminary Geologic Hazards Investigation, prepared by Nolan Associates, dated 2/27/06 
5 .  Addendum to Geologic Report, by Nolan Associates, dated 12/18/07 
6. Geotechnical Feasibility Study by Dees and Associates, Inc. dated 12/20107 
7. County Geologist review letter for Geotechnical Report, by Joseph Hanna, dated 10116108 
8.  Environmental Health Services Agency Site Evaluation, dated 6/13/05 
9. Flood elevation study by Jack Schultz, P.E. dated 1013107 
10. County of Santa Cruz Discretionary Application Comments dated 9/17/08 

x' i ,~ ~~~ .. 
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INTRODUCTION 

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

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

The scope of our investigation included the following tasks: 

1. 

2. 
to assess the past stability of slopes on and near the property. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

6 .  

7. 
recommendations. 

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

Inspection of several series of stereographic aerial photos dating back to the 1940’s 

Two days of geologic mapping of the property and environs. 

Excavation and logging of four geologic test pits 

Co-logging five geoteclmical borings, advanced by Dees & Associates. 

Data analysis and geologic evaluation of the areasof development. 

Preparation of thls report summarizing our findings, conclusions and 
- . 
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We were provided with the following project documents: 

I .  
completed by Cathy Graves of the County of Santa Cruz Planning Department, dated 
November 8.2005. 

A letter requiring a soils repoit with the assistance of an engineering geologist, 

2. 
0080: dated March 23,2005. 

3. 
property, by Dunbar and Craig, Licensed Land Surveyors no. 561 5, dated November 
2003, printed at a scale of 1 "=60'. 

A 'Geotechnical Feasibility Study' by Dees 81 Associates, project number SCR- 

A Tentative Parcel Map with boundary and topographic information for the subject 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

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

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

~~ . , dirt roads before,~continuing downslope to the east. <. 

Topographic elevation of the property ranges from approximately 570 to 900 feet above mean 
sea level (Figure 1). Slopes in the area of investigation range from 0% (where associated with 
grading, river terraces and river bottoms, or unit surfaces of landslide masses) to over 200% 
(where associated with head scarps of landslides and river bank incision). The existing residence 
Is located on a flat, graded pad. On the south side of the residence, the flat pad extends for 
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approximately thirty to forty feet, with 5 5 %  downhill slopes beyond that. On the north side of 
the residence, the flat pad extends for approximately twenty-five feet, where it meets the 
generally flat driveway area. On the east side of the residence, the flat pad extends for 
approximately seventeen feet, with downhill slopes ranging between 24% and 40% beyond that. 
On the west side ofthe residence, the flat pad extends for approximately six feet, where a 1 '  to 3' 
high wood retaining wall is located. Slopes above this retaining wall have multiple, small, 
terraced benches for grape vineyards, but the overall slopes are 26% for approximately fifty feet, 
then steepen to 31% for approximately forty feet (Plate 1 & Plate 2: Geologic Cross Sections). 

One topographic anomaly worth noting is an abandoned railroad grade, which cuts across the 
slopes just downhill to the east of the existing residence (Plate 1). Here we observed a flat, 
graded railroad grade that cuts into the natural slopes while staying approximately parallel to 
contours. This railroad grade has both uphill and downhill cuts. The uphill cuts range between 
0.5:l and near vertical and are up to 1 I .5 feet high. The downhill cuts are 0.5:1 and up to 5.0 
feet high. Both uphill and downJ1il1 railroad cuts display evidence for recent small failures and 
sloughing. 

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

REGIONAL GEOLOGY 

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

Throughout the Cenozoic El-a, this portion of California ha dominated by tec@nic. forces 
associated with lateral or "transform" motion between the merican and Pacific 
lithospheric plates, producing long, northwest-trending faults such as the San Andreas and San 
Gregorio, with horizontal displacements measured in tens to hundreds of miles. Accompanying 
the horizontal (strike-slip) movement of the plates have been episodes of compressive stress, 
reflected by repeated episodes of uplift, deformation, erosion and deposition of sedimentary 
rocks. Near the crest of the Santa Cruz Mountains, this tectonic deformation is evidenced by 
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steeply dipping folds, oveitumed bedding, faulting, jointing, and fracturing in the sedimentary 
rocks older than the middle Miocene. Along the coast, the on-going tectonic activity is most 
evident in the formation of a series of uplifted marine terraces. The Loma Prieta earthquake of 
1989 and its aftershocks are the most recent reminders of the geologic unrest in the region. 

REGIONAL FAULTING AND SEISMICITY 

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

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

SITE GEOLOGY 

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

Stratigraphy and Earth Materials 

Butuno Sandstone: upper sundstone member (Tbu) 

As mapped by Brabb (1 989), the northeastern portions of the subject property is underlain by the 
upper sandstone member of the Butano Sandstone bedrock of Eocene age and the Twobar Shale 
Member of the San Lorenzo Formation of Eocene age (Figure 4 & Plate 1). The upper sandstone 

medium gray, fine- to medium-grained ark0 
gray siltstone, measuring about 3,200 feet in thickness (Brabb, 1989). 

San Lorenzo Fornlaiion: Twobar Shale member (Tst) 

.~ member of  the Butan dstone .. ~. . is describe thin-bedded to very thick bedded . c  

ning thin interbeds of medium- 

As mapped by Brabb (1989), the central portion subject property is underlain by the Twobai- 
Formation of Eocene age (Figure 4 & Plate I ) .  The Twobar 
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Shale Member ofthe San Lorenzo Fonnation is described by researchers as very thin bedded and 
laminated olive-gray shale, measuring about 790 feet in thickness along Kings Creek (Brabb, 
1989). 

San Lorenzo Formution: Rice S Mudstone member (Tsrj 

As mapped by Brabb (1 989); the southwestern comer of the subject property is underlain by the 
Rice's Mudstone member ofthe San Lorenzo Formation, of Oligocene and Eocene age (Figure 4: 
Local Geologic Map; & Plate I) .  The Rice's Mudstone member ofthe San Lorenzo Formation 
is described by researchers as olive-gray mudstone and massive medium light-gray, very fine- to 
fine-grained arkosic sandstone with a thick bed ofglauconitic sandstone at its base; measuring 
about 1,700 feet in thickness along Bear Creek (Brabb, 1989). 

Quaternary Fluvial Terrace Deposirs (older) (Qt) 

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

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

Quaternary Fluvial Terrace Deposits (a3 

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

We observed these fluvial deposits in geologic test pit (TP-I) and geotechnical borings (B-3, B- 
are 
e- 

deposits and their associated soils were observed up to 13 feet thick 
tely- to well-sorted fine-grained sand S t h ' a  coarser basal layer O f  

grained sand with rounded pebbles and cobbles up to 10" in diameter. 

Quaternary Colluvium (Qc) 

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

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

Quaternaly Landslide Deposits (Qls ,  Qlsl, Qls, Qls,,) 

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

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

Artificial Fill (ad 

Previous grading has resulted in the placement of artificial fill, 1) around the outer edges of the 
flat pad where the existing residence is located, 2) locally along the downslope edge of road and 
the main access driveway, 3) underneath and adjacent to Highway 9 due to grading for the 
highway, and 4) along the downslope edge of the flat pad where the existing water tanks are 
located upslope from the existing residence (Plate 1). Some other areas of unmapped fil l  of 

than 2 feet, and are’not pertinent tb the project. 

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

~ . .  - .~ minor thicknesses may exist in other areas. ,ye presume these-other areas of fill are no~thicker , ~~ 
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has occurred. The test pit exposures suggest that artificial fill at the thickest point of the f i l l  
wedge is approximately 2.0' thick (Plate 3; Geologic Trench Logs). The thickness of the fill 
wedge surrounding the edge of the graded pad may vary laterally. 

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

Local Geologic Structure and Faulting 

Folding 

Bedding within the subject property, as mapped by Brabb (1 989; see Figure 4), is folded into a 
southeast plunging anticline known as the Butano Anticline, with beds on the northeastern limb 
dipping steeply to the northeast and beds on the southwestern limb dipping moderately to the 
southwest. In the areas of development: we measured beds striking west or northwest, and 
dipping from 30 to 64 degrees to the south or southwest. These measurements were recorded 
within trench exposures, head scarps of recent landslides, and river bottom outcrops. 

Although our bedding measurements are roughly consistent with the published mapping, the 
location of the axis of the Butano Anticline was found to be approximately 450 feet north of it 
location on the regional geological maps, which were mapped at the scale of 1:24,000 (and 
compiled at a scale of I :62,500) by Brabb ( I  989). Due to the larger scale ( 1  "=40') of the 
mapping during this investigation, we have modified the location of the Butano Anticline and the 
folded contacts of the bedrock formations to match a more accurate location for the axis of the 
Butano Anticline and the bedrock contacts that it folds. Such adjustments are common when 
applying regional scale geologic mapping to specific sites. The rocks observed within the 9 total 
subsurface excavations, agree with and support the modified locations of the bedrock contacts. 

Faulting 

shedgeology maps-(Brabb, 1989) and.Santa C K z  County faLflt maps (H2WiT974 
faults cross the subject property, although both maps depict a northwest-trending fault passing 
near the northeast comer of the subject property. This fault is shown offsetting Tertiary age 
rocks. Hall et a]. ( I  974) describes this fault as a bedrock fault with a maximum age of faulting as 
Tertiary. 

We do not anticipate that this fault will be a seismonenic source or a source of ground surface 
I - 

areas of development 
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Table 1 shows distances and directions to faults considered active by The State of California and 
Santa Cruz County. These faults are discussed in detail in Appendix A. 

TABLE 1 
Distances and Directions to Local Faults 

Fault Distance from Site (km) I Distance from site (miles) 1 Direction from site ~ 

southwest 1 
~ San Andreas (main trace) ~ 8.85 5.52 nonheast ! 

