
COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

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

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

June 30,2009 

Planning Commission 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Agenda Date: July 22, 2009 
Agenda Item: 8 
Time: After 9:00 a.m. 

SUBJECT: APPEAL OF ZONING ADMINISTRATOR APPROVAL OF APPLICATION 08- 
0237 

Members of the Commission: 

On June 5, 2008 the Zoning Administrator approved Time Extension and Amendment to 05- 
0305 (Coastal Development Permit, Residential Development Permit for a fence of 6 feet in 
height within the required front yard setback, Large Dwelling Review, and a Grading Permit), 
to make minor exterior modifications to the previous approval, a second floor addition of 
around 900 square feet over the garage, and add approximately 1,000 square feet of deck to 
the second floor. On June 16,2009 the Planning Department accepted the applicant's 
appeal of the Zoning Administrator's approval (Letter of Appeal, Attachment 1). Per Section 
18.10.330 of the County Code, a public hearing has been set before your Planning 
Commission to consider the appeal. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION 

The project site is a vacant 1.8-acre parcel located in a low-density residential area along the 
north side of San Andreas Road in the La Selva Beach Planning Area. The property is zoned 
Residential Agriculture (RA) and has a General Plan designation of Rural Residential (RR). The 
proposed development is located on the relatively flat lot frontage, away from steeper slopes at 
the rear of the parcel. The proposed building footprint will be predominantly upslope of the 90- 
foot contour. The structure was originally approved as a two-story residence of 7,374 square 
feet, with six bedrooms and an attached four-car garage of 1,416 square feet. 

RESPONSE TO APPEAL 

The first argument by the appellant is that the approval of the project is not consistent with 
the surrounding neighborhood and no other homes in the vicinity are as large as the 
proposed home. Staff inventoried the homes in the vicinity and included the garage in the 
square footage under Table 1. The size of homes in the neighborhood range from 1,091 
square feet to approximately 10,000 square feet, with the larger homes in the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed home. Therefore, staff believes that the home size as approved is 
consistent with the surrounding neighborhood where larger homes are commonly found. 
Furthermore, the home has been positioned at an angle which reduces it's potential impact 
on San Andreas Road and takes advantage of existing mature trees to provide screening. 
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The second argument made by the appellant is that the proposed location of the second 
story addition is in an area of unstable slope. The original approval of Permit 05-0305 
included a Geotechnical report (Steven Raas & Associates, Inc. October 1998) that was 
accepted by County engineering staff. An update to the soils report was a condition of 
approval for Permit 08-0237, however, the applicant has provided staff with a copy of this 
report (Exhibit 2F) and the Planning Department's Civil Engineer has reviewed it. The Civil 
Engineer finds that the recommendations are adequate to address any potential slope 
stability issues. The report states that a portion of the home will be located below the 90 foot 
contour and recommends that the residence and garage be constructed on a pier and grade 
beam foundation system, which was also a recommendation of the 1998 Geotechnical 
report. Pier and grade beam foundations are a common construction technique in the 
County. 

The appellant ties the slope stability issue in with the third argument regarding the forty- foot 
front yard setback from San Andreas Road. The project is located in the Residential 
Agriculture zone district, which requires a 40 foot front yard setback for any development. A 
variance would be required for approval of any structure closer to the road than forty-feet. 
The finding of "special circumstance" that is required to grant a variance cannot be made in 
this case. In addition, San Andreas Road is a designated Scenic Road under General Plan 
Policy/LCP 5.10.10 which states that "public vistas from these roads shall be afforded the 
highest level of protection". Therefore, protecting the scenic corridor is an important factor in 
siting of the home. The original Permit 05-0305 included a condition of approval that two 
mature pine trees and one oak be maintained on the southeastern portion of the property 
These trees coupled with the proposed landscape plan would provide screening from San 
Andreas Road. The proposed majority of the addition is located above the garage, which is 
located over 100 feet from San Andreas Road and will be sufficiently screened by existing 
and proposed landscaping. In addition, a condition of approval requires that the color of the 
home be changed to a dark, subdued earth tone color to complement the setting of the 
house and the adjacent home to the west. In summary, although the home can feasibly be 
moved forward or placed squarely facing San Andreas Road, these options do not result in 
"the highest level of protection" for the scenic road, and would require a Variance to the forty 
foot front yard setback. The proposed location allows for the retention of existing mature 
trees and together with the proposed landscaping, will provide protection to the scenic road. 
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The forth argument is that the location of the home and addition will impact the appellant's 
private view. The proposed home is over 7,000 square feet and is therefore considered a 
Large Dwelling (County Code 13.10.325) that is subject to Design Review (Chapter 13.11). 
The proposed additions are over 100 feet west of the appellant's home on the adjacent 
parcel, this setback is larger than any required setback for any zone district. Design Review 
is very extensive and the Urban Designer has compiled a check list to facilitate all the 
requirements necessary to analyze a home. In this case the box that was checked off for 
"minimizes impact on private views" is paraphrased from Development should minimize the 
impact on private views from adjacentparcels, whereverpracticable (13.1 1.072(b)2(ii)). As 
previously stated, Design Review requires that many items be weighed and it has been the 
Planning Department's practice that private views are not given as much weight as those of 
the public. Although it is feasible to move the home closer to the road, that would require the 
removal of existing mature trees that provide screening from scenic San Andreas Road. 
Even a smaller home placed closer to San Andreas Road would create a greater visual 
impact than the proposed design. In this case, the protection of scenic San Andreas Road is 
weighted more heavily than private view as ordinances and policies must be balanced when 
reviewing a proposal. 

The final appeal issue is that the appellant's solar panels will be shaded. As previously 
stated, the proposed home is located over 45 feet away from the neighboring property line to 
the east and the solar panels in question are located in the northeast corner of the 
neighboring property. A shadow plan demonstrates that the proposed home will not shade 
the solar panels (Exhibit 2G). The solar panels are distant from the home and the existing 
trees which are closer to the solar panels are much taller than the proposed home. 

tn conclusion, the home is of a proportional size to homes found in the immediate vicinity 
and placing the home closer to designated scenic San Andreas Road results in the removal 
of existing mature trees that serve to screen any proposed development on site. In addition, 
it is not in line with the intent of the General PlanlLCP policy that requires staff afford 
designated scenic roads the highest level of protection when siting development. Lastly, the 
home is located over 100 feet away from the existing development on the neighboring 
property immediately to the east and should have minimal to no impact to it's private views or 
solar access. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission uphold the Zoning 
Administrator's approval of Application 08-0237 and deny the appellant's appeal. 

Sincerely, 
.- , 

/&c-.-;&. LUA-A@--- 
Porcila Wilson 
Project Planner 
Development Review 

Reviewed By: - 
Paia Levine 
Principal Planner 
Development Review 
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Exhibits: 

2A. 
28. 
2C. 
2D. 
2E. Location Map 
2F. 
2G. 
2H. Correspondence 

Letter of appeal, dated June 15, 2009. 
Zoning Administrator Minutes from the June 5, 2009 hearing. 
Staff report, dated June 5, 2009 from Zoning Administrator hearing. 
Staff report, dated May 5, 2006 from Zoning Administrator hearing. 

Update to Geotechnical Investigation, Pacific Crest Engineering, dated 9/15/08. 
Shadow Plan, Minds Eye 2009 
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To: PLANNING COMMISSION 

From: Dr. & MIS. Joshua and Stella Atiba 

Date: June 15,2009 

2001 JilN 16 

Re: Notice of Appeal of Zoning Administratofs Decision made at the lune 5,2009 Public Hearing Re: 
APN: 046-311-01 Application Number: 08-0237 (Previous Applifation Number: 054305 

We were disappointed to learn that despite our justifiable opposition to the above application and proposal, the Zoning 
Administrator proceeded to approve the project without pausing to evaluate our position. We are filing this appeal 
because we believe that the decision maker failed to consider our genuine concerns and the decision failed to reflect the 
vital facts that we presented. We feel that the reports and guidelines, upon which the decision was based, were either 
gravely minimized or ignored or both. The parcel is adjacent to our home a t  1380 San Andreas Road in La Selva Beach. 

We will reiterate the concerns that were raised in our opposition letters which we hope were presented a t  the hearing. 
The issues we raise are easily verifiable, and we urge the commission to endeavor to examine all the circumstances 
surrounding this project before reaching a decision. This project will have an immeasurable impact on our property, and 
the decision totally disregards our rights and our quality of life as home owners in favor of the proposed development. 

We pointed out that this dwelling has grown from a preliminary conceptual plan for the construction of a 4400 sq ft 
home to its present size of 8,849 sq ft of conditioned space (total of 15,674 sq ft). Based on the Planning Department's 
own design guidelines for Neighborhood Compatibility, the home is completely out of balance and out of character with 
all the homes within the physical boundaries of the 'affected neighborhood'on San Andreas Road. Contrary to the staff 
reports, the development is 
large as this one, not even close. The structure is incompatible in proportion and size with homes within the surrounding 
neighborhood. The report grossly misrepresents the facts upon which the large dwelling permit was issued. 

The large home itself is not our main concern; it's the decision to allow the huge structure to extend into an unstable 
slope, ignoring the detailed Soil Engineering report that described the soil a t  that back half of the parcel as highly 
permeable and subject to severe erosion. This large home is setback 40 feet, consequently extending the garage into the 
steep slope. Now, a 900 sq ft  addition has been approved to go over the garage; a decision that we regard as negligent 
and unconscionable. (See highlighted paragraph below). 

We expressed our concern about the considerable soil displacement, cutting, and filling that is certain to occur during 
the grading and construction of the large dwelling. This could trigger accelerated erosion which will in turn exacerbate 
the soil condition, and increase the likelihood of a landslide that would adversely impact our property. That, coupled 
with the just approved 9OOsq ft  addition, an extra weight over the garage that already extends ihto the slope, will 
unduly burden and further disturb the unsteady hillside. Due to this problem, we have put in three levels of retaining 
wall5 and erosion wires on our property. We have taken al l  reasonable measures to protect our home from the hazards 
of  erosion and landslide; we intend to hold this owner and the county fully liable for any damages to our home or land. 

The main issue that we would like the commission to address and help us to understand Is why the house is setback 
that far, when the various reports and recommendations reflect an understanding that the structure should be 
constructed "on the approximately one-third, relatively flat upper portion of the lot", due to  the erodible of the soil 
and slope in the rear parcel. There is a complete departure from this original caution. We don't see why the need for 
a "cosmetic "setback should trump a fundamental issue of fact and safety. I f  the buildable flat pad cannot securely 
accommadate the structure, why then, has a "large dwelling "permlt been issued to allow the construction of the 
ever expanding 8,849 sq ft home? We consider this as an abuse ~ of discretlon on the part of the Zoning Administrator. 

consistent with the surrounding neighborhood, and @ homes in the vicinity are as 
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Another issue that is indefensibly misrepresented by the Planning staff is the impact of this project on our private views 
The structure will completely block the ocean view that we currently enjoy from our kitchen and dining windows. Our 
home was marketed to us as an 'ocean view home' five years ago. In reliance on that representation, we paid a premium 
of close to two million dollars to purchase our home. Blocking our ocean view entirely, will no doubt have a significant 
effect on our enjoyment as well as the value of our property. When Mr. Tut and his wife came to our home recently, we 
expressed our concern over the project's encroachment on the "land fill" as he called it, and also showed them from our 
kitchen window how their home will totally obstruct our view, especially the 900 sq ft addition. 

Moreover, we don't recall anyone from the planning department coming onto our property and looking from our 
vantage point to ascertain the impact of the project on our private views. Therefore to check off a box that indicates the 
project "minimizes impact on private views" is dishonest, deceitful, and an outright lie. If the staff bothers to check this 
simple fact, they will realize the consequences of their inaccurate reporting, and its adverse impact on our property. 

I What's more, this project will affect our 36 panel solar energy system by shading off the sun sooner in the late 
afternoons. We feel that the Planning Staff did not employ due diligence in compiling their report for this project. 

We respectfully ask the Commission to revisit this project, and intervene for our health and safety. While we are in no 
way opposing this construction, we are nevertheless questioning the decision to impose the 40 ft setback, placing the 
home away from the flat upper portion of the parcel and into the slope, all contrary to expert reports, the USDA soil 
survey, comments from the Entomological report, and detailed soil reports and recommendations by Steven Raas & 
Associates dated 10/12/98 with updates by Pacific Crest Engineering dated 12/15/03 and Fall Creek Engineering dated 
7/15/05. The reports detail stringent measures that must be implemented to ensure the stability of the structure due to 
the high permeability and erosion hazards of the soil particularly on the lower half of the lot. 

We hope that the commission would re-examine the setback requirement and recommend that the rather large home 
be located on the more stable upper portion of the lot, away from the slope area. This is not only a safe and feasible 
alternative, but a responsible and sensible option too. 