, Zayante-Vergeles 4 .35  2.70 
~~~ ~. ~ ~ ~ ~ i - . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~~~. ~ ~ 

~ ~ . ~ .  -. ~~~ 

~ Monrerev Bav-Tularcitos 2 8 ~ 2 5  17.58 south 

16.09 ~ 10.00 southwest 
! , San GTegorio 

Landsliding 

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

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

____ .1.~ 

We also encountered Younger Landslide Deposits in geotechnical boring B-3 (Figure 9) to a 
depth 7.0 feet below the ground surface. We did not observe a basal shear within these deposits, 
and observed undisturbed, underlying, presumably Holocene age, fluvial deposits from 7.0 to 
18.0 feet below the ground surface. We interpret this to be evidence that the boring was 
advanced within the zone of accumulation of this particular landslide deposit and that this 
Younger Landslide Deposit has a relative age younger than that of the presumably Holocene age 

fluvial deposits or the overlying, Younger Landslide Deposits may be possible, but is beyond the 
scope of this project. 

~. fluvial deposits that unaerlie i t .  fative age of either ng,%Ider' &'. . .  

The County of Santa Cruz Landslide Map (Cooper-Clark, 1975; Plate 1 & Figure 5 )  covering the 
subject property depicts numerous 'questionable' and 'unclassified' landslides in the close 
vicinity of the subject property This map shows the toe of a west-directed, "unclassified 
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landslide deposit” crossing onto the eastern edge of the subject property. We observed some 
evidence for this large landslide during our historic aerial photo research. We also found intact 
bedrock outcrops in the river bottom immediately below the inferred toe of this landslide, that 
corresponds well with the local geology (Plate 1). This landslide does not impact the areas of 
development. 

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 

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

Landslide Hazards 

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

Bedrock Landsliding 

The County of Santa Cruz Landslide Map (Cooper-Clark, 1975; Figure 5) covering the subject 

subject property. We observed multiple landslides of varying age and size within the area of 
investigation (Plate I ) .  We consider the high amount of landsliding in the area to be related to 
the relatively weak nature of the underlying bedrock. Our Site Geologic Map (Plate 1) shows the 
areas of development are located within the Twobar Shale member of the San Lorenzo 
Formation and coincides with our observations during our field reconnaissance mapping of 
bedrock outcrop and subsurface excavations. Previous researchers IBrabb, 1989) describes the 

ropertydepicts numerous ”questio e-’ and ‘udassified’ ides.in the.vicjlijtyof the ~’~ 

Twobar Shale m enzo Formation as exhibiting very thin-bedded and 

Nola 12 Associates ATTACHMENT [ - 6 5 -  



Sibley - 17.525 Highway 9 
February27, 2006 
Page 10 

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

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

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

The toe ofthis large landslide complex appears to have overridden the presumably Holocene age 
fluvial deposits that flank the San Lorenzo River. We interpret this to be evidence that the toe of 
this large Older Landslide Deposit has a relative age younger than that of the presumably 
Holocene age fluvial deposits that underlie it. Determining the quantitative age of either the 
underlying, older fluvial deposits or the overlying landslide complex may be possible, but is 
beyond the scope of this project. Since the areas of development are not within the downslope 
path of the landsliding OJ landslide deposits, and are distant from it, we consider this large, Older 
Land.&de Depes 

We also identified a relatively smaller landslide north of the existing residence, and underlying 
the existing storage shed (labeled as a Younger Landslide Deposit on Plate 1). The head scarp 
was identified as a 1 to 2 foot-high scarp just west of our geologic test pit (TP-3). Within test pit 
(TP-3), we  observed a discontinuous, clay-lined: polished, strong parting surface that generally 
coincided with a ]-2"-thick bed of bentonite. In this excavation, this bentonite bed appears to 

maphazard to the project 

bro I define th,qandsl\dgqt;re surface, and therefore, the depth of landsliding. In test pit 
YLYironrnenta eview n at . 1  
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(TP-3); the materials above the rupture surfaces are deeply weathered landslide deposits with 
multiple internal parting surfaces (Plate 3; see log for Test Pit TP-3). Below this rupture surface 
was relatively intact, thinly-bedded siltstone and shale, with a bedding attitude that agrees with 
the general structure of the subject site. We also observed subtle geomorphic indicators of 
Iandsliding (e.g. unit surface, over-steepened landslide toe) within the paved driveway loop 
(Plate 2; see cross section B-B’). Due to grading for the driveway, the limits of this landslide 
were difficult to ascertain from geomorphic surface expression. To better understand the 
geometry and size of this landslide; we co-logged a geotechnical boring (B-3) that was advanced 
near the southeastern comer of the paved driveway loop. We identified 7 feet of landslide 
deposits overlying 1 1 feet of undisturbed fluvial deposits, before we encountered intact sandstone 
and siltstone beds of bedrock. Using this evidence, we presume that the toe of this landslide 
appears to have overridden the presumably Holocene age fluvial deposits that flank the San 
Lorenzo River. 

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

The County of Santa Cruz Landslide Map (Cooper-Clark, 1975; Figure 5) covering the subject 
property also depicts the toe of a west-directed, “unclassified landslide deposit” projecting into 
the eastern edge of the subject property. Due to the distance of 330 feet from the areas of 
development this landslide does not pose a geologic hazard to the project. 

Soil Creep 

The slopes on the subject propeity are blanketed by soils and weathered bedrock, which is prone 
to downslope cieep. Creeping soils have the potential to cause damage to building sites on 
sloping terrain. The existing residen 
present a low hazard. 

s locateF%pa’flatterred ridge crest where creepi 

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

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

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

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

Deterministic Seismic Shaking Analysis 

The intensity of seismic ground shaking is typically characterized as the peak acceleration that a 
point on the ground experiences during the shaking. Acceleration is measured as a proportion of 
the acceleration of the Earth’s gravity, g. For the purpose of evaluating deterministic peak 
ground accelerations for the site, we have considered four seismic sources: the San Andreas, 
Zayante-Vergeles and San Gregorio faults and the Monterey Bay-Tularcitos fault zone. While 
other faults or fault zones in this region may be active, their potential contribution to 
deterministic seismic hazards at the site is overshadowed by these faults. 

Table 2 shows relevant fault data, including the expected maximum magnitude earthquake, 
estimated recurrence interval: and the distance from the site for each of these fault systems. Fault 
data are from databases by WGONCEP ( I  996) and Petersen et al. ( I  996). Also shown are the 
deterministically calculated seismic shaking parameters based on  the^ fault dat 

are based on an attenuation relationship derived from the analysis of historical earthquakes. The 
accelerations listed in Table 2 are for sites founded on rock. It is important to note that 
predicting seismic shaking intensity is a field that is dominated heavily by theory, with a paucity 
of near-field data 10 define the attenuation relationship for nearby faults. Therefore, we caution 
that the listed values are approximations, rather than precise predictions. Actual measured “free- 
field” accelerations may be larger. 

. 

cal :si ele&ions and duration of s mic shaking at thesite. S 
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TABLE 2 
i Faults, Earthquakes and Deterministic Seismic Shaking Data 

I 
RI' . Distance to ~ PGA' P G A I i l '  MCEFM4 I EPA' Duration6 , 

(years) , site(hm) ~ [g) ( $1 (9) ~ ( g )  (sec) i ' Fault ' M w , m x i l  
i ~ 

Monterey Bay- ' 7.1 ' 2841 28.29 0.16 ' 0.24 0.24 ~ 0.12 17 ', 

Tularcitos 

Zayante-Vergeles ~ 6.8 , 8821 . 4.36 0.63 . 0.98 , 0.95 0.47 13 ~ 

San Andreas 1 7 ~ 9  210 ; 8.89 ~ 0 ~ 5 0  ~ 0.73 , 0.75 : 0.38 , 38 ~ 

(1906 rupture) ! 

San Gregorio 1 7.3 ' 400 16.09 ~ 0.30 0.44 ~ 0.45 0.23 ~ 21 I 

' M,,,,,, =Moment magnitude ofmaximurn expected eanhquake (Cao er al., 2003) 
' R1= Recurrence Interval (Peiersen, et al.: 1996) 
NOTE: The estimation ofrecunence interval is an ongoing effon conducted by numerous researchers, employing a variety of 
techniques. and using information from a rapidly growinp database. The recurrence interval eslimaies cited in this repon are 
therefore provided only to give a vely general indication of the relative frequency o f  maximum earthquakes on the San 
Andreas, Zayanle-Vergeles and San Gregorio faults and the Monterey Bay-Tularcitos fault zone. 
'PGA =Mean Peak Horizontal Ground Acceleration: PGA + a  = Mean Peak Horizontal Ground Acceleralion plus one 
dispersion (Sadigh et al., 1997) 

'EPA = Effective Peak Acceleration (Naeim and Anderson, 1993) 
*Duration ofstrong seismic shakine (Dobrv et al.. 1978) 

! 
i ~~. ~~~~, ~ ~ ~ ~ . l  
I 

~___I___~_ .~ .~~ . -~ . ~ ~ .  ~ . ~ .. ~ . -. . ~ ~~ ~ .. 

~L ~ ~~ ~~ 

~ 

MCEGM =Maximum Considered Eanhquake Ground Motion (FEMA. 1998) 

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

FEMA (1 998) and the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program suggest that in regions 
of high seismicity, such as coastal California, the appropriate design level for ground shaking is 
the deterministically derived mean peak horizontal ground acceleration multiplied by 1.5. The 
maximum considered earthquake ground motion (MCEGM) represents the application of this 
method to  the subject property. The MCEGM values are roughly equivalent to the 
deterministically derived PGA+d value. 

.. ~,.. . ~ i 

Naeim and Anderson (1993) f6SncPthat effective peak acceleration (EPA) is more typically about 
75 percent of the peak acceleration. Effective peak acceleration is comparable to "repeatable 
high ground acceleration" (aftel- Ploessel and Slossen, 1974) and is generally considered to 