Finally, we don't assume that this isan unreasonable request, and we thank you all for your time and attention in 
considering this matter. 

I 

Sincerely, 

\ Joshua & Stella Atiba 

1380 San Andreas Road 
La Selva Beach, CA 95076 
Home: 831-761-1100 
Cell: 707-631-0924 

707-63 1-092 1 

snatiba@aol.com 
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Planning Minutes Page 1 of 5 

County of Santa Cruz 
Zoning Minutes 

Planning Department, 7 0 1  Ocean Street, Suite 400, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Meeting Date : Friday, June 05, 2009 1O:OO AM 

Location : Board of Supervisors Chambers, Room 525 
County Government Center 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cmz, CA 95060 

CONTINUED ITEMS 

0.1 08-0367 (**) 202 BEACH DRIVE, APTOS APN(S): 043-072-01 

Proposal to enclose the front and back of the carport with a combination of six foot tall, fixed 
and portable panelslgates, to place a gate at the base of the stairway and remove 
unpermitted railing on top of the roof. Requires an Amendment to Coastal Development 
Permit 88-0599. Property located approximately 125 feet east of the corner of Beach Drive 
and Rio Del Mar Blvd, at 202 Beach Drive, Aptos. 
OWNER: BARBARA NELSON 
APPLICANT: BARBARA NELSON C/O POWERS LAND PLANNING 
SUPERVISORIAL DIST: 2 

EMAIL: plnl 1O@co santa-cruz.ca.us 
(Continued from 3/6/09, 3/20/09, 5/1/09, heard by Glenda Hill) 
APPROVED WITH REVISED FINDINGS AND REVISED CONDITIONS 
AUDIO IS NOT AVAILABLE FOR THIS ITEM. 

PROJECT PLANNER: PORCILA PEREZ WILSON, 454-5321 

REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS 

- 1. 08-0237 (") NO SITUS APN(S): 046-311-01 

Proposal to extend the expiration date of 05-0305 (Coastal Development Permit, 
Residential Development Permit for a fence in excess of 6 feet in height within the required 
front yard setback, Large Dwelling Review, and a Grading Permit) make minor exterior 
modifications to the previous approval, a second floor addition of around 900 square feet 
over the garage, and add approximately 1,000 square feet to the second floor. Requires a 
Time Extension and an Amendment to 05-0305. Property located on the north side of San 
Andreas Road at the intersection with Oceanview Drive between 1380 and 1400 San 
Andreas Road, in Aptos. 
OWNER / APPLICANT: MONTEREY OAKS ESTATES, LLC 
SUPERVISORIAL DIST: 2 
PROJECT PLANNER: PORCllA WILSON, 454-5321 
EMAIL: plnl lO@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
APPROVED PER STAFF FINDINGS AND REVISED CONDITIONS 

2. 08-0227 (**) NO SITUS APN(S): 043-152-46 

Proposal to construct a three story single family dwelling with a non-habitable first floor (to 
comply with Federal Emergency Management Agency flood elevation requirements) and to 
grade approximately 927 cubic yards. Requires a Coastal Development Permit, Variances 
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4. 

5 .  

- 6. 

to increase the number of stories from two to three within the Urban Services Line, to 
increase the maximum Floor Area Ratio from 50% to 55%, to reduce the required 20-foot 
setback to the entrance of the garage to about 10 feet, Design Review to increase the 25 
foot height limit to 29 feet and Preliminary Grading approval for approximately 927 cubic 
yards. Property located on the northeast side of Beach Drive (across the street from 533 
Beach Drive), approximately 4,200 feet east of the intersection of Beach Drive and Rio Del 
Mar Blvd. in Aptos. 
OWNER: TIMOTHY AND JENNIFER BUM5 
APPLICANT: HAMILTON SWIFT LAND USE 
SUPERVISORIAL DIST. 2 
PROJECT PLANNER' PORCllA WILSON, 454-5321 
EMAl L: plnl 1 O@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
APPROVED PER STAFF FINDINGS AND REVISED CONDITIONS 

Planning Minutes Page 2 of 5 
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07-0138 460 EUREKA CANYON RD., WATSONVILLE APN(S): 107- 
I 2 1  -66 

Reconsideration of Conditions (I. K. and IV. A. 4. requiring the licensee of the residential 
care facility to reside on the subject property for Development Permit 07-0138. Property 
located at the southeast corner of Eureka Canyon Road and Las Colinas Road, in 
Corralitos (460 Eureka Canyon Rd.) 
OWNER: TRYGVE THOSENSON 
APPLICANT: TEALL MESSER 
SUPERVISORIAL DIST: 2 
PROJECT PLANNER: RANDALL ADAMS. 454-3218 ~ 

EMAIL pln5?5@co santa-cruz ca us 
<3>APPROVED PER STAFF FINDINGS AND STAFF CONDITIONS 

09-0129 (**) 59 SUNSET DR., WATSONVILLE APN(S): 046-172- 
12 

Proposal to construct a two-story addition of 499 square feet to an existing two-story 
residence. Requires an amendment to Coastal Development Permit 01-0282. Property 
located at the northwest corner of Mesa Drive and Sunset Drive in Sunset Beach. (59 
Sunset Drive) 
OWNER I APPLICANT: RICHARD VAN TROOD 
SUPERVISORIAL DIST: 2 

EMAIL: pln515@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
APPROVED PER STAFF FINDINGS AND REVISED CONDITIONS 

PROJECT PLANNER: RANDALL ADAMS, 454-3218 

08-0293 1555 SOQUEL DRIVE, SANTA CRUZ APN(S): 025- 
481 -01 

Proposal to co-locate 8 panel antennas and 6 related equipment cabinets on the roof of an 
existing hospital. Requires an amendment to Commercial Development Permit 2380-U and 
Master Development Permits 76-1 782 and 80-364-PD. Property located on the northwest 
corner of the intersection of Soquel Drive and Paul Sweet Road (at 1555 Soquel Drive). 
OWNER: DOMINICAN SANTA CRUZ HOSPITAL 
APPLICANT: A T  & T (C/O JACQUELINE SMART) 
SUPERVISORIAL DIST: 1 
PROJECT PLANNER: SHEILA MCDANIEL, 454-3439 
EMAIL: pln056@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
APPROVED PER STAFF FINDINGS AND REVISED CONDITIONS 

3600 SOQUEL AVE., SANTA CRUZ APN(S): 026. 07-0659 
041 -31 

http://sccounty0


Planning Minutes Page 3 of 5 I 

Proposal to occupy an existing 4,433 square foot two-story building with a motorcycle and 
motor scooter sales, service, and repair business. The project requires a Commercial 
Development Permit, Roadway/Roadside exception to required frontage improvements, 
Design Review Exception to reduce the minimum 5-fOOt landscape strip to 2 feet or less and 
minimum 24-foot internal driveway width to 18 to 20 feet, and a Parking Plan. The property 
is located on the south side of Soquel Avenue, 150 feet west from the intersection of 17th 
Avenue (3600 Soquel Avenue). 
OWNERIAPPLICANT: CHARLES PUTRIS 
SUPERVISORIAL DIST: 1 

EMAIL: pln056@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
APPROVED PER STAFF FINDINGS AND REVISED CONDITIONS 

PROJECT PLANNER: SHEILA MCDANIEL, 454-3439 

~~ 7. ~ ~ 07-0606 25230 QUAIL RIDGE ROAD, LOS GATOS APN(S): 

Proposal to recognize the construction of a metal and wood fence up to 7-feet high within 
the required 40 foot front yard setback on a parcel with one dwelling. Bldg Permit 
Application 64348m routing concurrently. Requires a Residential Development Permit to 
exceed the maximum 6-foot height limitation. Property located on the south side of Quail 
Ridge Road (25230 Quail Ridge Road) about 
0.25 miles from A d a m  Road. 
OWNER /APPLICANT: ALBERT DENlE 
SUPERVISRIAL DIST: 1 

EMAIL: pln795@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
APPROVED STAFF FINDINGS AND REVISED CONDlTlQNS 

098-281-10 

PROJECT PLANNER: LARRY KASPAROWITZ, 454-2676 

7 J  25230 QUAIL RIDGE ROAD, LOS GATOS APN(S): 

CONTINUE-7 

- 8. 217 GREEN VALLEY ROAD, WATSONVILLE APN(S): 

Proposal to use an existing single-family dwelling as the top floor of a new office building 
and add a new ground floor resulting in a 2-story, 4,296 sq. ft. office building (with 11% over 
the required parking). Requires a Commercial Development Permit, Preliminary Grading 
Approval for approximately 500 cu. yds, Design Exception to allow a reduced width of a 
landscape strip along the north property line from the required five feet to two feet, and to 
allow internal driveway widths to be twenty four feet wide where twenty six feet is required. 
Property located on the west side of Green Valley Road, about 200 feet north from Stewart 
Avenue at 217 Green Valley Road in Watsonville. 
OWNER: CENTRO PORTUGUES DE NOSSA SENHORA DE FATIMA 
APPLICANT: DEE MURRAY 
SUPERVISORIAL DIST: 4 
PROJECT PLANNER: LARRY KASPAROWITZ, 454-2676 
EMAIL: pln795@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
CONTINUED TO AUGUST 7,2009: 8:30 AM 

08-0483(*) 355 10TH AVE., SANTA CRUZ APN(S): 027-112-03 9, 

Proposal to demolish an existing two unit dwelling group and construct a two-story, single- 
family dwelling, and an overheight fence and trellis to be located within the front yard 
setbacks. Requires a Coastal Development Permit and Residential Development Permit. 
Property is located at 335 Tenth Avenue (about 1/4 mile south of Dolores) in Santa Cruz. 
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OWNER: THOMAS RICHARD AND KIMBERLY LEMIEUX 
APPLICANT: SHERRY HRABKO 
SUPERVISORIAL DIST: 1 

EMAIL: plnl43@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
APPROVED PER STAFF FINDINGS AND REVISED CONDITIONS 

PROJECT PLANNER: ANNETTE OLSON, 454-3134 

lo. OS-0099(**) 927 VIA GAVIOTA, APTOS APN(S): 054-192-02 

Proposal to recognize remodel of an existing 2-story single-family dwelling, includes, but not 
limited to replacement of front porch and existing exterior siding, modification of second 
floor deck, addition of porch roof, replacement of existing windows in-kind, relocation of 
front door, replacement of deck railing, and removal of existing exterior stairs of dwelling. 
Requires a Coastal Development Permit. Located on the northeast side of Via Gaviota, 
about 100 feet east of the intersection with Clubhouse Drive (927 Via Gaviota). 
OWNER: GLEN DAVIS 
APPLICANT: SUSAN DEE CUMMINS 
SUPVERVISORIAL DIST: 2 

EMAIL: plnl11 @cosanta-cruz.ca.us 
APPROVED PER STAFF FINDINGS AND REVISED CONDITIONS 

PROJECT PLANNER: ROBIN BOLSTER-GRANT, 454-5357 

APPEAL INFORMATION 
Denial or approval of any permit by the Zoning Administrator is appealable to the Planning 
Commission. The appeal must be filed with the required appeal fee within 14 calendar days of 
action by the Zoning Administrator. To file an appeal you must write a letter to the Planning 
Commission and include the appeal fee. For more information on appeals, please see the "Planning 
Appeals" brochure located in the Planning Department lobby, or contact the project planner. 

APPEALS OF CXUSTAL PROJECTS 
(*) This project requires a Coastal Zone Permit which is not appealable to the California Coastal 
Commission. It may be appealed to the Planning Commission; the appeal must be filed within 14 
calendar days of action by the Zoning Administrator. 

(**) This project requires a Coastal Zone Permit, the approval of which is appealable to the 
California Coastal Commission, (Grounds for appeal are listed in the County Code Section 
13.20.1 10) The appeal must be filed with the Coastal Commission within 10 business days of 
receipt by the Coastal Commission of notice of local action. Denial or approval of the Coastal 
Zone Permit is appealable to the Planning Commission; the appeal must be filed within 14 calendar 
days of action by the Zoning Administrator. 

Note regarding Public hearing items: If any person challenges an action taken on the foregoing 
matter(s) in court, they may be limited to raising only those issues raised at the public hearing 
described in this notice or in written correspondence delivered to the Zoning Administrator at or 
prior to the public hearing. 

Agenda documents may be reviewed at the Planning Department, Room 420, County Government 
Center, 701 Ocean Street, Santa Cruz. 