represent the large number o f  lower amplitude peaks on an accelerogram recording. The EPA 
may be more relevant to design of structures than the peak acceleration or maximum considered 
earthquake ground motion. 

- 6 9 -  
Nolan Associates 



Sibiey - I is25 Highway 9 
February 27, 2006 
Page I 4  

The duration of strong shaking is dependent on magnitude. Dobry et al. ( 1  978) suggested a 
relationship between magnitude and duration of "significant" or strong shaking expressed by the 
formula: 

Log D = 0.432 M - 1.83, 

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

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

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

Probabilistic Seismic Shaking Analysis 

The U.S. Geological Survey and the California Geological Survey together produced a 
probabilistic seismic risk study for the state of California (Petersen et al., 1996; Cao et a].; 2003). 
Probabilistic ground motions based on that study for the proposed building sites are listed in 
Table 3. These estimated ground motions assume a soil profile type Sc (soft rock), per the 2001 
California Building Code (CBSC, 2002). 

- 
TABLE 3 

Probabilistic Ground Motions 
(10% probability of being exceeded in 50 years) 

Giound Motion Measure Acceleration in Soft Rock (g) 
- -~ 

Peak Ground Acceleration (g) 

Spectral Acceleration (8) at 0 2 sec. 

0 54 

1.21 
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The ground motion intensities shown in Table 3 are the seismic shaking intensities that have a 
10% chance of being exceeded in 50 years. The “ I  0% in 50 year” gound motion cited in Table 
3 is considered appropriate for a residential structure. 

River Flood Hazards 

Flooding 

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

FEMA has produced flood insurance maps for the County of Santa Cruz (Figure 6). These flood 
maps show base flood elevations and indicate that the subject property contains areas of both 
100-year and 500-year floods. The existing residence and the proposed accessory dwelling unit, 
are both outside of FEMA’s 1 00-year flood zone by at least 40 vertical feet and 150 horizontal 
feet. We consider the flooding hazard posed to Geologically Suitable Building Envelope to be 
low. 

The existing bridge that crosses the San Lorenzo River and provides access to the existing 
residence straddles the 1 00-year flood zone. We will discuss the flood hazards to this specific 
structure below. 

Bridge Undermining 

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

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

test pit (TP-I), we enEountered 7 feet 
Crete pier was obseGed (Plate 3). Th 

elevation of the western edge of the bridge is approximately 579’, placing the top of the 
underlying bedrock at elevation 572’ where the pier is embedded. This places the 100-year base 
flood level of 574’, two feet above the top of intact bedrock (Plate 2; see cross section C-C’). 

At the eastern edge of the bridge, within boring (B-4), we encountered 13 feet of these fluvial 
I - 

ing the same criteria for the western edge of the bridge, we 
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have calculated that the 100-year base flood level of 574' at the eastern edge of the bridge is four 
feet above the top of intact bedrock at 570'. 

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

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

CONCLUSIONS 

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

In our opinion, the hazards posed by landsliding, seismic shaking, and flooding can be mitigated 
to a significant extent by project design. The following section contains recommendations for 
reducing the risks associated with these geologic hazards to ordinary levels for the areas of 
development, and moderate levels for non-habitable structures (Appendix 8). Provided our 
recommendations are followed, the areas of development are subject to the specified risks. 

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

RECOMMENDATIONS .. * 

I .  Construction of habitable structures should be restricted to the Geologically Suitable 
Building Envelope shown on Plate 1. The location designated on Plate 1 is based in part 
on the scope of this investigation and is not meant to imply that it is the only geologically 
feasible building site on the parcel. We reserve the right to amend the building envelope 
recommendations where consistent with sound geologic judgement. Our building 
envelope incorporates the followifig setbacks. 

Nolan Associoles 
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A. Habitable structures should be restricted to areas with slopes displaying gradients of 
30% or less to reduce the amount of soil creep hazard. 

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

B. 

2. Foundation and pavement designs should be developed by a geotechnical engineer. 
Your geotechnical engineer should consider the results of our invesligation, including our 
assessment of landslide prone bedrock type, creeping soils, and seismic shaking at the 
site. If required, our cross section A-A’ (Plate 2) may be used for slope stability analyses. 
We should be consulted during the slope stability modeling process to help insure that the 
stability model accurately incorporates the geology of the site. 

3.  Foundation designs for the bridge crossing the San Lorenzo E v e r  should be 
developed by a geotechnical engineer. Your geotechnical engineer should consider the 
results of our investigation, including our assessment of mass erosion around the bridge 
foundation and seismic shaking at the site. If required, our cross section C-C’ (Plate 2) 
may be used for analyses. We should be consulted during the bridge design process to 
help insure that i t  accuralely incorporates the geology of the site. 

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

5.  We recommend that all drainage from improved surfaces such as walkways, 
driveways, patios, and roofs be captured by closed pipe OJ lined ditches and dispersed on 

way as to maintain the pre-development runoff patterns as much as  possible. 
At no time should any concentrated discharge be allowed to spill directly onto the ground 

adjacent to structures or to fall directly onto steep slopes, nor should any discharge be 
injected below ground surface on the ridge crest or near any steep slopes. Energy 
dissipaters, such as level spreaders, should be used for drainage discharge. The control of 
runoff is essential for erosion control and prevention of water ponding against 

~. >-. 
B ~- 

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

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

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

INVESTlGATION LIMITATIONS 

I .  

2 .  

J .  1 

4.  

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

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

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

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

c. 
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recommendations contained in this report cannot be considered valid beyond a period of 
two years from the date of this report without review by a representative of this firm. 

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

5 .  
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~ O L A N  ASSOCIATES Location: Highway 9 
1509 Seab 

Santa Cr 
831-42 106 - 

s 
0 - n - 
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I ItAvenue, SuiteA2 
California 95062 
a ~ n a ~ a n a e o ~ o o v  Driller: California Geotech (4" Diam. "Superman") 

~ ~~ 

soil description 

a2.5 siny clay with trace sand; dark brown; slightly moist; son 

@4.0 silty clay with few fine-grained sand; mottled reddish-brown and gray; slightly moist todarnp; soft 

@6.5 layers of weathered siltstone and fine-grained sandy siltstone; gray and orangish-brown; slightly 
moist; medium dense. 

@8.S distinct color change to dominantly orangish-brown, from dark brown and gray above: no 
observable change in texture. 

Q I 2 . 0  sillstone and fine-grained sandstone; orangish-brown; slightly moist; moderately fractured: no 
visible clays on fracture faces. 

> : s - ~  .. . .  . 

Q16.0 sinstone and Rne-grained sandstone; orangish-brown; dry; hard; dense: refusal with sampler. 

BO1TOM OF BORING Q16.0 FEET BELOW GROUND SURFACE 
NO GROUNDWATER 
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Logged by: SEB 
Location: Highway 9 

831-423-7006 I n  
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soil description 

22 5’ silty day: grayish-brown and dark brown; moisllo damp; soft 

54 0 silty clay, grayish-brown lo orangish-brown, slightly mo1st. common angular s1lts1one and 
#ne-grained sandstone fragments 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . 

E6 - 5’ s61s1one ana fne-gra ne0 sanaslone: orang,sn-oroan and qray s .gn1 y moist Iu dry aense. 
m a e i a l e  y lractucd. appaienl cedamg 1s VIS ole w1h.n s5mple lrace 10 no illwial clays on fracldrd laces 

Q11.5 fine-grained sandy siiistone: gray and orangish-brown; dry very dense: slightly fractured. 

BOTTOM OF BORING @ll.5 FEET BELOW GROUND SURFACE 
NO GROUNDWATER 

VOTE: TOP OF BORING IS -1 .0 BELOW NATRUAL GROUND SURFACE DUE TO TERRACE 
SRADING WITHIN GRAPE VINEYARD. 
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OLAN ASSOCIATES Location: Highway 9 
1509 Seabrighl Avenue. SuiteA2 

Santa Ciuz. Calilornia 95062 
331-423-70061 n 

soil description 

33 0 silty clay, dark brown, moist, small subangular blocky peds wlth moderately thlck dark brown clay 
lms on ped faces, no parting surfaces observed 

34.5' silty clay with trace sand; gray and orangish-brown; moist; medium subangular blocky peds with 
noderalely thick gray and orangish-brown illuvial clays on ped faces and behveen peds; few roots; no 
Narting surlaces observed 

Q6.5 sandy silt to sandy clay; mottled gray and brown; moist to wet; slight increase in moisture from 
above: - - _  few a n g u l ~ s i l l s ~ e  c k t s  1 L t o  "4" 10% nopar t i nEur fEs  o ~ e r v e ~ t r a c ~ r o o t ~  - 
Q7.0 - 8.0 sandy silt to sandy clay; mottled gray and reddish-brown; moist; spongy; not dense. 

28.0 - 8.5 moderately-sorted, fine-grained sand; mottled gray and reddish-brown; slightly moist to dry. 

@ l O ~ O .  11.5' well-sorted. fine-grained sand; orangish-brown; dry, poorly-consolidated. 

@15 0 peuuI, rneowm 10 coaise.giamed sanu w Ih some clay and !ew Cubbies. orang sh-oroan 
s gnil) rno 51 pootty. I O  mooeraiely-conso ddaled. few iwnded Coub.es I.P I O  2 in o ameler 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - - - - - -  
@ I S  0 color change lo gray; drilling becomes harder 

3ORING LOG CONTINUES ON NEXT PAGE 84  - 