1 The County of Santa Cruz does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and no person shall, by I 
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reason of a disability, be denied the benefits of its services, programs, or activities. The Board of 
Supervisors chambers is located in an accessible facility. If you wish to attend this meeting and 
you will require special assistance in order to participate, please contact the ADA Coordinator at 
454-3137 (TTD number is 454-2123 or 763-8123 from Watsonville areaphones) at least 72 
hours in advance of the meeting to make arrangements. People with disabilities may request a 
copy of the agenda in an alternative format. As a courtesy to those persons affected, please attend 
the meeting smoke and scent free. 
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Staff Report to the 
Zoning Administrator Application Number: 08-0237 

Applicant: Monterey Oaks Estates, LLC 
Owner: Monterey Oalcs Estates, LLC Agenda Item #: 1 
APN: 046-3 1 1-01 Time: After 1O:OO a.m. 

Agenda Date: June 5; 2009 

Project Description: Proposal to extend the expiration date of 05-0305 (Coastal Development 
Permit, Residential Development Permit for a fence of 6 feet in height within the required front 
yard setback, Large Dwelling Review, and a Grading Permit), make minor exterior modifications 
to the previous approval, a second floor addition of around 900 square feet over the garage, and 
add approximately 1,000 square feet of deck to the second floor. 

Location: Property located on the north side of San Andreas Road at the intersection with 
Oceanview Drive, between 1380 and 1400 San Andreas Road, in Aptos. 

Supervisoral District: Second District (District Supervisor: Ellen Pirie) 

Permits Required: Time extension and Amendment to Coastal Development Permit, Grading 
Permit, Residential Development Permit, Large Dwelling Permit (05-0305). 
Technical Reviews: None 

Staff Recommendation: 

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

Approval of Application 08-0237, based on the attached findings and conditions. 

Exhibits 

A. Project plans H. Reduced set of project plans 
B. Findings 1. Printout, discretionary comments, 
C. Conditions dated 3/24/09 
D. Categorical Exemption (CEQA J. Memo, Urban Designer comments, 

determination) dated 2/26/09 
E. Assessor's Map K. Comments & Correspondence 
F. Location Map 
G. Zoning and General Plan Maps 

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 

1 . 8  acres 
vacant 
Single-family residences, agriculture, State beach 
San Andreas Road 
La Selva Beach 
R-R (Rural Residential) 
R-A (Residential Agriculture) 
X Inside - Outside x - No 
rear portion of parcel 

Environmental Information 

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

Scenic: 
Drainage: 
Archeology: 

Not mappedho physical evidence on site 
Baywood loamy sand, Elkhorn loamy sand 
Not a mapped constraint 
15 - 50 percent slopes at rear o f  lot 
Mapped biotic - Monarch butterfly 
Approx. 657 cu yards grading proposed 
6” madrone, 16” and 22” pines and 36” eucalyptus to be removedl2 
pines and 1 oak in front (south side) required to be retained per 
Permit 05-0305 
Mapped resource 
Existing drainage adequate 
No significant impact 

Services Information 

X Outside UrbadRural Services Line: - Inside - 
Soquel Creek Water District 

AptosiLa Selva Fire Protection District 

Water Supply: 
Sewage Disposal: Septic 
Fire District: 
Drainage District: hVA 

Ifistory 

A previous application to construct a single-family dwelling on the site was approved as Coastal 
Development Permit # 98-0764, but was not exercised. In 2005; Permit 05-0305 granted a Coastal 
Development Permit, Residential Development Permit for a fence of 6 feet in height within the 
required front yard setback, Large Dwelling Review, and a Grading Permit to construct an 
approximately 7,300 square foot, two-story single family dwelling. This permit was not exercised 
and the applicant is now requesting a Time Extension and Amendment to Peimit 05-0305 to include 
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an approximately 900 square foot addition over the garage and minor exterior modifications. 

Project Setting 

The project site is a vacant 1 .&acre parcel located in a lowdensity residential area along the north 
side of San Andreas Road in the La Selva Beach Planning Area. The proposed development is 
iocated on the relatively flat lot frontage, away from steeper slopes at the rear of the parcel. The 
proposed building footprint will be predominantly upslope of the 90-foot contour. The structure was 
approvedas a two-story residence of 7,374 square feet, with six bedrooms and an attached four-car 
garage of 1,416 square feet. 

Zoning & General Plan Consistency 

The subject property is a 78,408 square foot lot, iocated in the FL4 (Residentiai Agricuiturej zone 
district, a designation which allows residential uses. The proposed addition is a principal permitted 
use within the zone district and the project is consistent with the site’s (R-R) Rural Residential 
General Plan designation. The proposed addition is consistent with all development regulations of 
the RA zone district, including height, lot coverage, setbacks and on site parking, and no variances 
a x  required. The project is located along a designated scenic road as per General Plan policy 5. 10. 10 
and the landscaping improvement plan is consistent with requirements of General Plan Policy 
5.10.13 in that the natural terrain and landscaping attain a smooth transition and natural appearance 
and that characteristic and indigenous plant species appropriate to the area are to be utilized. 

The project is consistent with County Code Section 13.10.325 in that the proposed addition to the 
residence is landscaped to be adequately screened from public view and does not impact public 
views along the San Andreas scenic corridor. The addition is proposed at the northeastern end ofthe 
residence and will be located the furthest from San Andreas Road, which is more than 100 feet to the 
south. The minor changes to the exterior from the previously approved home under Permit 05-0305 
include the addition of deck areas to the front and rear of the home, balusters, entryway stairs and 
configuration, and windows shapes. The project is consistent with all required zoning setbacks for 
the Residential Agriculture zone district and does not adversely impact neighboring property privacy 
or solar access. The project has been reviewed by the County Urban Designer for consistency with 
County Code Section 13.11, Design Review, and the project is conditioned to comply with all 
previous conditions of Permit 05-0305, with the exception of a new condition o f  approval that 
requires the color of the structure to be a more subdued earthtone. 

Large Dwelling Permit 

Coastal Development Permit and Residential Development Permit 05-0305 allowed the 
construction of an approximately 7,300 square foot , two story single family dwelling with a four 
car garage. The large dwelling permit requires that findings be made that the proposed home be 
screened from the public view and will not impact public viewsheds, or neighboring property. 
The approved home is located along San Andreas Road, a scenic road per General Plan, however, 
the home has been properly screened from the road by existing trees that will be retained and 
additional trees that were proposed. The proposed addition is approximately 900 square feet to 
the second story, with the majority located above the four car garage, which is located over 100 
feet from the traveled roadway and is screened by existing and proposed landscaping. 
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Furthermore, the second story addition is broken upby recessing the wall plane and including a 
open covered patio area. A condition of approval has been added to the permit that requires the 
color of the home be revised to a darker earth tone color to minimize any impact to the San 
Andreas Road scenic corridor. 

The proposed addition will not impact neighboring property privacy or solar access as it is 
located above a garage, which meets all zoning site standards for the Residential Agriculture 
zone district. In addition, the proposed addition is located over 50 feet away from the 
neighboring property to the east, which is a greater setback than any required setback in any zone 
district. 

Design Review 

The proposed addition to the approved single-family dwelling complies with the requirements ofthe 
County Design Review Ordinance, in that the proposed changes to the project will incorporate site 
and architectural design features such as non-reflective ceramic tile roofing and natural darker color 
materials to reduce the visual impact ofthe proposed development on surrounding land uses and the 
natural landscape. In addition, no public views to the coastline are impacted by the proposed 
development. The second story addition has recessed wall plane and an open patio area that help 
break up the massing. 

The minor changes to the exterior from what was previously approved under Permit 05-0305 include 
the addition of approximately 1,000 square feet of deck areas to the front and rear of the home, 
balusters, entryway stairs and configuration, and windows shapes. The project has been reviewed by 
the County Urban Designer for consistency with County Code Section 13.1 1: Design Review, and 
the project is conditioned to comply with all previous conditions of Permit 05-0305, with the 
exception of a new condition of approval that requires the color ofthe structure to be amore subdued 
earthtone. 

Local Coastal Program Consistency 

The proposed single-family dwelling is in conformance with the County's certified Local Coastal 
Program, in that the stmcture is sited and designed to be visually compatible, in scale with, and 
integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. Natural materials and earth tone 
colors are utilized to maintain consistency with existing residential development, which consists 
largely of two-stoiy stucco exteriors and tile roofs. Developed parcels in the area contain single- 
family dwellings. Size and architectural styles vary widely in the area, and the design of the 
proposed addition submitted is not inconsistent with the approved development. The project site is 
not located between the shoreline and the first public road and is not identified as a priority 
acquisition site in the County's Local Coastal Program. Consequently, the proposed project will not 
interfere with public access to the beach, ocean, or other nearby body of water. Public access to 
Manresa State Beach is available at the main entrance on San Andreas Road. Alternate public access 
is available at Ocean view Drive in the project vicinity. 

Time Extension 

In addition to the proposed exterior changes and the addition, the applicant is also requesting a 
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time extension to Permit 05-0305. Extensions for a period of up to one year may be granted per 
County Code Section 18.10.133. The application for a time extension was made prior to Permit 
05-0305 expiration date. 

The previous findings and conditions for Permit 05-0305 continue to be valid, in that the 
regulations or site conditions have not changed in a manner that would affect the prior decision 
and the requested Amendment includes an additional condition of approval to mitigate for any 
impacts to scenic San Andreas Road. An extension of Coastal Development Permit and 
Residential Development Permit 05-0305 for a period of two years from the original expiration 
date is considered as appropriate. The permit would be extended from 5/20/05 to 5/20/10. 

Furthermore, findings for Coastal Development Permit and Residential Development Permit05 
0305 are on file in the County Planning Department. 

Conclusion 

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

Staff Recommendation 

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

APPROVAL of Application Number 08-0237, 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: w.co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

Report Prepared By: Porcila Perez 
Santa Cruz County Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 
Phone Number: (83 1) 454-5321 
E-mail: plnl IO@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

EXHIBIT zC 
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Coastal Development Permit Findings 

1 ,  That the project is a use allowed in one of the basic zone districts, other than the Special 
Use (SU) district, listed in section 13.10.170(d) as consistent with the General Plan and 
Local Coastal Program LUP designation. 

This finding can be made, in that the property is zoned RA (Residential Agriculture), a 
designation which allows residential uses. The proposed addition is a principal permitted use 
within the zone district, consistent with the site’s (R-R) Rural Residential General Plan 
designation. 

2. That the project does not conflict with any existing easement or development restrictions 
such as public access, utility, or open space easements. 

This finding can be made, in that the proposed addition does not conflict with any existing 
easement or development restriction such as public access, utility, or open space easements in 
that no such easements or restrictions are known to encumber the project site. 

3. That the project is consistent with the design criteria and special use standards and 
conditions of this chapter pursuant to section 13.20.130 et seq. 

This finding can be made, in that the development is consistent with the surrounding 
neighborhood in terms of architectural style as other homes in the vicinity are also large and 
consist of stucco exteriors, columns and tile roofs. The site is surrounded by developed property 
and the colors shall be natural in appearance and complementary to the site and approved single 
family residence. Furthermore, the development site is not on a prominent ridge, beach, or bluff 
top. 

4. That the project conforms with the public access, recreation, and visitor-serving policies, 
standards and maps of the General Plan and Local Coastal Program land use plan, 
specifically Chapter 2: figure 2.5 and Chapter 7, and, as to any development between and 
nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water located within the 
coastal zone, such development is in conformity with the public access and public 
recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act commencing with section 30200. 

This finding can be made, in that the project site is not located between the shoreline and the first 
public road. Consequently, the residence will not interfere with public access to the beach, 
ocean, or any nearby body of water. Further, the project site is not identified as a priority 
acquisition site in the County Local Coastal Program. 

5. That the proposed development is in confoimity with the certified local coastal program. 

This finding can be made, in that the addition is sited and designed to be visually compatible, in 
scale with, and integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood and the approved 
dwelling. Additionally, residential uses are allowed uses in the RA (Residential Agriculture) 
zone district of the area, as well as the General Plan and Local Coastal Program land use 
designation. Developed parcels in the area contain single family dwellings. Size and HIfjIT ,LC 
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architectural styles vary widely in the area: and the design submitted is not inconsistent with the 
existing range of two-story, large homes with stucco exteriors and tile roofs. 

Development Permit Findings 

i .  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 
and is not encumbered by physical constraints to development. Construction will comply with 
prevailing building techno!ogy, the California B d d i n g  Code, and the County Building ordinance 
to insure the optimum in safety and the conservation of energy and resources. The proposed 
residence will not deprive adjacent properties or the neighborhood of light, air, or open space, in 
that the structure meets 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 proposed location of the addition to the residence and the 
conditions under which it would be operated or maintained will be consistent with all pertinent 
County ordinances and the purpose of the RA (Residential Agriculture) zone district in that the 
primary use of the property will be one residence 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 addition to the residence 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.: (Residential Site and 
Development Standards Ordinance), in that the addition to the residence will not adversely shade 
adjacent properties, and will meet current setbacks for the zone district that ensure access to light, 
air, and open space in the neighborhood. 

The proposed addition to the residence will not be improperly proportioned to the parcel size or 
the character of the neighborhood as specified in General Plan Policy 8.6.1 (Maintaining a 
Relationship Between Structure and Parcel Sizes), in that the proposed addition to the residence 
will comply with the site standards for the RA zone district (including setbacks, lot covera e 

&HIBIT IC 
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floor area ratio, height, and number of stories). 

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

4. 

I 
That the proposed use will not overload utilities and will not generate more than the 
acceptable level =f traffic on the streets in the v:cinit.j. . . .  

This finding can be made, in that the proposed addition to the residence is to be constructed on 
an existing undeveloped lot, which was approved for a large dwelling under Permit 05-0305. 
The expected level of traffic generated by the proposed project is not anticipated to increase as 
the addition will be part of the previously approved dwelling. 

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 structure is located in a neighborhood containing 
dwellings ranging in sizes from I800 to over 7000 square feet. The proposed addition to the 
home will complement with the homes found along San Andreas Road which are composed of 
stucco and tile roofs, The addition does not block view of the coastline or any vista points along 
the scenic San Andreas roadway. Mature trees have been preserved on the site and proposed 
landscaping serves to soften the visual impact of the proposed development. 

The building has been designed with pitched, rather than flat roofs which are surfaces with non- 
reflective materials. Natural materials and colors which blend with the natural cover of the site 
are proposed. 

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 addition to the residence will be of an appropriate 
scale and type of design that will enhance the aesthetic qualities of the surrounding properties 
and will not reduce or visually impact available open space in the surrounding area. The home 
was previously conditioned under Permit 05-0305 to retaining three existing trees and provides a 
landscape plan that would mitigate any possible visual impacts to San Andreas Road, a scenic 
road. In addition, a six-foot stucco wall was previously approved adjacent to San Andreas Road 
will further breakup the visual impact of the addition, which is located approximately 100 feet 
from the traveled roadway. 

Large Dwelling Review Findings 

The proposed structure is compatible with its surroundings given the neighborhood, 
locational and environmental context and its design is consistent with the large dwelling 

1. 

design guidelines in County Code section 13.10.325(d); or 
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This finding can be made, in that additlon 10 the previously approved large home will be 
compatible with the design of the home in a neighborhood of homes that range in size from 1800 
to over 7,000 square feet. The two immediately neighboring homes are composed of stucco and 
tile roofs, and the home and addition will maintain the same use of materials. The proposed 
addition will be setback with a recessed wall plane and an open covered patio area Will help 
break up the mass of the addition. A condition of approval has been included that the color of 
the home be a more subdued earth tone color. In addition, existing trees and additional trees will 
help mitigate any visual impact to scenic San Andreas Road. 

2. The proposed structure, due to site conditions, or mitigation measures approved as part of 
this application, will be adequately screened from public view and will not adversely 
impact public viewsheds, neighboring property privacy or solar access, and its design is 
consistent with the large dwelling design guidelines set forth in County Code section 
13.10.325(d). 

This finding can be made, in that proposed addition will be properly screened by the existing and 
proposed trees and landscaping from scenic San Andreas Road. The home has been sited at an 
angle and the addition is to the second story over the garage, which is located the furthest at 
approximately over 100 feet from the traveled roadway. The second story addition is broken up 
by recessing the wall plane and including a open covered patio area. A condition of approval has 
been included that the home be painted a subdued earth tone to help mitigate any visual impacts 
from scenic San Andreas Road. 

The proposed addition will not impact neighboring property privacy or solar access as it is 
located above a garage, which meets all zoning site standards for the Residential Agriculture 
zone district. In addition, the proposed addition is located over 50 feet away from the 
neighboring property, which is a greater setback than any required setback in any zone district. 
Furthermore, the addition does not block view of the coastline or any vista points along the 
scenic San Andreas roadway. Mature trees have been preserved on the site and proposed 
landscaping serves to soften the visual impact of the proposed development. 
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B. Obtain a Building Permit from the Santa Cruz County Building Official. 

1. 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 

I C. 

D. 

Obtain a Grading Permit from the Santa Cmz County Building Official. 

Obtain an Encroachment Permit from the Department of Public Works for all off- 
site work performed in the County road right-of-way. 

11. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit the applicant/owner shall: 

A. 
i 

Submit proof that these conditions have been recorded in the official records of 
the County of Santa Cruz (Office of the County Recorder). 

Submit final architectural plans for review and approval by the Planning 
Department. The final plans shall be in substantial compliance with the plans 
marked Exhibit "A" on file with the Planning Department. Any changes fi-om the 
approved Exhibit "A" for this development permit on the plans submitted for the 
Building Permit must be clearly called out and labeled by standard architectural 
methods to indicate such changes. Any changes that are not properly called out 
and labeled will not be authorized by any Building Permit that is issued for the 

B. 

Owner Cohen 

Conditions of Approval 

Exhibit A: Project plans, five sheets, prepared by Robeit Garcia, dated 12/16/08, 
Grading & Drainage plans, seven sheets, prepared by Fall Creek Engineering, 
dated 12/08, 
Landscape. plan, one sheet, prepared by SSA Landscape Architects, dated 
11/06/08. 
Project plans, two sheets, prepared by Platinum Engineering Solutions. dated 
12/18/08. 
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C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

1. 

proposed development. The final plans shall include the following additional 
information: 

I .  One elevation shall indicate materials and colors as approved by the Urban 
Designer. A 8 %" by 11" color board shall be submitted for approval by 
the Urban Designer. Co!ors shall be subdued dark earth tone to 
complement the setting of the house and the adjacent house to the west. 

Grading, drainage, and erosion control plans. Grading plans shall show the 
area of trees to be preserved with the zone of no disturbance indicated. 

The building plans must include a roof plan and a surveyed contour map of 
the ground surface, superimposed and extended to allow height 
measurement of all features. Spot elevations shall be provided at points on 
the structure that have the greatest difference between ground surface and 
the highest portion of the structure above. This requirement is in addition 
to the standard requirement of detailed elevations and cross-sections and 
the topography of the project site which clearly depict the total height of 
the proposed structure. Maximum height is 28-feet. 

Details showing colnpliance with fire department requirements, including 
all requirements of the Urban Wildland Intermix Code, if applicable. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Submit four copies of the approved Discretionary Permit with the Conditions of 
Approval attached. The Conditions o f  Approval shall be recorded prior to 
submittal, if applicable. 

Submit an update to the Soils Report to conform to the requirements of the 2007 
California Building Code. 

Obtain an arborist report to make recommendations to ensure trees are preserved 
during construction. 

Obtain an Environmental Health Clearance for this six bedroom project from the 
County Department of Environmental Health Services. (Amended by Zoning 
A dm in istrator 6/5/09) 

Meet all requirements and pay any applicable plan check fee of the AptosiLa 
Selva Beach Fire Protection District. 

Plan review letters shall be required from the soils engineer stating that the plans 
conform to the recommendations in the accepted repoi-ts. 

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

2c 
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111. 

IV 

V. 

All construction shall be performed according to the approved plans for the Building 
Permit. Prior to final building inspection, the applicant/owner must meet the following 
conditions: 

A. All site improvements shown on the final approved Building Permit plans shall be 
installed. 

B. All inspections required by the building permit shall be completed to the 
satisfaction of the County Building Official. 

The project must comply with all recommendations of the approved soils reports. 

Pursuant to Sections 16.40.040 and 16.42.100 of the County Code, if at any time 
during site preparation, excavation, or other ground disturbance associated with 
this development, any artifact or other evidence of an historic archaeological 
resource or a Native American cultural site is discovered, the responsible persons 
shall immediately cease and desist from all further site excavation and notify the 
Sheriff-Coroner if the discovery contains human remains, or the Planning Director 
if the discovery contains no human remains. The procedures established in 
Sections 16.40.040 and 16.42.100. shall be observed. 

C. 

D. 

Ouerational Conditions 

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

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 COLPJTY 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, indenmify, or hold harmless the COUNTY if such failure to notify or 
cooperate was significantly prejudicial to the Development Approval Holder. 

!%I?IBi’T 2C 
B. Nothing contained herein shall prohibit the COUNTY from participatin 
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C. 

D. 

defense of any claim, action: or proceeding if both of the following occur: 

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

2. 

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

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

COUNTY defends the action in good faith. 

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

Please note: This permit expires 06AI5tW 05/20/10 (em? two years from the original 
expiration date) unless a building permit (or permits) is obtained for the primary structure 
described in the development permit (does not include demolition, temporary power pole 
or other site preparation permits, o r  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. (Antended by Zoning Arlministrnlor 6/05/09) 

Expiration Date: 

+<A- iA.j/L4- 

P o r c h  Perez Wilson 
Deputy Zoning A rator Project Planner 

Appeals: Any property owner, or other person agsieved, or any other person whose interests are adversely affected 
by any act 01- detennination ofthe Zoning Administrator, may appeal the act or dete~mination to the Planning 

EXHIBIT 
Coininission 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: 08-0237 
Assessor Parcel Number: 046-31 1-01 
Project Location: Monterey Oaks Estates, LLC 

Project Description: Proposal to add approximately 900 square foot addition to a single family 
dwelling. 

Person or Agency Proposing Project: Monterey Oaks Estates, LLC 

Contact Phone Number: 831-728-4534 

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 Project involving only the use of fixed standards or objective 
measurements without personal judgment. 
Statutow Exemption other than a Ministerial Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15260 to 15285). 

Specify type: 

E. - X Categorical Exemption 

Specify type: Class 1 - Existing Facilities (Section 15301) 

F. 

Additions to  a single family residence in an area designated for residential development. 

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

Reasons why the project is exempt: 

Porcila Perez, Project P l a h A  

- 2 5 - 3 6  EXHIBIT D 



> 
w 
LY 
w r z 
0 
E 

- 2 6 - 3  





Zoning Map 

5 

Map Created by 
Coun ty  of Sania Cruz  
P lanning  Department 

J u n e  2008 

- 2 8 - 3  



General Plan Designation Map 

\\:. wv 
s 

lvlap Created by 
County of Santa Ciuz 
Planning Department 

June 2008 



1 



- 3 1 - 3 6  

... 



- 6  

J 





K 

Lli 
W 
t 

0 

X I  
W! 



- 3 5 - 3 6  

LL 

LL 
W c 

0 

X I  
W! 





ms 
.... . ~ , 

1 



. 

i 

I 



Y 

5 

- 39  -36 



C O I  ' T Y  O F  S A N T A  ' P U Z  
D I S ~ R E T I O N A R Y  APPLICATION COMML..TS 

P r o j e c t  Planner:  M a r i a  Perez Date:  March 24.  2009 
Appl ica t ion  No. : 08-0237 

APN: 046-311-01 Page: 1 
Time: 15:04:52 

Environmental Planning Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 1. 2008 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ========= _________  ___-__--_ 

P r i o r  comments p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h i s  p r o j e c t  a re  s t i l l  v a l i d  

Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 1. 2008 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ========= ______-__ ___-__-_- 

1. P r i o r  comments rega rd ing  t h i s  p r o j e c t  a re  s t i l l  v a l i d  

Aptos-La Selva Eeach Fire  Prat D i s t  Comp!eteness C 

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

DEPARTMENT NAME:Aptos/La Selva F i r e  Dept . APPROVED 
REVIE14 ON JULY 3 .  2008 BY E R I N  K STOW ========= ______- _- _______ __  

Aptos-La Selva Beach F i r e  Pro t  D i s t  Miscellaneous 

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

REVIEW ON JULY 3, 2008 BY ERIN K STOW ========= ___--_== = ____-- 
NO COMMENT 
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INTEROFFICE MEMO 

All new development shall be sited, 
designed and landscaped to be 
visually compatible and integrated with 
the character of surrounding 
neighborhoods or areas 

APPLICATION NO: 08-0237 (second routing) 

Date: February 26, 2009 

To: 

From: Larry Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 

Re: 

Maria Porcila Perez, Project Planner 

New residence at San Andreas Road, La Selva Beach 

J 

COMPLETENESS ITEMS 

liane 

COMPLIANCE ISSUES 

Desiqn Review Authority 

13.20.130 The Coastal Zone Design Criteria are applicable to any development requiring a Coastal Zone 
Approval. 

Desiqn Review Standards 

13.20.130 Design criteria for coastal zone developments 

:valuation I Meets criteria I Does not meet I Urban Designer's 
:riteria Evaluation 1 In code ( J ) 1 criteria ( J ) 1 

ulinimurn Site Disturbance 
Gradinq, earth moving, and removal of 1 d 
moor Gegetzton snai oe minimizcc . :--...- 
Deielopers sh3 be encouaged 10 3 '-7 .-.. 