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soil description k 

IRING LOG CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 

! O  0. 21.0 hne-grained sandstone with few lhin interbeds of Siltstone; gray; dry; dense; vlsible 

:rolault with 1 on offsel of beds along tight. day-lined fraclure: lelusal with sampler 

)TOM OF BORING @ 21.0 FEET BELOW GROUND SUFACE 
3 GROUNDWATER 

BEDROCK 

I 3TE. TOP OF BORING IS AT THE BASE OF A -1 . O  HIGH VERTICAL CUT FOR PAVED DRIVEWAY 

Logged by: SEB 
Location: Highway 9 

ental R view In1 
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\ ~ O L A N  ASSOCIATES Location: Highway 9 
1509 Seabright Avenue, SuiteA2 

Santa Cruz. California 95062 

soil description 

_ - - - _ - - - - - - - - - _ - _ .  
22~5 '  well~sorted fine-grained sand with trace clay; orangish-brown and tan; dry: poorly-consolidated: 
Pw roots. 

@4 5 well-sorted fine-grained sand with trace clay, orangish-brown and tan, dry. poorly-consolidated 

56 S well-sorted fine-grained sand with trace clay: orangish-brown and tan: dry; poorly-consolidated 

011.5 pebbly medium- l o  warse-grained sand with Some clay: orangish-brown, gray and brown: 
lightly moist: rounded pebbles up to 1" long. 

214 5' siltstone and fine-grained sandstone, gray, wet. dense, hard, moderately fractured 

3OTTOM OF BORING @ 14 5 FEET BELOW GROUND SURFACE 
\10 GROUMWATER 
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Sania CI California 95062 
a@no~angeo~ogy.com Driller: California Geotech (4" Diam. Truck Mountec 

soil description 

36 5' well-sorted fine-gramed sand with trace clay, orangish-brown and tan. dry, poorly-consolidated 

OTTOM OF BORING @ 6 5 FEET BELOW GROUND SURFACE 
IO GROUNDWATER 
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NOLAN ASSOCIATES 

December 18, 2007 Job No. 05063 

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

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

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

Dear hll. Sibley: 

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

The attached revised Plate 1 depicts the new geologically feasible building envelope. All other 
rwommendations from our originalreport remain in effect. Please provide us with a copy.of&e ~ . .  

final development plans for our review so that we may confirm that our recommendations have 
been incorporated into the plan. 

. .: 

1509 Seabnght Avenue. Suile A2 Sanla Cruz. CA 95062. Tel. 831.4237006. Fax 831-423-7008 - ernail: na@nolangeology.com 
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Sihley: Highway 9 
December 18,2007 
Page 2 

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

Sincerely, 
Nolan Associates 

C.E.G. #2241 

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

cc: Jack Schultz 
Stephen Graves 

Environmental Rev - 
ATTACHMENT 4 
APPLICATION 0 4  - 8 9 -  



Dee5 &Associates, Inc. Phone:831  427-1 770 
Geotechnical Engingers F a x 8 3 1  427-1 794 
501 Mission Street .  S u i t e  BA, Santa Cruz. CA 95060 Email: dna@dsleutreme.com 

December 20, 2007 

MR. ALFRED SIBLEY 
c /o  Stephen Graves 8 Associates 
2735 Porter Street 
Soquel. California 95073 

Subject: 

Reference: Proposed Single Family Residence 
338 Reynolds Drive, Boulder Creek 

Santa Cruz County, California 

Project No. SCR-0080 

Geotechnical Feasibility Study for a Proposed Homesite 

APN 087-321-02 

Dear Mr. Sibley: 

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

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

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

SitedFainage is by sheet flow towards the San Lorenzo Riijer. T 
flowing at the time of our investigation. 

SCR-0080 I12120107 
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Subsurface Soil Conditions 
The geologic report prepared by Nolan Associates in 2006 indicates the proposed 
homesite is underlain by fluvial deposits and Two Bar Shale bedrock. Boring 3, drilled on 
the terrace about 150 feet northwest of the proposed homesite encountered medium 
dense landslide material deposited from an old landslide that occurred on the slope above 
the terrace and fluvial deposits over very dense bedrock located 18 feet below grade. The 
fluvial deposits consisted of medium dense, fine to medium grained sands with some clay 
and cobbles. A test pit was excavated by the geologist adjacent to the western bridge 
abutment. The test pit encountered 7 feet of fluvial deposits over bedrock. The fluvial 
deposits consisted of sands and silty sands. 

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

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

Landsliding 
Although there are no landslides indicated on the County of Santa Cruz Landslide Map, 
(Cooper-Clark), there were numerous landslides identified at the site by the project 
geologist. These landslides are discussed in detail in the geologic report. The toe of a 
massive landslide deposit lies just south of the proposed homesite. The homesite is set 
back about 60 feet from the edge of the landslide deposit. The other landslides identified at 
the site are located well away from the proposed homesite and should not affect the 
proposed development. 

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

Liquefaction 
Liquefaction occurs when saturated fine grained sands, silts and sensitive clays are subject 
to shaking during an earthquake and the water pressure within the pores build up leading 
to loss of strength. 

The site is not mapped as being underlain by potentially liquefaction soils and based on the 
soil data obtained from the test pit and boring drilled near the homesite and the lack of a 
groundwater table, we do not ~~ 

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

.' 

uefaction potential belowthe. homesite. . . ', 
..,. . . 

2 
SCR-0080 1 12/20/07 
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standpoint. Potential geotechnical concerns for the proposed homesite include re- 
activation of the landslide deposit located south of the development envelope, loose 
surface soils in the proposed foundation zones, slope instability along the top edges of the 
steep slope descending to the San Lorenzo River, erosion on the steep slopes above and 
below the homesite and strong seismic shaking. 

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

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

The opinions expressed in this letter are based on a visual examination of the property, 
review of our files, review of the geology report prepared for a different homesite on the 
property'and discussions with Stephen Graves & regarding the proposed improvements. 
While we believe that our conclusions are well founded, it is possible that there may be 
undiscovered conditions that would cause us to revise our opinions and/or 
recommendations. This letter, therefore, should not be construed to be any type of 
guarantee or insurance. A more detailed study should be undertaken to develop design- 
level geotechnical recommendations for construction of new structures. 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call our office. 

Very truly yours, 

DEES 8 ASSOCIATES, IN 

Rebecca L. Dees 
Geotechnical Engineer 
G.E. 2623 

Copies: , .  5 to Addressee 
1 to Nolan Associates 

3 
SCR-0080 ~12120107 
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Site Plan 
17525 Highway 9 
APN 087-321-02 

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA 

Project No SCR-0080 

Apprax 1"=60 

December 2007 

Drawn By JC 

FIGURE 2 
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Dee5 &Associates, Inc. Phone: 031 427-1 770 
Geotechnical Engineers F a x : 0 3 1  427-1794 

501 Mission St ree t ,  Su i te  BA, S a n t a  Cruz, CA 95060 Email: dna@dslextreme.com 

December 20, 2007 

M R ~  ALFRED SIBLEY 
Yo Stephen Graves & Associates 
2735 Porter Street 
Soquel, California 95073 

Subject. Geotechnical Plan Review 

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

Project No. SCR-0080 

Dear Mr. Sibley: 

As requested we have reviewed the proposed improvement plans, Sheets C1. C2, C4 and Sheet 2, for the 
new single family residence proposed at the referenced site. Sheets C1. C2 and C4 were prepared by Jack 
Schultz and are dated November 29,2007, December 5.2007 and December 20,2007, respectively. Sheet 2 
was prepared by Dunbar and Craig and is last dated December 2007. Our Geotechnical Feasibility Study for 
the homesite is dated December 20, 2007. 

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

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

The aforementioned plans were prepared in accordance with the recommendations of our Geotechnical 
Feasibility Study for a Proposed Homesite, dated December 20, 2007. Our review is preliminary in nature and 
does not take the place of an in depth geotechnical study of the site. A design level geotechnical investigation 
should be performed to develop site specific recommendations for the proposed improvements. 

If you have any questions, please call our office. 

Very truly yours, 

DEES B ASSOCIATES, INC. 

.. RebeccaLDees 
Geotechnical Engineer 
G.E. 2623 

Copies: 3 to Addressee 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

701 OCEAN STREET, 4m FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
(831) 454-2580 FAX (831) 454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123 

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

October 16,2008 

Alfred Sibley 
C/o Stephen Graves and Associates 
2735 Porter Street 
Soquel, CA 95073 

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

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

Dear Applicant: 

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

1. 

2. 

3.  

4.  

5. 

The reports’ recommendations become conditions of this permit. 

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

A civil engineer‘s grading, drainage and erosion control plan will be required for 
access roadway and other grading. 

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

The project geq@chnical~engine.er, or a similar qualified testing laboratory. must,be . . ~  ~ v. 
employed to provide constant inspection and testing of all the fill material placed on 
the Site. Before final inspection, a written summary of Ihe compaction testing must 
be submitled to the County. With this summary, a copy of the grading plan must be 
submitted that indicates the relative compaction tests’ location. and all related test 
data must be included in a table with a reference number that correlates the table 
data to the test location indicated on the grading plan. This testing includes the 

. ,  



1 d rering Geology and Geotechnical R t  

2i3 
04-0483 