I - 
maintain all mature trees over 6 inches I 
in diameter except where 
circumstances require their removal, 
such as obstruction of the building 
site, dead or diseased trees, or 
nuisance species. 

Special landscape features (rock 
outcroppings, prominent natural 
landforms, tree groupings) shall be 
retained. 

J 

I 
- 4 1 4 6  



Application No: 08-0237 (seconr. .outing) February 26, 2009 

Structures located near ridges shall be I NIA 

I sited and designed not to project 
above the ridgeline or'tree canopy at 
the ridgeline 
Land divisions which would create 
parcels whose only building site would 
be exposed on a ridge top shall not be 
permitted 

NIA 

New or replacement vegetation shall 
be compatible with surrounding 
vegetation and shall be suitable to the 
climate, soil, and ecological 
characteristics of the area 

NIA 

or least visible from the public view. 
Development shall not block views of 1 I I NIA 

Development shall be located, if 
possible, on parts of the site not visible 

NIA 

-42-16 

Site Planning 
Development shall be sited and 
designed to fit the physical setting 
carefully so that its presence is 
subordinate to the natural character of 
the site, maintaining the natural 
features (streams, major drainage, 
mature trees, dominant vegetative 
communities) 
Screening and landscaping suitable to 
the site shall be used to soften the 
visual impact of development in the 
viewshed 
Building design 
Structures shall be designed to fit the 
topography of the site with minimal 
cutting, grading, or filling for 
construction 
Pitched, rather than flat roofs, which 
are surfaced with non-reflective 
materials except for solar energy 
devices shall be encouraged 
Natural materials and colors which 
blend with the vegetative cover of the 
site shall be used, or if the structure is 
located in an existing cluster of 
buildings, colors and materials shall 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

NIA 

NlA 



Application No: 08-0237 (seconc .-outing) February 26,2009 

The visual impact of large agricultural 
structures shall be minimized by 
locating the structure within or near an 
existing group of buildings 
The visual impact of large agricultural 
Structures shall be minimized by using 
materials and colors which blend with 
the building cluster or the natural 
vegetative cover of the site (except for 

e p e a t  or harmonize with those in the I I 1 

NIA 

NIA 

cluster I I 
Large agricultural structures 

Signs 
Materials, scale, location and 
orientation of signs shall harmonize 
with surrounding elements 
Directly lighted, brightly colored, 
rotating, reflective, blinking, flashing or 
moving signs are prohibited 
Illumination of signs shall be permitted 
onlyfor state and countydirectional 
and informational signs, except in 
designated commercial and visitor 
serving zone districts 

within the Davenport commercial area, 
only CALTRANS standard signs and 
public parks, or parking lot 
identfication signs, shall be permitted 
to be visible from the highway. These 
signs shall be of natural unobtrusive 

In the Highway 1 viewshed, except 

WIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

greenhouses). 
The visual impact of large agricultural I 

Blufftop development and landscaping 
(e.g.. decks, patios, structures, trees, 
shrubs, etc.) in rural areas shall be set 

1 
NIA 

NIA 

structures shall be minimized by using 
landscaping to screen or soften the 
appearance of the structure 
Restoration 
Feasible elimination or mitigation of 
unsightly. visually disruptive or 
degrading elements such as junk 
heaps, unnatural obstructions, grading 
scars, or structures incompatible with 
the area shall be included in site 
development 
The requirement for restoration of 
visually blighted areas shall be in 
scale with the size of the proposed 
project 

, 
I 

NIA 

- 4 3 - ; 6  



Application No: 08-0237 (seco, .outing) February 26,2009 

NO new permanent structures on open I I 

back from the bluff edge a sufficient 
distance to be out of sight from the 
shoreline, or if infeasible, not visually I 

NIA 

The desiqn of permitted structures I I 

beaches'shall be allowed, except 
where permitted pursuant to Chapter 
16.10 (Geologic Hazards) or Chapter 

NIB 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

shall min&izevisual intrusion, and 
shall incorporate materials and 
finishes which harmonize with the 
character of the area. Natural 
materials are preferred. 

Meets criteria Does not meet Urban Designer's 
In code ( J ) criteria ( J ) Evaluation 

Desiqn Review Authority 

13.1 1.040 Projects requiring design review 

Location and type of access to the site 

(a) Single home construction, and associated additions involving 500 square feet or more, 
within coastal special communities and sensitive sites as defined in this Chapter. 

4/ 

13.11.030 Definitions 

Building siting in terms of its location and 
orientation 
Building bulk, massing and scale 

Parking location and layout 

Relationship to natural site features and 
environmental influences 
Landscaping 

Streetscape relationship 

(u) 'Sensitive Site" shall mean any property located adjacent to a scenic roador within the 
viewshed of a scenic road as recognized in the General Plan; or located on a coastal 
bluff, or on a ridgeline. 

J 

J 

d 
J 

d 
J 

Street design and transit facilities NIA 
Relationship to existing structures b4 



Appljcatioii No: 08-0237 (secol:, routing) Febi-uary 26,2009 

Relate to surrounding topography 

Retention of natural amenities 

Siting and orientation which takes 

J 

J 
J 

Ridgeline protection NIA 

Protection of public viewshed 

Minimize impact on private views 
J 

J 

I 
Accessible to the disabled, pedestrians, NIA 

Reasonable protection for adjacent 3 
properties 

occupied buildings using a solar energy 
Reasonable protection for currently 

- 
J 

Reasonable protection for adjacent 
properties 

complement the 
sebing of the house 
arid the ac$aceni 
home 10 flie wesl 

J 

- 4 5 - 6  

Meets criteria Does not meet 
In code ( J ) 

Evaluation 
Criteria criteria ( e ) 

Urban Designer's 
Evaluation 

Building silhouette J 

Spacing between buildings 

Street face setbacks 

Character of architecture 

Building scale 

Proportion and composition of projections 
and recesses, doors and windows, and 

+ 
J 

J 

J 

J 

Location and treatment of entryways J 

Finish material, texture and color J The color should be a 
darker, earth tone ro 



Application No: 08-0237 (seco,. ~ .outing) 

I 

Changes in the natural topography of J 

J 
the building site are minimized. 
Grading cuts and fills are minimized, 
and when allowed are balanced. 

February 26,2009 

J 

Scale 

(I Scale is addressed on appropriate levels 1 

House design and accessory structure 
horizontal elements follow hillside 

J Design elements create a sense 
of human scale and pedestrian interest 

Variation in wall plane, roof line, detailing, 
materials and siting 

Building design provides solar access that 
is reasonably protected for adjacent 
properties 

Building Articulation 

3 

Solar Design 

d 

~ 

@ 

@ Building walls and major window areas are 
oriented for passive solar and natural 
lighting 

bulk. Use ofearthtone colors is 
encouraged. 
Building height appearance is 
minimized by varying the height of roof 
elements and setting back higher 
portions of the structure from 
prominent viewpoints. 

Design Review Authority 

13.11.040 (c) New single family residences or remodels of 7,000 square feet or larger as regulated by Section 
13.10.325. 

J 

Desiqn Review Evaluation 

13.10.325 (d) 

1 Evaluation I Meets criteria I Does not meet I Urban Desianer's I 1 Criteria 
- 

Evaluation I In code ( J ) 1 criteria ( J ) I I 

contours, where applicable. 
Colors and materials are used to 
reduce the apwarance of building 

b.4 
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Application No: 08-0237 (seco outing) February 26,2009 

Landscaping helps blend the 

Existing vegetation is preserved as 

structure(s) with the na:urai 
environmental setting of the site. 

J 

b 4  - 
much as possible. 
The structure(s) is sited to take 
advantage of existing trees and land 

J 

forms. 

planted to screen elements visible 
from viewpoints located off the parcel 
on which the structure is located 
The view to adjacent properties is 
controlled. 
Second story windows facing 
close neighboring properties are 
minimized. 
Upper floor balconies and decks 
are oriented toward large yard 

Fast-growing, native landscaping is J 

J 

d 

J 

~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

areas. 
The structure is located on the site as 
far from property lines as possible. 
Landscaping is used to enhance 
privacy. 
The location of the structure(s) on the 
site minimizes view blockage within 
public viewsheds. 

r/ 

J 

J 

PERMIT CONDITIONS I ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

none 



From: Dr. & Mrs. Joshua &Stella A t i m  Email: snatiba@aol.com 
1380 San Andreas Road, La Selva Beach, CA 95076 Home: 831-761-1100; 760-770-7770 Cell: 707-631-0924 

Don Bussey, Zoning Administrator; Tom Burns, Planning Administrator; 
Mark Deming, Asst. Planning Administrator; Porcila Perez Wilson, Project Planner; 

To: 

Date: Friday, May 29, 2009 

Re: Opposition t o  Proposal for Exterior Modification to Previous Approval for: 
1. A Second Floor Addition of Approximately 900 sq ft  over garage 
2. Addition of Approximately 1000 sq ft of deck t o  the Second Floor 

Agenda for June 5‘h, 2009 County o f  Santa Cruz Zoning Administrator Public Hearing; APN: 046-311-01 

Dear Mr. Bussey et ai: 

On behalf of my husband and I, we are writing you in relation to the upcoming hearing which was postponed from May 
l”, 20009. Unfortunately, we will be in Boston for our son’s graduation and could not possibly attend. However, we are 

sending this letter by e-mail and also by regular mail to ensure that it is received on time for the hearing. 

The above referenced parcel is adjacent to our home a t  number 1380 San Andreas Road in La Selva Beach where we 

have lived for five years. When we first heard of the project next door, we kept an open mind and were attentive to the 
periodic notices posted on the property for various permit applications including the Large Dwelling Review. We were 
never really bothered. Only after we became aware of the current application for an additional 1,900 sq f t  on the 
second floor to a plan that i s  already 13,774 sq f t  which would bring it to a total of 15,674 sq ft  (326 sq f t  short of 16,000 
sq ft), have we decided to voice our grave concerns and strong objection to the proposed addition particularly a t  the 
projected building location. As soon as we received the notice, we promptly came to the department t o  see the project 

manager. 
county supervisor Tony Campos. We even met with the applicant and his wife a t  our home to express our worry. 

Of particular concern i s  the proposed second floor addition of approximately 900 sq f t  above the 1,234 sq f t  garage 

which extends into the slope. Our property and the applicant’s are situated on the same San Andreas Ridge with a slope 

that spans the rear portion of most of the homes on that side of the street. We are questioning the stability of the slope 
as a result of such huge construction especially with a large displacement of dirt in close proximity t o  us, and the 

foreseeable consequences o f  a major slide. I use the word “major’! because we currently have problems with erosion 
and soil movement after heavy rains, from rain water running off into the creek below. Although our house is built on 
the flat part of our property and nowhere near the slope, we nevertheless have 3 levels of retaining walls in place due to 

erosion problems. But that wasn’t enough. Just this month, we laid down erosion control wires and mulch over the 

slope to prevent downhill run-off water from further eroding the soil, and hopefully avert the possibility o f  a land slide. 

We fear that the considerable soil displacement during construction, coupled with the proposed addition, and extra 

weight over the garage which extends into the slope will unduly burden the underlying soil and significantly increase the 

instability of the slope that is already compromised. We are deeply concerned about the exacerbation o f  the vulnerable 
ridge, and the substantial increase in risk of a destructive land movement that would adversely impact both homes. We 

assume that the soil types on  both properties are substantially similar and thus subject to the same erosion problems. 

During our discussions with the applicant and his wife, we asked why the structure could not be erected on the ample 
flat area in the front portion of the parcel and away from the slope or “land fill” as he referred to it. He replied that he 
previously requested and was denied that option, and instead was required to comply with a 40 f t  setback from eithet 

I spoke to Mr. Deming on the phone briefly and also left messages for the planning administrator and for my 

the property line or county right of way, consequently pushing part of the structure into the unstable 

- 4 8 -  
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In view o f  the ongoing problem on our property described above, the serious hazaros of the proposed structure 
encroaching on the slope area, and most importantly, in consideration of the applicant’s earlier wish t o  place their home 
on the flat front portion of  the parcel, we respectfully request that you revisit and reconsider the original proposal to do 
so, not only as a safe and feasible alternative, but as a sensible and appropriate option. We urge you to reassess the 
current proposal in depth, and to seriously examine the devastating effect that it may have on both homes and the 

adjoining properties on San Andrea Ridge i f  approved. 

Accordingly, we strongly urge the applicant to apply for a variance to facilitate this situation. The enabling legislation of 

the state lends you the authority and flexibility t o  allow an adjustment in a situation such as this. The applicant should 

not be subjected to the 40 f t  minimum setbacks i f  doing so would compel them to build over the unsteady slope. The 

variance is extremely necessary for the preservation of our properties, and granting it will not, under the circumstances 
of this particular case, be materially detrimental t o  the public welfare or injurious to other property in our immediate 

neighborhood. Instead, it would safeguard our homes and ensure our health and safety. 

Pursuant to California Government Code, Section 65906 states in pertinent part, “Variances from the terms of the 

zoning ordinancesshall be gran ted  only  when, because of s p e c i a l  c i rcumstances a p p l i c a b l e  
t o  t h e p r o p e r t y ,  i nc lud ing  s i z e ,  shape, topography, l o c a t i o n  o r su r round ings ,  t h e  
s t r i c t  a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h e  zoning ordinance depr ives  such p rope r ty  o f  p r i v i l e g e s  
enjoyed by o t h e r  p rope r ty  i n  t h e v i c i n i t y  and under i d e n t i c a l  zoning 
classif icat ion.”  This is precisely what variances are meant to address: those situations where the peculiar physical 
characteristics of a site make it difficult to develop under standard regulations. 

As a matter of fact, house 1400 San Andreas Road West of the applicant’s property has a setback of no more than 20 ft  
from the road because the rear portion of that lot is undevelopable. Furthermore, a recently constructed home two 
houses away a t  1420 San Andreas Road has a setback of no more than 10 ft. Similarly, in an instance such as we have 
here, where the steep rear portion of the lot makes that segment otherwise undevelopable and would considerably 

increases the risk of a land slide and property damage, a variance should be granted to reduce the front yard setback 

and thereby create a sturdy and sufficient pad to accommodate this rather large structure. 

For the record, we would like to state that we unequivocally support our neighbors without any qualms whatsoever. We 

respect their right to the full use and enjoyment of their property even though the house is  quite expansive with lots of 
square footage, and will appear out of character with the other homes on San Andreas Road and the rest of the 
neighborhood. The only other residence that we’re aware of in the area of this magnitude was previously owned by the 

applicant and this new home looks like a replica of that house. The key difference i s  that the prior residence was located 
on 1 2  acres of flat land while this parcel i s  less than two acres, half of which i s  unbuildable. We have no problem with 

the applicant or frankly, with the size of the project; it’s the intrusion of the structure over the ridge and into the slope 
that bothers us. As long as it i s  somewhat removed and does not disturb the slope, we will, and should all feel safe. 

We earnestly hope that the Zoning Administrator would carefully analyze our legitimate concerns and thoroughly 

scrutinize the applicant’s proposal before any action is taken. We also request that you register our opposition when 
this proposal i s  discussed and that this letter be included in the record of the hearing of June 5, 2009. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this important and urgent matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joshua &Stella Atiba 
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To: 

From: Joshua &Stella Atiba 

Don Bussey; Tom Burns; MarK deming 

Date: June 1,2009 

Re: Addendum to letter of Opposition to Proposed Addition : APN: 046-311-01 

INCONSISTENCIES WITH MS. PORCllA PEREZ WILSON’S REPORT 

We logged onto your website this morning and read the 36-page document compiled by Ms. Wilson that was previously 
available on the site. We discovered some inconsistencies that we thought we should bring to your attention. We feel 
that the real impact of this project is gravely minimized by understating pivotal issues. 

1. Page 2 of the report under Parcel Information reads in pertinent part: 

Coastal Zone: - X Inside - Outside 
Appealable to the Coastal Commission: Yes - No 

Ms. Wilson previously told us that the project was not within the purview of the Coastal Zone and not appealable to the 
California Coastal Commission. The ‘Notice of Public Hearing’ mailed to us indicates the same. We believe that the 
notice was improper and inconsistent with her report. 

2. On page 3 under Project Setting she writes that: 
“The project site is a vacant 1 &acre parcel. . I The proposed development is located on the relatively flat lot 
frontage, away from steeper slopes at  the rear of the parcel.” 

This is exactly contra to the facts, and it is the crux for our strong opposition! In fact, a lone Eucalyptus tree shown on 
the plan i s  right at the edge of the slope. This tree is slated to becut down and the house will extend pass it and further 
into the downward slope. The recorded slope is 15%, and 50% at the rear of lot. 

That paragraph also states that the structure was approved as a two-story residence of 7,374 square feet. The structure 
is currently a t  7,959 sq ft, with a proposed addition another of 900 sq ft, and addition of 1,500 sq ft to the conditioned 
space, not to mention the mention the request to add another 1000 sq ft of deck. 

On the same page, she writes: “The minor changes to the exterior from the previously approved home under 
Permit 05-0305 includes the addition of deck areas to the front and rear of the home, balusters, entryway stairs and 
configuration, and windows shapes. . . the proposed addition will not impact neighboring property privacy or solar 
access as it is located above a garage.. . .” 
These changes are not minor in our view. The addition of approximately 900 sq ft  of space and 1000 sq f t  deck to a 
house with the current size is not exactly ”minor.” Also, these are approximations which mean that the final square 
footage could be more! This is precisely the issue. 
Furthermore, the addition above the garage is one our main concerns, because it adversely impacts our property. The 
second floor addition of a family room with a covered patio above the garage directly faces into our property in an area 
where there are no trees or landscaping to provide privacy. 

3. The Coastal Development Permit Findings are also questionable and we beg to differ on the following: 
a. “...the development is consistent with the surrounding neighborhood in terms of architectural style as 

other homes in the vicinity are also large. . . .” 
The home size is actually inconsistent with every other house on San Andreas Road and in the vicinity that we 
know of except for the applicant’s former residence on Holiday Lane. It will look out of place on that road. 

b. ” .._ the proposed use will not overload utilities. _” On the contrary, the project’s size is such that it will 
consume a good amount of utilities, henrp WP have solar panels installed on our 
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c. “...the proposed projrct will complement and harmonize witt, tne existing and proposed 
land uses in the vicinity and will be compatible with the physical design aspects ...” 
This is  quite the contrary. There are no other semi-circular home styles like this one in the area 
except for their prior home. This house will look out of place on San Andreas Road. 

4. The Planning Department’s interoffice memo of February 2, 2009 on Evaluation Criteria checked various criteria 
as being met even though they are disputable. Here are some criteria under the following headings: 

Design Review Authority/Standard; Design Criteria for Coastal Zone Development. 

“Structures located near ridges shall be sited and designed not to project above the ridgeline. . . .” 
We are located on the San Andreas Ridge and this structure projects over the ridge. The ridgeline may 
be minor but the slope beyond is very unstable. The project does not protect the ridge. 

“Structures shall be designed to fit the topography of the site with minimal cutting, grading, or filing for 
construction.” This does not meet the criteria the as the house will project onto the slope with 
significant filling. Also there will be massive soil disturbance during grading for a house of that size. 

c. “Sensitive Site”: This project falls within the definition of a ‘sensitive site’ because it is adjacent 
to scenic San Andreas Road and it is also on the San Andreas Ridge. 

d. Site Design/Views: ‘Minimize impact on private views.’ 
The impact on our private view is not minimal. The structure will completely blocks the minimal 
ocean view that we currently have from our kitchen window. Of importance is the fact  that our 
home was marketed to  us as an ‘ocean view home.’ In reliance on that fact, we paid a premium 
of close t o  two million dollars to purchase our home. Blocking the small view will no doubt have 
a significant effect on the value of our property. Our safety, however, is the more central issue. 

e. Solar Design and Access: ‘Reasonable protection for adjacent properties and currently occupied 
buildings using a solar system.’ 
We invested in, and installed a 36 panel solar energy system that will be affected. 

a. Ridgeline Development: 

b. Building Design: 

These are just a few of the ways that the project impacts us. We implore you to reexamine these criteria for 
full compliance before taking any action. 

Accordingly, Ms. Wilson’s recommendation for: 
1. Certification that the proposal is  exempt from further Environmental Review under the 

California Environmental Quality Act and, 
2. Approval of  Application 08-0237, based on the attached findings and conditions; 

should withheld until the issues are reevaluated, and our safety concerns are properly addressed. 

Please include this as part of our official opposition. 

Sincerely, ~ 

P.S. We forwarded the first correspondence to Ellen Pirie, my county supervisor since we inadvertently sent it 
t o  Tony Campos. 
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To: 

From: Joshua & Stella Atiba 

Date: June 3,2009 

Re: 

Don Bussey, Tom Burns, anlr d a r k  Deming 

Addendum #2: Opposition letter to APN: 046-311-01 

We reviewed the previous 68 page report with attached findings prepared by Joan Van der Hoeven for Application 
Number 054305; Agenda Date May 5,2006 regarding the above APN. We would like to bring to your attention and 
review a t  the upcoming meeting this Friday June 5, the a few additional issues we learned from the report. 

Ifs worth noting that this project has grown from ‘. . . a preliminary conceptual plan to design and construct a single 
family dwelling with a footprint of approximately 4,400 square feet, . .’,to i ts  present size of 7,374 sq ft, and the 
current proposal for an additional 900 sq ft, and over 1,000 sq ft of deck. (See Exhibit K, Pacific Crest Engineering 
letter of December 15,2003, last paragraph on page 62 and topof page 63 of the report.) 
We again question the idea of enlarging this project such that it extends into, and disturbs the unstable slope. 

Alyson Tom wrote in her review on the June 5,2006: “From county-wide USDA soils survey the soils at the south 
end of the Darcel are hiahlv permeable.” Pg.22. 

In September 13,2004, the Entomological report on page 38 stated that “The rear portion of the property descends 
into a gully with a small grove of Eucalyptus trees and dense brush. The proposed project is a new single-farnily 
residence, which will be built in the front approximatelv one-third of the site. There seems to be a substantial 
departure from this concept. 

The erosion problem is recognized and detailed in the soils reports by Steven Raas &Associates dated 10/12/98 with 
updates by Pacific Crest Engineering dated 12/15/03 and Fall Creek Engineering dated 7/15/05. The reports detail 
stringent measures that must be implemented to ensure the stability of the structure. 

This initial report validgtes our distress regarding the erosion issue, and the severe impact of moving huge amounts 
of soil for a structure that large. The report also indicates an early understanding that the recommendations were in 
relation to a project of approximately 4,400 sq ft, to be located in the upper flat end of the parcel. The doubling of 
the size of the home has dangerously pushed the project beyond safe limits into the rear portion of the property 
which descends into an unsafe gully. The overwhelming impact of this unusually expansive project (for this 
neighborhood) on our property cannot be overemphasized. 

Additionally, an October 12,1998 document titled: DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS AN0 RECOMMENDATIONS (98 118- 
SZ7S-J6 1). declare on page 52, # 24 of the report that “If the entire building is constructed above the 90 contour (on 
the relatively f la t  upper portion of the lot), and considering the soil characteristics and site preparation 
recommendations, it is our opinion that an appropriate foundation system to support the proposed structures will 
consist of reinforced concrete spread footings bedded into firm native soil or engineered fills of the on-site soils.” 
This recommendation proposing the appropriate foundation to support the structure and other references to the 
project in the report i s  based on the assumption that it is a smaller building, and it would be located on the flat 
portion of the parcel. It does not reflect the current and much larger home plan that extends into the slope. 

Moreover, this proposal for a new addition does not grant the project a Categorical Exemption status under section 
15301 of the CEQA. A plan for a new structure yet to be constructed on a vacant lot does not qualify as an “existing 
facilitf for purposes of this section. That loophole cannot, and should not be applied in this case, and the request for 
a Categorical Exemption should be denied. 

This 2006 report further confirm that this project is appealable to the Coastal Commission which we plan to pursue 
A’ 



Cc: T o n y  Campos, Santa Cruz C o u n t y  Supervisor 
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..=&*<. Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. t@szq www.4pacific-crest.com 

444 Airpoii Blvdi Suite 106 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

Phone: 831-722-9446 
Fax: 83 1-722-9158 

June 4, 2009 

Mr. Sunny Tut 
Monterey Oaks Estates 
187 Via Soderini 
Aptos, CA95003 

Subject: Slope Stability Issues 
New Residence Project 
San Adreas  Road Parcel ~ APN 046-3 11-01 
La Selva Beach, California 

Dear hlr. Tut, 

Project No, 981 18-S275-561 

As you requested, Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., is providing geotechnical engineering seivices 
on your new residence project located in La Selva Beach, California. 

This is to confirm that the issue of slope stability has already been reviewed and addressed in 
two prior reports, including our Update Geotechnical Report dated December 15,2003, and the 
original Geotechnical Report prepared by Steven Raas & Associates, Inc. (SRA) dated October 
12, 1998. As you inay recall, SRA merged with Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. in 2002. We 
would like to refer you to the slope stability analysis performed for the original geotechnical 
report in 1999, as reviewed and discussed on page 5 of the report Please note that the slope 
stability analysis determined a safety factor of 2.8 for the hillside area: we11 above the Santa Cruz 
County minimum value of 1.5 for “static” conditions (and as noted, likely well above the 
minimum value of 1.2 for “seismic” or “pseudo-static’’ conditions). If surface water is directed 
away from the slope area we see no reason while the development should not be approved. 