6. The civil engineer, geotechnical engineer and engineering geologist must all provide 
final letters that indicate that the home has been constructed in accordance with the 
recommendations of their respective reports and plans. 

The consultants must e-mail a PDF of their reports to pln953~co.santa-cru2.ca.u~ . 7. 

Our acceptance of the reports 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 call the undersigned at (831) 454-3175, or ernail at pln829@co.santa-cruz.ca.us if we 
can be of any furlher assistance. 

Nolan Associates 
Dee and Associates 
Alice 

- 9 7 -  
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04-0483 

NOTICE TO PERMIT HOLDERS WHEN A SOILS REPORT AND ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST 
HAVE BEEN PREPARED, REVIEWED AND ACCEPTED FOR THE PROJECT 

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

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

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

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

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

..?LO._ _.: . ~ . , .. ,.. , .. .~.. I;". 

ATTACHMENT 
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0 Iteds checked below do not meet present sewage disposal requirements or require further testing: 

0 Soil tests indicate soils not suitable. 

0 Lot slope excessive, area has been graded; and/or unable to provide setback from cut bank 
a Winter water table testing required. 
0 Tests indicate failure to provide required separation of leaching and seasonal high groundwater. 
0 Unable to provide a 100 foot separation between a septic system and a well, spring, stream, or waterway. 
0 Inadequate space for both the sewage disposal system and the required future expansion area. 
0 Septic area in floodplain. 
0 Other 

\m Preliminan inmect ioyf  this lot indicates suitability for indiyidual, sewa le disposal using conventional septic technology under S t a n  ards currently in effect, subject to any limitations I > enlified below. .. - 
Water supply must be developed. .o Site conditionsmay be mitigated by alternative technology. Further testing and evaluation is needed. 

Desien Parameters 
F:-*. 

Percolation Rate 1-5 1.6-j-d 1- 30-60 60-120 Groundwater Depth for Design Purposes 
*:,- \ . I 

. . .  .. ,-_ ~~ . .  -- 
REMARKS: L J L ,  , \ ,-- 

disposal permit. An application for sewage disposal will be subject to further evaluaiion based on the specific sewage disposal 
design; fbe possible presence of geologic hazards, biotic resources, or ocher site constraints; and, the provisions of the Sewage 
Disposal Ordinance in effect at the time of pennii applicaiion. 

, I  I 
l,.,, 1 .$ p (A ,L?-~ '5 ;; 7, j p., j. . 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SPECIALIST 7 i i  - 9 9 - SUPERVISOR DATE >~, 

! \.\ 
' ' -~ :."I [ .  ;:q I! .$, /," ' 

PHD.72 IREV. I2fll) 



# 14474 

D a t e  01 O r d e r  I Ordered By 
1 /@3/  a4 I ROBERT 

* . f i i ~ i t t n t * t t t t * i t + * ~ * * - ~ * * * * - * * ~ ~ *  

Driver I TKI !Order Taken B y  

Phone# i Hedvood 

V K / F h X S  

RG I F87 I HARA 

338-2276 

I P l e e t i c  
I Other: 

I Infspection D a t e  
111/12/04 8 AU 

Phone/Faxt 

EecrorS IGal lane  PumDed 
I /TOO - 

* t * . v + a * * a e v  ' ~ t t n t ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ t t t f ~ d t * * ~ n u * t ~ * ~  ~ l l * l t t . . * f + ~ * * t a ~ t t t ~  * ~ t t t + t t * t ~ ~  L?2 No: 
h t e  laat Pumped: LIHKMOWW 
P r o p m r t y  Llae'? C o m r r c i a l :  1 l o m e : X  Other: IOccupied? 
Condit ion OZ Tenk: I Repairs  I R e p a i r e  IReaaon For 

Seiepiic: e13dteee 
Tank top as ad/^^ l i d =  I I I I Haul &way 
Sidas/battoa of tank IV-  1 ____I.-- I I I Sele/Syetem 
B a f  f lee f - r _ i -  I - 1 I I Other PROP. D I V .  

~ e n k  Capaci ty  ,<&tte 

IGuodiFe ir IPaur lRecoassndICoaple tedIPu~ping / Inapec t .  
I I .I Haint  

N o r m a l  &: Le-aching S y s t e m :  ___ 
... . !????.?tionel Level.: HIgh .- __ 

no 
NO 

PreBent ar p a s t  h igh  l e v e l  i n  tank? y= - 
S ? p a r e  te Grey water Discharge? YES I 

mher System Corpunents/Notee: - 

Liquid f l o w b e c k  w h i l e  pumping? YES - 
Signe of Surfac ing  Eff luent? YES - 

-____~__ 
-I- 

System Location-Sketch ur  deecribe. wi th  d i p e n s i o n a  and direation of north  

WE ARE NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR DAHARES 70 DRIVEWAYS, URDEBGBOUND UTILITIES, 
FLOWERS, SllRUBS OR TREB.  THIS REPORT IS VALID AT TIME OF IWSPECTIOll ONLY1 

- 1 0 0 -  



614473 

1 Dace o f  Order  I O r d e r e d  By 
I 11/83/04 I ROBERT 

P F l l * a * l * t * * + * ~ * C * C * ~ * ~ . ~ ~ I I I ~ * * ~ * * t * * t I + * . + * ~ ~ ~ * * ~  

Cusk. # I Driver .  I TK1 I O r d e r  Taken By 
I RG I Fa7 I MARA 
I Phoned I Redvond 
1 330-2276 I Concrete xx 
I YK/FAXd i F i b e r g l e s s  
1 I P l a s t i c  

i PhoneZFar# 
I I Inepect ion D a t e  
I I 11/12/04 8 AH 
1 Escrov# I G a l l o n e  Pumped 
I I 

IOther: 

COD:XX B i . l l 4 N e t l B ) :  C / C :  ESCROW: THANK YOU 

WE ARE NOI' RESPOMSIBLE FOR QAtlAGES TO DRIVEWAYS, UADERGRWND U T I L I T I E S ,  
FLOWERS, SHRUBS DR TREES. THIS REPORT IS VALID A T  t l t l f i  OF I N S P E C T I O N  OBLYl 

- 1 0 1 -  



I 
.--- 

pH.;/_ D i s p o a e l  S i te :  SCCWTP 
t ~ . t t * ~ - ~ ~ t l t . t * , t t l t * * . * * * * * * * + * * * * * * * * t ~ * * ~ * * * ~ t ~ t ~ t * l 4 l ~ * * t ~ l * ~ t i ~ * ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~  

37s . I  00 ~ i r 3  e charge pes month. on .  6.11 I co 19 
I LA I f ' c ,  I >GLJ - .  ) _ I  , ~.~~ 

cell over  30 driyn , 4 2 4 X  p e r  annum) 
= =, ::= == == === = = == =,,4 $= == =_  == = = = = = == = I V I S U A L  I I 

I 1- 
.? I .  

.I. hereby eckndxled c m p l e k i o r r  of work: IOTHER 

COD: X X  A 4 d  S i l l <  N e t l 0 1 ' ~ :  C / C :  ESCROW : THAN YOU 

Y E  ARE ElOT RESPONSIBLE FUR DAMAGES TO DRIVEWAYS, UNDERGROUND U T I L I T I E S ,  
FLOWERS, SHRUBS OR TREES. T H I S  REPORT 3's V A L I D  A T  TINE OF I N S P E C T I O N  0lU-Y) 

P /  ? ITOTAL AHOUNT I 3 7 3 1  00 
g27- CL: 
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454-3175 
October 3rd, 2007 
Mr. Joe Hanna, County Geologist 
Santa Cruz County Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street - Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

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

Mr. Hanna- 
The clearance between the underside of  the Sibley Bridge and the expected 

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

FEMA Riverbed and Floodwater Profile- 
(See Attachments 3 and 4) 

(The assumption that the bridge is located farther downstream yields 

The Sibley Bridge is located at or very near FEMA Cross-section <CX>. 
Flood clearance is considered with bridge assumed to be at <CX>. 

essentially the same result.) 

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

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

By direct measurement, the center of the Sibley Bridge is 4 9 . 5 ’  above the 
streambed. The bridge truss is 2.5’ thick --yielding a streambed clearance of 17’. 

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

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

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

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

I Thedood level~dearance has also been checked in other-ways 

Table 10 lists the cross-section area and velocity at flood stage. 
447 SqFt x 11.2 FPS = 5,000 CFlsec. There are no streams entering the river 

nearby so it is  assumed that the flood quantity passing under a section at the 
bridge is the same as at <CX>. 
<Sibley Bridge> -100-Year Flood Clearance- 10131077 Page 1 of 2 

Environmental Review lnrtalrljtudv 
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The Top0 map (Attachment 1) shows the locations of several sections where 
the cross-section area versus depth has been calculated using the <CX> 
streamflow -- assuming the worst case that <CX> is 140’ upstream of bridge. 

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

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

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

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

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

Please call if more information is needed. 

Sincerely, 

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

Section A - =25’ Upstream from NW corner of West Abutment 
Section B - At NW Corner of West Abutment 
Section C - A t  NE Corner of East Abutment 
Section D - 325’ Downstream from NE Corner of East Abutment 
Section E - 6 0 ’  Downstream fmmNE &mer of East Abutment 

3. FIRM Flood Profile from Tiehl Road to Section <DA> 
4. FIRM Table 10 - Flood Characteristics at Section <CX> 
5. Sheet One of Abutment Protection -- Reduced to 85x11 

Flood Clearance- 

- 1 0 4 -  

1 Ol31077 Page 2 of 2 



-+ 

Legend 

0 087-3: 

FEMA DFI 
FLD-ZONE 

02 

VI F L  - d Ins 



C O U N T Y  O F  S A N T A  C R U Z  
DISCRETIONARY APPLICATION COMMENTS 

Project Planner: A l i c e  Daly 
Application No.: 04-0483 

APN: 087-321-02 

Date: September 17, 2008 
l ime :  11:42:56 
Page: 1 

Environmental Planning Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 27. 2004 BY JESSICA L DEGRASSI ========= 
The br idge must be elevated a t  minimum 1 - f o o t  above the  100-year f lood  o f  Boulder 
Creek. The 100-year f l o o d  e levat ion must be determined by a Hydrologic Report 
prepared by a l icensed engineer. This report  must be submitted f o r  review. 

A s o i l s  repor t  w i l l  be required f o r  a l l  development s i t e s .  Addit ional reports may be 
required during the review o f  the s o i l s  repor t ,  such as a geologic repo r t .  Please 
submit two copies o f  the  completed s o i l s  report .  Included are a l i s t  o f  s o i l s  en- 
gineers and requirements f o r  s o i l s  reports. 

Please show a l l  development s i t e s  on s i t e  plan. ========= UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 22. 
2005 BY JESSICA L DEGRASSI ========= 

The requirement f o r  the  hydrologic report  w i l l  not  be required f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t ,  as  
the  100-year f lood  e levat ion has a l l ready been studied a t  the  pro jec t  s i t e .  The 
100-year e levat ion i s  approximately 579 feet  above mean sea l e v e l .  Appl icant w i l l  be 
provding a survey from Dunbar and C r a i g  showing t h i s  elevat ion on the surveyed map. 
W i l l  w a i t  f o r  submittal o f  map t o  c l a r i f y  the e levat ion o f  the  bridge. ========= UP- 
DATED ON APRIL  13, 2005 BY KEVIN D CRAWFORD ========= 

04/13/05 - The Geotechnical F e a s i b i l i t y  Study by Dees & Associates does n o t  s a t i s f y  
the requirement f o r  a s o i l s  repo r t .  A s o i l s  repor t  was requested f o r  t h e  e x i s t i n g  
s t ructures t o  be recognized (br idge and barn conversion) as wel l  as f o r  any proposed 
st ructures,  roadways or other f a c i l i t i e s .  The repor t  must include sample bor ings and 
s o i l s  t e s t i n g  resul ts .  and make spec i f i c  design recommendations. o r .  f o r  t h e  e x i s t -  
i n g  s t ructures,  evaluations o f  t h e i r  foundation s t a b i l i t y  and/or s t r u c t u r a l  i n -  
t e g r i t y .  The report  w i l l  be reviewed by the  County Geologist, who may requi re addi- 
t i o n a l  studies a f t e r  h i s  s i t e  review. ========= UPDATED ON MAY 27. 2005 BY JOSEPH L 

I have been asked t o  c l a r i f y  t o  current outstanding issues on the  p r o j e c t .  The 
geotechnical engineer w i t h  the  assistance o f  an engineering geologist  must address, 
i n  add i t ion  t o  the other issues raised by Kevin Crawford. the s i t e  s t a b i l i t y  o f  each 
proposed bu i ld ing  s i t e  as wel l  as the access roadway t o  each s i t e .  I n  add i t i on  the  
br idge comply w i t h  a l l  FEMA requirements. ========= UPDATED ON MAY 11. 2006 BY 

The geology repor t  by J e f f  Nolan dated 2-27-06 address only the  b u i l d i n g  s i t e  on the 
southern end o f  the  parce l .  Consquently. my comments w i l l  be d i rected t o  t h e  "barn 
parce l .  ' 

1. A younger landsl ide constrains the access roadway t o  the  b u i l d i n g  s i t e .  and the  
sept ic  system i s  located wi th in  t h i s  same landsl ide.  County Code requires t h a t  both 
t.hp access roadwav and t.he sent ic  svstem be located awav from areas o f  i n s t a b i l i t y  

_____-_ _ _  ___ _ _  _ _ _ _  

HANNA 

JOSEPH L HANNA ========= 

2.  The c u t  slope below and south o f  the  barn i s  steep and should a lso  be analzyed 
f o r  w i t h  engineering mechanics t o  determine i f  i t  stable.  

3 .  A bu i l d ing  s i t e  may e x i s t  on the Highway 9 s ide  o f  the  parce l .  This bu i l d ing  s i t e  
wouldn' t  requi re  the  use o f  the bridge t o  access a bu i ld ing  s i t e  and would therefore 

- 1 0 6 -  



Discretionary Comments - Continued 

Project Planner: A1 i c e  Daly 
Application No.: 04-0483 

APN: 087 - 321 ~ 02 

D a t e :  September 1 7 ,  2008 
T i m e :  11:42:56 
Page: 2 

be the be t te r  loca t ion .  I believe tha t  the highway 9 side o f  t he  parcel should be 
evaluated f o r  a bu i ld ing  s i t e  as pa r t  o f  t h i s  appl icat ion.  

4 .  The parcels f o r  t h i s  map need geology. P lease  request t h i s  addi t ional  informa 
t i o n .  ========= UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 5 ,  2007 BY JESSICA L DEGRASSI ========= 

Received new t e n t a t i v e  parcel map completed by Curt Dunbar dated Ju ly  2007. The 
reference t o  county benchmark #86 i s  noted on plan but i s  not shown where t h i s  
benchmark ex i s t s .  Please rev ise plans. 

Also, the revised e levat ion o f  the bridge abutments i s  now noted t o  be a t  589.9 
fee t .  Is t h i s  a t  mean sea leve l .  Is the county benchmark based on the  same datum 
tha t  FEMA used f o r  the 100-year f lood  e levat ion,  NGVD 1929? 

Based on the elevations presented i n  the cross section o f  Curt Dunbar’s su rvey 
sheet, t he  100-year f lood  e levat ion would be lower than the  ex i s t i ng  f low l ine  o f  the 
channel bottom. Please c l a r i f y .  ========= UPDATED ON JANUARY 16. 2008 BY JOSEPH L 

A new b u i l d i n g  s i t e  i s  now proposed.. . . Comments on the new bu i l d ing  s i t e  are as 
f o l  1 ows 

1. The engineering geologist must review and approve the sept ic  d ra in  f i e l d  areas 
and s ta te  tha t  these proposed f i e l d s  are located away from area o f  i n s t a b i l i t y .  See 
Code Chapter 16.10 and General P l a n  Section 6 .2 .7 .  

2. El iminate any po r t i on  o f  the bu i l d ing  or development envelopes t h a t  are greater 
than 30 X .  o r  contain lands l id ing .  Please also e l iminate any po r t i on  o f  t h e  sept ic  
system dra in  f i e l d s  that are located i n  areas o f  grading, or located i n  areas land- 
s i  i ding. 

3.  The geotechnical engineer ind icates tha t  addi t ional  analysis i s  required o f  steep 
slopes below the proposed bu i ld ing  / development envelopes. These slopes must be 
analyzed before the approval o f  the bu i l d ing  envelope. 

4 .  The resourse planner must agree t o  the  l i m i t s  of t he  r i p a r i a n  c o r r i o d r .  ========= 

UPDATED ON JANUARY 16, 2008 BY JESSICA L DEGRASSI ========= 

Comments f r o m  previous rout ing s t i l l  apply. 

HANNA ========= 

P lease submit information about the Reference Mark  (RM) 86 as noted on the  survey 
sheet 2. This reference i s  noted as  County benchmark number 86. I checked w i t h  the  
County Surveyor’f  o f f i c e ,  and they do not have any record o f  benchmark 86 i n  t h i s  
area. Please c l a r i f y .  

.ous comments, the elevations presented on.the. cross sect ion o f  
ey sheet. 2 ,   the^ 100-year f lood  e l&at ion  

below the ex is t ing  f l ow l i ne  o f  the r i v e r .  Please c l a r i f y  

New sheets were submitted, prepared by Jack Schultz dated 12/20/07.  Sheet C3 of the 
plan set shows the bridge e levat ion a t  584.5 fee t ,  whereas sheet C4 shows the  eleva 
t i o n  a t  576.3 f e e t .  Please c l a r i f y .  



Discretionary Comments - Continued 

Project  Planner: Al i ce  Daly 
Application No.: 04-0483 T ime:  11:42:56 

Date: September 1 7 ,  2008 

APN: 087- 321 - 02 Page: 3 

I f  the current bridge does not meet FEMA standards. a t  l e a s t  above the  100-year 
f lood  e levat ion o f  579 fee t ,  the bridge cannot be u t i l i z e d  t o  provide access t o  the 
proposed bu i ld ing  s i t e .  This would e n t a i l  development r e s t r i c t e d  t o  the HWY 9 side 
o f  the parcel,  without a r i v e r  crossing. 

New plans prepared by Jack Schultz show the placement o f  r i p - r a p  w i t h i n  the  r i v e r  
channel i n  order t o  s t a b i l i z e  the abutments o f  the bridge. These improvements must 
be analyzed by the s o i l s  engineer and by the c i v i l  engineer f o r  the e f f e c t  on the  
base f lood  e levat ion.  The placement o f  f i l l  i s  not allowed i n  f loodwayl f loodpla in  
unless it can be demonstrated tha t  the f i l l  w i l l  not have cumulative adverse impacts 
on r i v e r  hydrology. A f u l l  hydrologic report must be submitted t o  demonstrate t h i s  
requirement can be met. The s o i l s  engineer must prepare an adendum t o  the geotechni- 
cal ( s o i l s )  report which addresses the current s ta te  o f  the br idge abutments and the 
need f o r  the addi t ional  s t a b i l i z a t i o n  measures. ========= UPDATED ON APRIL 28. 2008 

The pro jec t  meets my comnents from 1/2008. Joe Hanna 
By JOSEPH L HANNA ========= 

Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 27, 2004 BY JESSICA L DEGRASSI ========= 
Grading plans w i l l  be required f o r  a l l  access driveways and b u i l d i n g  s i t e s ,  see 
minimum standards f o r  grading plan in take.  The grading p lan must be completed by an 
l icensed engineer or a rch i tec t .  

An erosion/sediment contro l  plan must be submitted w i th  the grading plans, and must 
show how sediment w i l l  be cont ro l led  ons i te ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  any work proposed i n  
close proximity t o  any drainage courses. This p lan must inc lude d e t a i l s  of 
erosion/sediment contro l  devices. 

Review l e t t e r s  w i l l  be required for the bu i l d ing  permit from t h e  technica l  en 
gineers. 

A revegetation plan w i l l  be required f o r  any disturbance w i t h i n  the r i p a r i a n  cor -  

DATED ON APRIL 13. 2005 BY K E V I N  D CRAWFORD ========= 

04/13/05 - While the  pro jec t  descr ip t ion states " t o  recognize a barn and a b r idge" ,  
the Dees F e a s i b i l i t y  Study describes "two SFD's and a guest house" are located on 
the s i t e .  and the p lan  provided show several structures on t h e  s i t e .  The p ro jec t  
descr ip t ion  must be be t te r  defined t o  c l e a r l y  ind ica te  the l o c a t i o n  and nature of 
each s t ructure t h a t  must be recognized. Any other proposed improvements must a lso be 
c l e a r l y  defined. Are any roadway improvements or grading proposed w i th  t h i s  p ro jec t?  

________-  ________- 

r i d o r .  The r i pa r ian  exception permit must include these condi t ions.  ========= UP - 

UPDATED ON MAY 11. 2006 BY JOSEPH L HANNA ========= ___--__-- ____-__-- 
~~ 

A complete-grading plans are required f o r  a l l  o f  the grading re la ted  t o  the bridge 
and .the acces UPDATED ON JANUARY 16. .. 2008 BY JOSEPH~L . .. HANNA,~ 

~ . .~ ________- _____ ____ ~ . .  

Before the approval o f  the a bu i ld ing  permit on t h i s  property a engineer geology and 
geotechnical engineering report invest igat ions must be completed f o r  e i t h e r  the  
l ega l i za t i on  o f  t he  ex i s t i ng  bridge, o r  a l t e rna t i ve l y  a new br idge.  The br idge must 
comply w i t h  FEMA regulat ion and Department of Public standards f o r  bridges. No grad- 
i ng  ( inc lud ing p lac ing  o f  r ip rap)  i s  allowed i n  the f lood  plane, and the p ro jec t  
c i v i l  engineer. engineering geologis t ,  and geotechnical engineer must conclude t h a t  

Environmental Review lnital S t u d  
ATTACHMENT 
APPLICATION - 1 0 8 -  



Discretionary Comments - Continued 

Project Planner: A l i c e  Daly 
Application No.: 04-0483 

APN: 087-321-02 

Date September 1 7 .  2008 
Time. 11 42 56 
Page: 4 

the abutment are stable. ========= UPDATED ON JANUARY 29. 2008 BY JESSICA L DEGRASSI 

Prior t o  issuance o f  any building permit. a streambed al terat ion agreement from the 
State Dept of Fish and Game w i l l  be required. ========= UPDATED ON A P R I L  28. 2008 BY 

A development and building envelopes shall be recorded on the f i n a l  map; the 
development envelope should include the septic system drain f i e l d  and the bui lding 
envelope, and the building envelope shall include a l l  proposedstructures related t o  
the home. We recognize the the bridge w i l l  be outsideof the bui lding envelope. 

R e v i e w  and approval le t te rs  are required f r o m  the engineering geologist 
andgeotechnical engineer with the submittal o f  the bui lding permit t o  ei ther  replace 
or augment the bridge. 