If you have any questions re.garding this letter or project, please c0ntac.t our office at your 
convenience. 

Very truly yours, 

PACIFIC CREST ENGINEERIN& 

Michael D. Kleanies, G.E. 
President\Principal Geotechnical 
G.E. 2204. Exp. 3/31/10 

Copies: 2 to Mr. Sunny Tut 
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Exhibit 2D 

Staff report 
from May 5,2006 

Zoning Administrator Hearing 
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Staff Report to the 
Zoning Administrator Application Number: 05-0305 

Applicant: Warren D. Thompson, FAN 
Owner: Monterey Oaks Estates LLC, Agenda Item: # 4 

APN: 046-3 1 1-01 Time: After 1O:OO a.m. 

Agenda Date: May 05,2006 

Sunny Tut 

Project Description: Proposal to construct a two-story single-family dwelling. 

Location: Located on the north side of San Andreas Road at the intersection with Ocean View 
Drive, between 1380 and 1400 San Andreas Road in La Selva Beach. 

Supervisoral District: Second District (District Supervisor: Pine) 

Permits Required: Coastal Development Permit, Grading Permit, Biotic Pre-site Review, 
Archaeological Site Review, Residential Development Permit, Large Dwelling Permit. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Approval of Application 05-0305, based on the attached findings and conditions. 

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

Exhibits 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

E. 
F. 
G. 
H. 

Project plans 
Findings 
Conditions 
Categorical Exemption (CEQA 
determination) 
Assessor's parcel map, Location map 
Zoning map, General Plan map 
Reviewing Agency Comments 
Entomologjcal Consulting Services 

Inc. dated 12/22/03 & 911 3/04 
SSA Landscape letter of 9/28/04 
Review of Raas Soil Report 1/22/99 
Grading & Drainage Plan Review by 
Pacific Crest Eng. Inc. 9/23/04, Fall 
Creek Engineering 7/15/05 
Soquel Creek Water District 7/27/04 

I. 
J. 
K. 

L. 
M. Archaeological Survey 7/16/02 

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th  Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060 
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Application #: 05-0305 
AI”: 046-3 I 1-01 
Owner. Monterey Oaks Estates LLC, Sunny Tut 

Page 2 

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. 

Environmental Information 

1.8 acres 
vacant 
Single-family residences, agriculture, state beach 
San Andreas Road 
La Selva Beach 
R-R (Rural Residential) 
R-A (Residential Agriculture) 
X Inside - Outside 
X Yes - No 

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

Services Information 

Not mappedino physical evidence on site 
Baywood loamy sand, Elkhorn loamy sand 
Not a mapped constraint 
15 - 50 percent slopes at rear of lot 
Mapped biotic - Monarch butterfly 
Approx. 657 cu yards grading proposed 
2 pines and 1 oak in front (south side) required to be retained 
Mapped resource 
Existing drainage adequate 
No significant impact 
Existing roads adequate 
Existing park facilities adequate 
Mappedino physical evidence on site 

Inside X Outside UrbawRural Services Line: - 
Water Supply: Soquel Creek Water District 
Sewage Disposal: CSA#12, private septic system 
Fire District: AptosiLa Selva Fire Protection District 
Drainage District: Non-zone 

History 

The revised project was submitted to the Planning Department on May 19, 2005 and deemed 
complete on September 8,2005.Theproject was previously submitted to the Planning Department on 
June 17,2002 and deemed complete on October 21,2004 but was withdrawtl. A previous application 
to construct a single-family dwelling on the site was approved as Coastal Development Permit # 98- 
0764, but was not exercised. 



Application #: 05-0305 
APN: 046-31 1-01 
Owner: Monterey Oaks Estates LLC. Sunny  Tut 

Page 3 

Project Setting 

The project site is a vacant 1 .%acre parcel located in a low-density residential area along the north 
side of San Andreas Road in the La Selva Beach Planning Area. The proposed developinent is 
located on the relatively flat lot frontage, away from steeper slopes at the rear of the parcel. The 
proposed building footprint will be predominantly upslope of the 90-foot contour. The structure is 
proposed to be a two-story residence of 7,374 square feet, with six bedrooms and an attached four- 
car garage of 1,416 square feet (Exhibit A). 

Zoning & General Plan Consistency 

The subject property is a 1.8-acre lot, located in the R-A (Residential Agrkulture) zone district, a 
designation which allows residential uses. The proposed single-family dwelling is a principal 
permitted use within the zone district and the project is consistent with the site’s (R-R) Rural 
Residential General Plan designation. The proposed structure is consistent with all development 
regulations of the RA zone district, including height, lot coverage, setbacks and on site parking, and 
no variances are required. The project is located along a designated scenic road as per General Plan 
policy 5.10.10 and the landscaping improvement plan is consistent with requirements of General 
Plan Policy 5.10.13 in that the natural terrain and landscaping attain a smooth transition and natural 
appearance and that characteristic and indigenous plant species appropriate to the area are to be 
utilized (Exhibit A). 

The project is consistent with County Code Section 13.10.325 in that the proposed residence is 
landscaped to be adequately screened from public view and does not impact public views along the 
San Andreas scenic corridor. The project is consistent with all required zoning setbacks for the 
Residential Agriculture zone district and does not adversely impact neighboring property privacy or 
solar access. The project has been reviewed by the County Ul-ban Designer for consistency with 
County Code Section 13.1 1, Design Review, and the project is conditioned to require all glazing to 
be non-reflective, and the proposed glazed ceramic roofing tile must be of a matt finish with no 
reflective qualities (Exhibit C). 

Local Coastal Program Consistency 

The proposed single-family dwelling is in confonnance with the County’s certified Local Coastal 
Program, in that the structure is sited and designed to be visually compatible, in scale witll, and 
integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. Natural materials and earth tone 
colors are utilized to maintain consistency with existingresidmtial development. Developed parcels 
in the area contain single-family dwellings, Size and architectural styles valy widely in the area, and 
the design submitted is not inconsistent with the existing range. The project site is not located 
between the shoreline and the first public road and is not identified as apriority acquisitioll site in the 
County’s Local Coastal Program. Consequently, the proposed project will not interfere with public 
access to the beach, ocean, or other nearby body ofwater. Public access to Manresa State Beach is 
available at the main entrance on San Andreas Road. Alternate public access is available at Ocean 
view Drive in the project vicinity. 



Application #:  05-0305 
APN: 046-31 1-01 
Owner: Monterey Oaks Estates LLC, Sunny Tut 

Page 4 

Design Review 

The proposed single-family dwelling complies with the requirements of the County Design Review 
Ordinance, in that the proposed project will incorporate site and architectural design features such as 
non-reflective ceramic tile roofing and natural color materials to reduce the visual impact of the 
proposed development on surrounding land uses and the natural landscape. No public views to the 
coastline are impacted by the proposed development. 

Environmental Review 

The project qualifies for an Environmental Exemption for the proposed project per the requirements 
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under Section 15303, New Construction of 
Small Stmctures. The environmental review process focused on the potential impacts of the project 
in the areas of archaeological resources, and it was found that pre-historical cultural resources were 
not evident at the site (Exhibit M). The project was surveyed for its potential over-wintering habitat 
for Monarch Butterflies (Exhibit H). It was determined that the site did not suppolt habitat but 
recommended that existing eucalyptus vegetation in the gully at the rear of the parcel adjacent to the 
rail tracks be maintained as potential over-wintering habitat. 

Conclusion 

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

Staff Recommendation 

APPROVAL of Application Number 05-0305, based on the attached findings and 
conditions. 

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

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 far the proposed project. 

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

Report Prepared By: Joan Van der Hoeven 
Santa Cmz County Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Cmz CA 95060 
Phone Number: (831) 454-5174 
E-mail: plnl40~,co.santa-c1uz.ca.us 
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Application #: 05-0305 
APN: 046-311-01 
Owner: Monrerey Oaks Estates LLC. Sunny Tut 

Coastal Development Permit Findings 

1 .  That the project is a use allowed in one of the basic zone districts, other than the Special 
Use (SU) district, listed in section 13.10.170(d) as consistent with the General Plan and 
Local Coastal Program LUP designation. 

This finding can be made, in that the property is zoned R-A (Residential Agriculture), a designation 
which allows residential uses. The pi-oposed single-family dwelling is a principal permitted use 
within the zone district, consistent with the site’s (R-R) Rural residential General Plan designation. 
The proposed single-family dwelling is in conformance with the County’s certified Local Coastal 
Program, in that the structui-e is sited and designed to be visually compatible, in scale with, and 
integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. Natural materials and earth tone 
colors are utilized to maintain consistency with existing residential development. Developed parcels 
in the area contain single-family dwellings. Size and architectural styles vary widelyin the area, and 
the design submitted is not inconsistent with the existing range. The project site is not located 
between the shoreline and the first public road and is not identified% apriority acquisition site in the 
County’s Local Coastal Program. Consequently, the proposed project will not interfere with public 
access to the beach, ocean, or other nearby body of water. Public access to Manresa State Beach is 
available at the main entrance on San Andreas Road. Alternate public access is available at Ocean 
view Drive in the project vicinity. 

2. That the project does not conflict with any existing easement or development restrictions 
such as public access, utility, or open space easements. 

This finding can be made, in that the proposal does not conflict with any existing easement or 
development restriction such as public access, utility, or open space easements in that no such 
easements or restrictions are known to encumber the project site. 

3. That the project is consistent with the design criteria and special use standards and 
conditions ofthis chapter pursuant to section 13.20.130 et seq. 

This finding can be made, in that the development is consistent with the surrounding neighborhood 
in terms of architectural style; the site is surrounded by lots developed to a rural residential density; 
the colors shall be natural in appearance and complementary to the site; the development site is not 
on a prominent ridge, beach, or bluff top, and required landscaping enhancements preserve the 
natural setting of the scenic conidor. All glazing shall be non-reflective and the proposed ceramic 
glazed tile roofing shall be of a matt finish with no reflective qualities. 

4. That the project conforms with the public access, recreation, and visitor-serving policies, 
standards and maps of the General Plan and Local Coastal Program land use plan, 
specifically Chapter 2: figure 2.5 and Chapter 7, and, as to any development between and 
nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water located within the 
coastal zone, such development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act commencing with section 30200. 

This finding can be made, in that the project site is not located between the shoreline 

EXHIBIT B -e- 
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Application #: 05-0305 
APN: 046-311-01 
Owner: Monterey Oaks Estates LLC, Sunny Tut 

public road. Consequently, the single-family dwelling will not interfere with public access to the 
beach, ocean, or any nearby body of water. Further, the project site is not identified as a priority 
acquisition site in the County Local Coastal Program. Public access to Manresa State Beach is 
available at the main beach entrance on San Andreas Road. Alternate public access is available at 
Ocean view Diive in tlie project vicinity. 

5.  

This finding can be made, in that the structure is sited and designed to be visually compatible, in 
scale with, and integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. Additionally, 
residential uses are allowed uses in the R-A (Residential Agriculture) zone district of the area, as 
well as the General Plan and Local Coastal Program land use designation. Developed parcels in the 
area contain single-family dwellings, Size and architectural styles vary widely in the area, and the 
design submitted is not inconsistent with the existing range. 

, That the proposed development is in confornlity with the certified local coastal program. 



Application #: 05-0305 
APN: 046-311-01 
Owner: Monterey Oaks Estates LLC, Sunny Tut 

Development Permit Findings 

1 .  That the proposed location of the project and the conditions under which i t  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 
and is not encumbered by physical constraints to development. Construction will comply with 
prevailing building technology, the Uniform Building Code, and the County Building ordinance 
to insure the optimum in safety and the conservation of energy and resources. The proposed 
single-family dwelling will not deprive adjacent properties or the neighborhood of light, air, or 
open space, in that the structure meets all current setbacks that ensure access to light, air, and 
open space in the neighborhood. The front yard fencing up to six feet in height will not impact 
traffic flow or sight distance along San Andreas Road. 

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 proposed location of the single-family dwelling and the 
conditions under which it would be operated or maintained will be consistent with all pertinent 
County ordinances and the purpose of the R-A (Residential Agriculture) zone district in that the 
primary use of the property will be one single-family dwelling 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 single-family dwelling 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), in that the single-family dwelling will not adversely shade 
adjacent properties, and will meet current setbacks for the zone district that ensure access to light, 
air, and open space in the neighborhood. 