Housing Completeness Comments 

____ __ ___ ___  ______  

JOSEPH L HANNA ========= 

R F V I F W  ON OCTORFR A ?On4 RY ========= __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ___-__ _-- . ._ . . - . . -. . - - . - - -. . , - . . . - . 

This project requires payment of a 810,000 i n - l i e u  fee i n  accordance with County 
Code. Section 17.10.031. ========= UPDATED ON OCTOBER 13. 2004 BY TOM POHLE ________  _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _  

UPDATED ON OCTOBER 18. 2004 BY TOM POHLE ========= 

UPDATED ON NOVEMBER 1. 2004 BY TOM POHLE ========= 

-_____ ___  _-_ ______  
NO COMMENT _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _- _ _  _______  
NO COMMENT 

NO COMMENT 
UPDATED ON NOVEMBER 1, 2004 BY TOM POHLE ========= __- -__--- ___-___-- 

comments submitted by separate memo t o  planner ========= UPDATED ON NOVEMBER 1,  2004 

NO COMMENT 

NO COMMENl 

BY TOM POHLE ========= 

UPDATED ON NOVEMBER 1. 2004 BY TOM POHLE ========= 
_ _  _ _ _ _ _  __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Housing Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON NOVEMBER 1. 2004 BY TOM POHLE ========= 
_________ _---__--_ 
NO COMMENT 

UPDATED ON NOVEMBER 1.  2004 BY TOM POHLE ========= _______-_  _________  
NO COMMENl 

coments submitted by separate memo t o  planner 

->- - Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments 
L 

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

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 20. 2004 BY ALYSON B TOM ======= The tentat ive map 
provided dated November 2003 i s  not complete with regards t o  drainage for  discre'. 
tionary approval. The application was reviewed f o r  completeness o f  discretionary 

_____ _--_ _ _  ___ __-_ 

ompliance with the County po l ic ies l i s t e d  below 

APPLICATION 
- 1 0 9 -  
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General P l a n  po l i c i es :  5.5.12 Drainage Design i n  Water Supply Watersheds 7 .23 .1  New 
Development 7.23.2 Minimizing Impervious Surfaces 7.23.5 Control Surface Runoff 

1.Please provide a complete p lan t h a t  shows a l l  improvements and s i t e  disturbance 
associated with the proposed land d i v i s i o n .  A l l  improvements ( inc lud ing  paved areas) 
should be labeled a s  e i t he r  ex i s t i ng  and permitted, e x i s t i n g  and not permi t ted.  o r  
proposed. Improvements t o  be shown include a l l  grading (provide ex i s t i ng  and 
proposed contours), impervious areas (roads. driveways, roo fs ,  e t c . )  and drainage 
f a c i l i t i e s .  

2 . A t  a minimum, bui ld ing envelope, access and a na r ra t i ve  drainage p lan should be 
provided f o r  each proposed l o t  

3.All proposed drainage f a c i l i t i e s  should be designed t o  adequately handle upstream 
flows ( f rom both on s i t e  and o f f  s i t e )  without causing any downstream impacts ( i n -  
cluding f lood,  erosion or water qua l i t y  impacts) and as requi red i n  the  County 
Design C r i t e r i a .  Sizing and design d e t a i l s  may be required a t  t h i s  stage i f  there  
are po ten t ia l  o f f  s i t e  impacts and w i l l  be required p r i o r  t o  f i n a l  map recordation. 

4.Describe what measures a r e  proposed t o  l i m i t  the amount o f ,  and m i t i ga te  f o r  the 
proposed impervious areas  and areas  o f  s i t e  disturbance. 

5.Approval o f  a s - b u i l t  f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be based on current  c r i t e r i a .  Please provide 
addi t ional  de ta i l s  f o r  the a s - b u i l t  br idge and demonstrate t h a t  the bridge meets the 
minimum hydrology requirements o f  t he  current County Design C r i t e r i a  ( f a c i l i t y  con- 
veyance o f  10-year storm and safe overflow conveyance o f  100-year storm: t h e  bridge 
should no t  impact water surface elevations upstream o r  downstream of  t he  b r idge  and 
should be located outside o f  the 100-year f loodpla in)  

6.Please provide a complete drainage plan tha t  describes how runof f  from a l l  
proposed s i t e  disturbance w i l l  be handled so tha t  e x i s t i n g  drainage pat terns remain 
and so t h a t  the pro jec t  w i l l  not r e s u l t  i n  any o f f - s i t e  impacts. The proposed 
pro jec t  i s  located i n  a water supply watershed zone. Accordingly, a l l  add i t iona l  
runof f  due to  the pro jec t  sha l l  be reta ined on-s i te  and allowed t o  perco late i n t o  
the ground so t h a t  the post p ro jec t  runof f  ra te  leaving t h e  s i t e  does not exceed pre 
pro jec t  leve ls .  The f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  any proposed re ten t ion  f a c i l i t i e s / p l a n  should be 
j u s t i f i e d  by s i t e  spec i f i c  data ( s o i l s  information or perco la t ion  data, e t c . )  and/or 
by a professional based on l oca l  information. This data should be provided p r i o r  t o  
d iscret ionary approval o f  a re ten t ion  f a c i l i t y / p l a n .  Deta i led  design o f  a re ten t ion  
f a c i l i t y l p l a n  may be completed p r i o r  t o  f i n a l  map recordation. S a f e  overf low t h a t  
maintains ex is t ing  drainage patterns should be included i n  the  re ten t ion  design. 

A l l  submittals f o r  t h i s  p ro jec t  should be made through t h e  planning department. 

Because t h  
resu l t i ng  revisions and addit ions w i l l  necessitate f u r t h e r  review comment and pos- 
s i b l y  d i f f e r e n t  o r  addit ional requirements. The appl icant  is subject t o  meeting a l l  
fu tu re  review requirements as they pe r ta in  t o  the appl icant ’s  changes t o  t h e  
proposed plans. 

For questions regarding t h i s  review Public Works storm water management s t a f f  i s  

on  i s   incomplete i n  addressing County deVelopment 

- 1 1 0 -  
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avai lab le from 8-12 Monday through Friday. 
UPDATED ON APRIL 18, 2005 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= Appl icat ion w i t h  _ _ _ _  ____  _ __-- -__- - 

revised ten ta t i ve  map has been received. Previous comments have not been addressed 
Please address previous comments dated10/20/04. 
======= == UPDATED ON MAY 29. 2007 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= Appl icat ion w i t h  c i v i l  
plans dated 5/2/07 has been received. Previous comments have not been f u l l y  ad- 
dressed. P l e a s e  address the fo l lowing:  

1) Comment No. 1 from 10/20 /04  i s  outstanding. A l l  impervious areas on the p r o j e c t  
s i t e  should be l abe l l ed  as e i ther  ex i s t i ng  and permitted, e x i s t i n g  and not per -  
mi t ted,  o r  proposed. Mi t igat ions w i l l  be required f o r  a l l  proposed and not permi t ted 
impervious areas. Please provide proposed contour information t h a t  i s  l e g i b l e .  The 
proposed contours shown are not discernable from the e x i s t i n g  contour l i n e s  

2 )  Comment No. 2 from 10/20/04 i s  outstanding. Provide a t  l e a s t  a na r ra t i ve  drainage 
p lan for each proposed l o t  t ha t  describes how a l l  proposed runo f f  sha l l  be handled. 
This would include runof f  from ex i s t i ng  and fu tu re  bui ld ings.  paved areas e tc .  

3 )  Coment No. 3 from 10/20/04 i s  outstanding. Has t he  proposed driveway design ade- 
quately considered upstream flows. The contours provided suggest t h a t  there  may be 
the need for  several drainage crossings along the proposed driveway. 

4 )  Previous comment No. 6 has not been f u l l y  addressed. How w i l l  the expanded bridge 
dra in  without causing any erosion impacts? 

5) Provide a review l e t t e r  from the p ro jec t  geotechnical engineer approving o f  t he  
drainage plan tha t  c a l l s  f o r  outsloping the proposed driveway t o  a gravel t rench 
w i th  overflow t o  ex i s t i ng  and proposed slopes. 

UPDATED ON JANUARY 11. 2008 BY LOUISE B D I O N  ========= 
Appl icat ion i s  deemed acceptable f o r  d iscret ionary permit stage. Previous comments 
w i l l  be addressed during bu i ld ing  permit appl icat ion.  

______ ___  _________  

Dpw Drainage Miscellaneous Comments 

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

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 20. 2004 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= P r i o r  t o  f ina l  map 
recordation: 

1.Addit ional s i t e  drainage de ta i l s  may be required p r i o r  t o  f i n a l  map recordation. 

2 . A l l  common drainage f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  requi re  drainage easements. Recorded main- 
tenance agreements w i l l  .be required, f o r  a l l  common drainage f a c i  l i t i e s a n d  for  reten- 
t i o n ,  detention and w a t e  q u a l i t y Y f a c i l i t i e s .  

3.Submit a f i n a l  approval l e t t e r  from t h e  p ro jec t  geotechnical engineer r e f e r r i n g  t o  
the f i n a l  drainage plan ( inc lud ing date) and s ta t i ng  tha t  t h e  p lan  should not cause 
any erosion or s t a b i l i t y  problems on s i t e  or downstream from the s i t e .  

4.Zone 8 fees w i l l  be assessed on the net increase i n  impervious area due t o  t h i s  

_---___-- -________ 

. .  . . . ~ . L .  .. 
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project ,  including the increase due t o  the approval of a s - b u i l t  f a c i l i t i e s  

5.Construction ac t iv i ty  result ing i n  a land disturbance of one acre or more. or  l e s s  
t h a n  one acre b u t  part  of a larger common plan of development or  s a l e  must obtain 
the Construction Act ivi t ies  Storm Water General NPDES Permit from the  S t a t e  Water 
Resources Control Board. Construction ac t iv i ty  includes c lear ing ,  grading. excava- 
t i o n ,  stockpiling, and reconstruction of existing f a c i l i t i e s  involving removal and  
reDlacement. For more information see:  
h t t p :  //w. swrcb.ca .gov/storrnwtr/constfaq. html 

UPDATED ON JANUARY 11. 2008 BY LOUISE B DION ========= _ _  __-__-- ___ ______  
All applicable miscellaneous comments shal l  be addressed dur ing  building permit ap- 
pl icat ion stage. 

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Completeness Comments 

R E V I E W  ON OCTOBER 6.  2004 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELLI ========= ____-__-- ____-___- 
No comnent, project  involves a subdivision or MLD. 

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 6 ,  2004 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELLI ========= _________ ___--_--- 
No comment 

Dpw Road Engineering Completeness Comments 

R E V I E W  ON OCTOBER 27. 2004 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= ____-___- _________ 
The proposed Minor Land Division i s  i n  a heavily forested area w i t h  s teep  t e r r a i n  
adjacent t o  a creek. The exis t ing access roads t o  the property proposed for develop- 
ment are extremely narrow wind ing  roads w i t h  steep grades i n  some places .  A one-lane 
bridge crosses over the creek. The roads are s ign i f icant ly  below County Standards 
w i t h  respect t o  horizontal a l ignment ,  ver t ical  alignment, w i d t h ,  condition, and  
sight distance.  The Public Works Department does not recommend approval of the  
proposed project as this  will increase t r a f f i c  on these substandard roads. 

The plans are recommended t o  include an existing s i t e  plan, proposed s i t e  p lan ,  
typical sect ions,  and p ro f i l e s .  The plans should i d e n t i f y  exis t ing buildings.  show 
building envelopes, and a t  l e a s t  one possible driveway fo r  each b u i l d i n g  envelope. 
Prof i les  and  typical sections a re  recommended t o  be provided fo r  the access road and 
driveways. The access from the proposed Minor Land Division t o  the S ta t e  Highway 
should be shown i n  plan view. S igh t  distance should be shown i n  p l a n  view. The plan 
view should show the right-of-way, edge of road, and road material. Any f a i l e d  sec- 
t ions  of road along Reynolds Drive should be shown and repaired.  

have any  questions p lease~contac t  Greg Mgrtin a t  8 
DATED ON OCTOBER 28. 2004 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 

UPDATED ON APRIL 28, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 
Previous comments no t  addressed. ========= UPDATED ON MAY 29. 2007 BY GREG J MARTIN 

NO COMMENT 

_________ __-- __--- 

_________  _________ 

UPDATE0 ON JANUARY 8 ,  2008 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= _________ _________ 

- 1 1 2 -  
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No comment 

Dpw Road Engineering Miscellaneous Comments 

========= REVIEW ON OCTOBER 27. 2004 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 
UPDATED ON OCTOBER 28. 2004 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 
UPDATED ON APRIL 28, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 
UPDATED ON MAY 29, 2007 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 
UPDATED ON JANUARY 8 ,  2008 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 

________- __--__--- 
________  - _______-- 
__--__--- - __-___-- 
__--__--- ___-___- - 

Environmental Health Completeness Comments 

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR T H I S  AGENCY 

UPDATED ON JANUARY 17. 2008 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= 
The septic evaluation was approved i n  2007 by B Blease of EHS. This MLD i s  now ap 
proved by EHS 

- ____  ____  ____----_ 

Environmental Health Miscellaneous Comments 

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

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 19, 2004 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= 

UPDATED ON APRIL 21. 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= 
UPDATED ON A P R I L  27. 2005 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= No Comment 
UPDATED ON MAY 25. 2007 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= 

____---_- _-____-__ 
NO COMMENT 
____-- -_- _________ 
___-_____ ____---_- 
____----- ______-__ 

Boulder Creek F i r e  Protect t ion D i s t  Completeness C 

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

NAME:CDF/BOULDER CREEK F I R E  Add the appropriate NOTES and DETAILS showing t h i s  i n -  
formation on your plans and RESUBMIT. with an annotated copy o f  t h i s  l e t t e r :  Submit 
a "plan review response sheet" when corrected sets are submitted f o r  back check. A l l  
changes t o  drawings w i l l  require "clouding o f  the change". NOTE on the plans that  
these plans a r e  i n  compliance with Cali fornia Building and F i re  Codes (2001) and 
D is t r i c t  Amendment. The job copies o f  the bui lding and f i r e  systems plans and per- 
m i t s  must be onsite during inspections. NOTE on the plans the OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICA- 
TION, BUILDING CONSTRUCTION TYPE/FIRE RATING and SPRINKERED o r  NDNSPRINKERED as 
determined by the bui lding o f f i ca l  and outl ined i n  P a r t  I V  o f  the Cal i fornia Build- 
ing Code. e.g. R-3 .  Type V - N .  Sprinklered. information can be obtained from the 

s .  culverts and crossings shal l  be ce r t i f i ed  by a regis- 
apacyty o f  25-tons. C a l  -Trans H-20 .loading stahdard. ThF 

access road shal l  be i n  place t o  the following standards p r i o r  t o  any framing con- 
struction, o r  construction w i l l  be stopped: - The access road surface shal l  be " a l l  
weather". a minimum 6" o f  compacted aggregate base rock, Class 2 or equivalent. cer- 
t i f i e d  by a licensed engineer t o  95% compaction and shal l  be maintained. - ALL 
WEATHER SURFACE: shall be minimum o f  6" o f  compacted Class 11 base rock f o r  grades 
UD t o  and includina 5%. o i l  and screened f o r  wades UD t o  and including 15% and as- 

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 7 .  2004 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= DEPARTMENT _____--_- ______-__ 

. .  

- - 
Environmental Review lnital S l a d v h  

ATTACHMENT k?2&&&) 
1 1 3 -  
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p h a l t i c  concrete f o r  grades exceeding 15%. but i n  no case exceeding 20%.  The maximum 
grade o f  the access road sha l l  not exceed 20%. w i th  grades greater  than 15% not  per- 
mi t ted  for  distances o f  more than 200 fee t  a t  a t ime. The access road sha l l  have a 
ve r t i ca l  clearance o f  14 fee t  f o r  i t s  e n t i r e  width and length.  inc lud ing tu rnouts .  A 
turn-around a rea  which meets the requirements o f  the f i r e  department sha l l  be 
provided for  access roads and driveways i n  excess of  150 fee t  i n  length. Drainage 
d e t a i l s  f o r  the road o r  driveway sha l l  conform t o  current engineering prac t ices ,  i n -  
c lud ing erosion cont ro l  measures. A l l  p r i v a t e  access roads, driveways, turn-around 
and bridges a r e  t he  respons ib i l i t y  o f  the owner(s) o f  record and sha l l  be maintained 
t o  ensure the f i r e  department safe and expedient passage a t  a l l  t imes. SHOW on the 
plans, DETAILS o f  compliance w i t h  the driveway requirements. The driveway sha l l  be 
12 fee t  minimum width and maximum twenty percent slope. The driveway sha l l  be i n  
place t o  the fo l lowing standards p r i o r  t o  any framing const ruct ion,  o r  const ruct ion 
w i  11 be stopped: 
- The driveway surface sha l l  be " a l l  weather". a minimum 6" o f  compacted aggregate 
base rock, Class 2 o r  equivalent c e r t i f i e d  by a l icensed engineer t o  95% compaction 
and sha l l  be maintained. - ALL WEATHER SURFACE: sha l l  be a minimum o f  6" o f  com- 
pacted C l a s s  I1  base rock f o r  grades up t o  and inc lud ing 5%. o i l  and screened f o r  
grades up t o  and inc lud ing  15% and asphal t ic  concrete f o r  grades exceeding 15%. but 
i n  no case exceeding 20%. - The maximum grade o f  the driveway sha l l  not exceed 20%. 
w i th  grades o f  15% not permitted f o r  distances o f  more than 200 fee t  a t  a t ime.  - 

The driveway sha l l  have an overhead clearance o f  14 feet  v e r t i c a l  distance f o r  i t s  
e n t i r e  width. - A turn-around a r e a  which meets the requirements o f  the f i r e  depart- 
ment sha l l  be provided f o r  access roads and driveways i n  excess o f  150 f e e t  i n  
length. - Drainage d e t a i l s  f o r  the road o r  driveway sha l l  conform t o  current  en- 
g i  neeri ng practices , inc lud ing erosion contro l  measures. - A1 1 p r i v a t e  access roads, 
driveways, turn-arounds and bridges are the respons ib i l i t y  o f  the owner(s) o f  record 
and shal l  be maintained t o  ensure the f i r e  department safe and expedient passage a t  
a l l  t imes. - The driveway sha l l  be therea f te r  maintained t o  these standards a t  a l l  
t imes. A l l  F i re  Department bu i ld ing  requirements and fees w i l l  be addressed i n  the 
Bui ld ing Permit phase. Plan check i s  based upon plans submitted t o  t h i s  o f f i c e .  Any 
changes o r  a l te ra t ions  sha l l  be re-submitted f o r  review p r i o r  t o  const ruct ion.  72 
hour minimum not ice  i s  required p r i o r  t o  any inspection and/or t e s t .  Note: As a 
condi t ion of  submittal o f  these plans, the submitter, designer and i n s t a l l e r  c e r t i f y  
t h a t  these plans and d e t a i l s  comply w i t h  the a p l i c a b l e  Spec i f i ca t ions ,  Standards. 

p l i cab le  Speci f icat ions,  Standards. Codes and Ordinances, and fu r the r  agree t o  
correct  any de f ic ienc ies  noted by t h i s  review, subsequent review, inspect ion o r  
other source, and, t o  ho ld harmless and without prejudice, t h e  reviewing agency. 

UPDATED ON MAY 20, 2005 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 

THE 12 '  MINIMUM UNOBSTRUCTED WIDTH. WITH AN UNOBSTRUCTED VERTICAL CLEARANCEOF 15' IS 
TO BE MAINTAINED AT ALL TIMES. IF  A GATE IS TO BE INSTALLED ON THE ROADWAY, I T  SHALL 
BE EQUIPPED WITH THE F I R E  DISTRICTS KEY LOCK SYSTEM. THE DEAD END ROADWAY ON PARCEL 
2 MUST BE EQUIPPED WITH A F I R E  DEPARTMENT TURNAROUND, A HAMMERHEAD IS ACCEPTABLE 
WITH DIMENSIONS -OF ~35 '  DEEP.AND 16' ~IWWIDTH 'F 
S I D E  RADIUS. 
COMBUSTIBLE VEGETATION AROUND ALL STRUCTURES. ========E UPDATED ON MAY 30, 2007 BY 
RON GRIESINGER ========= 

Codes and Ordinances, agree t h a t  they are sole ? y responsible f o r  compliance w i t h  ap- 

_---__--_ _ _ ~  --__-_ 

CH ARM OR BULB W'ITH A 35 FOOT I N -  
NOTE ON THE PLANS THAT A 30 FOOT CLEARANCE WILL BE MAINTAINED WITH NON- 

DEPARTMENT NAME: Boulder Creec F i r e  
A l l  previous comments t o  remain. Plans sha l l  be submitted f o r  the proposed bridge 
repai r  A l e t e r  from the  e ngineer o f  record sha l l  be submited t o  the f i r e  department 

Environmental Review lnital Sty& ,-, 
ATTACHMENT 127, Y&/d - 

- 1 1 4 -  
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LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS  AGENCY 

R E V I E W  ON OCTOBER 7 .  2004 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 
UPDATED ON MAY 20.  2005 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= 

- ___ -_ ___  
~ ___-_ _- - I 

-__--__-_ __-_ ~ -___ 

Date September 17.  2008 
Time 11.42 56 
Page: 10 
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