The proposed single-family dwelling 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 Structure and Parcel Sizes), in that the proposed single-family dwelling will comply with 
the site standards for the R-A zone district (including setbacks, lot coverage, floor area ratio, height, 
and number of stones) and will result in a structure consistent with a design that could be 

P-3 
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Application #: 05-0305 
AI": 046-311-01 
Owner: Monterey Oaks Estates LLC, Sunny Tut 

on any similarly sized lot in the vicinity. The project is located along a designated scenic road as per 
General Plan policy 5.10.10 and the landscaping improvement plan is consistent with requirements 
of General Plan Policy 5.10.1 3 in that the natural terrain and landscaping attain a smooth transition 
and natural appearance and that characteristic and indigenous plant species appropiiate to the area 
are to be utilized (Exhibit A). 

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 single-family dwelling is to be constructed on an 
existing undeveloped lot. The expected level of traffic generated by the proposed project is 
anticipated to be only one peak trip per day (1 peak trip per dwelling unit), such an increase 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 he made, in that the proposed structure is located in a mixed neighborhood 
containing a variety of architectural styles, and the proposed single-family dwelling is consistent 
with the land use intensity and density of the neighborhood. 

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 single-family dwelling and landscaping will be of 
an appropriate scale and type of design that will enhance the aesthetic qualities of the 
surrounding properties and will not reduce or visually impact available open space or any public 
views to the ocean in the surrounding area. 

Large Dwelling Findings 

1. That  the project is a use allowed in one of the basic zone districts, other than the Special Use 
(SU) district, listed in Section 13.10.170(d) as consistent with the General Plan and Local 
Coastal Plan LUP designation. 

The proposed single-family dwelling is an allowed use as per Zoning Implementation regulations 
of County Code Section 13.1 0.170.d. in that the residence is a principal permitted use in the 
Residential Agriculture Zone District which is an implementing zone district of the Rural 
Residential general Plan designation. 
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Application #: 05-0305 
APN: 046-311-01 
Owner: Monterey Oaks Estates LLC, Sunny Tut 

2. That the project does not conflict with any existing easement or development restrictions Such 
as public access, utility or open space easements. 

No existing easements or developinent restrictions such as public access, utility, or open space 
easements encumber the project site (Exhibit E). Public coastal access is available at Manresa 
State Beach and the Oceanview Drive public access point in the project vicinity 

3. That the project is consistent with the Design Criteria and special use standards and conditions 
ofthis Chapter pursuant to Section 13.20.130 et seq. 

The project is consistent with Coastal Zone design criteria as per County Code Section 13.20.130 
in that the project is visually compatible with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. 
Development does not block view of the coastline or any vista points along the scenic San 
Andreas roadway. Mature trees have been preserved on the site and proposed landscaping serves 
to soften the visual impact of the proposed development (Exhibit A). 

The building has been designed with pitched, rather than flat roofs which are surfaces with non- 
reflective materials, Natural materials and colors which blend with the natural cover of the site 
are proposed. 

4. That the project conforms with the public access, recreation, and visitor-serving policies, 
standards and maps of the General Plan and Local Coastal Plan Land Use Plan, specifically 
Chapter 2, Figure 2.5 and Chapter 7 .  

The proposed project conforms with Chapter 2 and Chapter 7 of the LCP/General Plan in that it 
does not impede public access to any coastaI amenity. Public access to the shoreline is available 
in the immediate vicinity at the Oceanview Drive access point and at Mamesa State Beach. 

/b 
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Application #: 05-0305 

Owner: Monterey Oaks Estates LLC, Sunny Tut 
APN: 046-31 1-01 

Conditions of Approval 

Exhibit A: Project Plans, 4 sheets by T2 Architects, dated 4/03/06 
Septic System Design, 1 sheet by Environmental Concepts, dated 12/22/03 revised 6/01/04 
Grading, Drainage, Erosion Control Plans, 11 sheets - Fall Creek Eng. -April 2005. 
Landscape Plan, 1 sheet by SSA Landscape Architects dated 4/5/05. 

I. This permit authorizes the construction of a two-story single-family dwelling and associated 
grading and landscaping. Prior to exercising any rights granted by this permit including, 
without limitation, any construction or site disturbance, the applicanvowner shall: 

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

Obtain a Building Permit from the Santa CNZ County Building Official 

Obtain a Grading Permit from the Santa Cruz County Building Official. 

Obtain an Encroachment Permit from the Department of Public Works for all off- 
site work performed in the County road right-of-way. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

11. Prior to issuance of a Building Pennit the applicant/owner shall: 

A. Submit proof that these conditions have been recorded in the official records of 
the County of Santa Cruz (Office of the County Recorder). 

Submit Final Architectural Plans for review and approval by the Planning 
Department. The final plans shall be in substantial compliance with the plans 
marked Exhibit "A" on file with the Planning Department. The final plans shall 
include the following additional information: 

1. 

B. 

Identify finish of exterior materials and color of roof covering for Planning 
Department approval. Any color boards must be in 8.5" x 11" format. 

Grading, drainage, and erosion control plans. 

Details showing compliance with fire department requirements. 

For any structure proposed to be within 3 feet of the maximum height limit 
for the zone district, the building plans must include a roof plan and a 
surveyed contour map of the ground surface, superimposed and extended to 
allow height measurement of all features. Spot elevations shall beprovided at 
points on the structure that have the greatest difference between ground 
surface and thehighest portion of the structure above. This requirement is in 
addition to the standard requirement of detailed elevations and cross-sections 
and the topography of the project site which clearly depict the total height of 

2. 

3.  

4. 
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Application #: 05-0305 
AF” 046-31 1-01 
Owner: Monterey Oaks Estates LLC, Sunny Tut 

the proposed structure. 

All glazing shall be non-reflective. The “glazed ceramic t i le”roohg shall be 
a matt finish with no reflective qualities. 

5 .  

C. Meet all requirements of and pay any required drainage fees to the County 
Department of Public Works, Drainage. Drainage fees will be assessed on the net 
increase in impervious area. Confirm soil permeability prior to installation of 
infiltration chambers. Provide the background information analyzing the 90fi 
percentile storm event resulting in the intensity used in the chamber calculations. 
Label the proposed length of the energy dissipation pool at the drainage system 
outlet. Label layer thickness for the porous pavement detail. Provide specifications 
for the material and compaction requirements of the stone reservoir. 

Meet all requirements of Department of Public Works Road Engineering Division. 
The driveway shall be 2-inches of asphalt concrete over 6-inches of aggregate base 
within the County right-of-way. Given the driveway width of approximately 18 feet, 
returns at the intersection of the driveway and San Andreas Road shall be 1 1  feet. 
Show the structural section for the driveway with porous pavement. A five foot bump 
out is recommended to back out from the exterior garage space. 

Submit final landscape plans for review and approval. Plans shall show the retention 
of two small pines and one oak in the front yard, and shall demonstrate retention of 
potential Monarch Butterfly habitat at the rear of the lot. The size, species and 
spacing of additional vegetative screening required in the front of the wall facing San 
Andreas Road shall be approved by the Zoning Administrator. 

Obtain an Environmental Health Clearance for this project from the County 
Department of Environmental Health Services. 

Meet all requirements and pay any applicable plan check fee of the Aptos/La 
Selva Fire Protection District. 

Pay the current fees for La Selva Beach Parks and Child Care mitigation for six 
bedrooms. Currently, these fees are, respectively, $800 and $109 per bedroom. 

Provide required off-street parking for 6 cars. Parking spaces must be 8.5 feet 
wide by 18 feet long and must be located entirely outside vehicular rights-of way. 
Parking must he clearly designated on the plot plan. 

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

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 



Application #: 05-0305 
APN: 046-311-01 
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111. All construction shall be performed according to the approved plans for the Building 
Permit. Prior to final building inspection, the applicanUowner must meet the following 
conditions: 

A. All site improvements shown on the final approved Building Permit plans shall be 
installed. 

B. All inspections required by the building permit shall be completed to the 
satisfaction of the County Building Official. 

The project must comply with all recommendations of the approved soils reports 
by Steven Raas & Associates dated 10/12/98 with updates by Pacific Crest 
Engineering dated 12/15/03 and Fall Creek Engineering dated 7/15/05, 

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

C. 

D. 

IV. Operational Conditions 

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

All landscaping shall be maintained. The Eucalyptus grove at the rear of the parcel, 
down slope from the residence, shall be maintained as potential Monarch Butterfly 
over-wintering habitat. 

B. 

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

Please note: This permit expires two years from the effective date unless you obtain the 
required permits and commence construction. 

'2- EXHIBIT C - 6 7 -  



Application #: 05-0305 
APN: 046-31 1-01 
Owner: Monterey Oaks Estates LLC, Sunny Tut 

Approval Date: 5-05-06 

Effective Date: 5-19-06 

Expiration Date: 5-19-08 

Don Bussey Joan Van der Hoeven 
Deputy Zoning Administrator Project Planner 

Appeals: h y  property owner, or other person aggrieved, or any other person whose interests are adversely affected 
by any act or determination of the Zoning Administrator, may appeal the act or determination to the Planning 

Commission in accordance with chapter 18.10 of the Santa Cruz County Code. 

EXHIBIT C 



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: 05-0305 
Assessor Parcel Number: 046-3 I 1-01 
Project Location: On the north side of San Andreas Road at the intersection with Ocean View Drive, 
between 1380 & 1400 San Andreas Road, La Selva Beach. 

Project Description: Proposal to construct a two-story single-family dwelling 

Person or Agency Proposing Project: Warren D. Thompson, FAIA 

Contact Phone Number: 559-222-3992 

A. - 
B. - 

c* - 

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 Project involving only the use of fixed standards or objective 
measurements without personal iudanent. . -  

D. - Statutory Exemption other than a Ministerial Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15260 to 15285). 

Specify type: 

E. - X Categorical Exemption 

Specify type: Class 3 - New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures (Section 15303) 

F. 

New construction of small structures - one single family dwelling 

In addition, none ofthe conditions described in Section 15300.2 apply to this project 

Reasons why the project is exempt: 

/$mz%J f&& Date: 
J H V a n  der Hoeven, ATCP Project Planner 

I h  
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PROIECT LOCATION 
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Location Map 

N 
Map created by Santa Cruz County 

Planning Department: 
February 2004 
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C C  ! N T Y  O F  S A N T A  Z R R U Z  
DLSCRETIONARY APPLICATION COMMENTS 

P r o j e c t  Planner: Joan Van Der Hoeven 
A p p l i c a t i o n  No.: 05-0305 

APN: 046-311-01 

Date: January 13.  2006 
Time: 15:32:50 
Page: 1 

Environmental Planning Completeness Comments 

UPDATED ON JUNE 9 .  2005 BY KENT M EDLER ========= The Dlans as submit ted _ ________ _----____ 
a r e  complete i n  regards t o  grading 

NO COMMENT 
UPDATED ON JUNE 17 .  2005 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ========= 

UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 7 ,  2005 BY KENT M EDLER ========= 

____-____ _----____ 

_________  _________  

The grading p lan  remains complete 

Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON JUNE 9, 2005 BY KENT M EDLER ========= 
_________  _-_______ 

1. A t  t h e  b u i d l i n g  permi t  stage an e ros ion  con t ro l  p lan  needs t o  be subini t ted t h a t  
shows eros ion  and sediment c o n t r o l  measures t o  be implemented du r ing  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  
Th is  should i nc lude  t h e  use o f  s i l t  f enc ing ,  s t a b i l i z e d  cons t ruc t i on  ent rance,  s t r a w  
w a t t l e s ,  e t c .  

2 .  A p l a n  review l e t t e r  and poss ib l y  an update t o  t h e  s o i l s  r e p o r t  (depending on i f  
t h e  b u i l d i n g  permi t  i s  app l i ed  f o r  3 years a f t e r  t h e  l a s t  update) w i l l  be requ i red  
a t  t h e  b u i l d i n g  permi t  s tage.  

P r o j e c t  Review Completeness Comments 

UPDATED ON SEPTEMBER 7 ,  2005 BY KENT M EDLER ========= 
_-_______ _________ 

REVIEW ON JUNE 17, 2005 BY JOAN VAN DER HOEVEN ========= 
Pro jec t  i s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  cons is tan t  w i t h  p r i o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  02-0308 

i n t e r i o r  mod i f i ca t i ons .  Address Pub l ic  Works Drainage and Environmental Hea l th  
concerns as noted below i n  o rder  t o  meet requirements f o r  t h e  p r o j e c t  t o  move ahead 
t o  hear ing  . 

---_--___ _-_______ 

P r o j e c t  Review Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON JUNE 1 7 .  2005 BY JOAN VAN DER HOEVEN ========= 
______ -_____ _== 

No fenc ing  s h a l l  be a l lowed w i t h i n  t h e  p u b l i c  r ight -of -way.Address road engineer ing 
concerns f o r  driveway compl i ance w i t h  f i r e  dept regu la t i ons  

Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments 

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

p lans dated A p r i l  2005 has been rec ieved.  Please address t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

1) Th is  p r o j e c t  i s  requ i red  t o  minimize proposed impervious areas.  Please descr ibe 
how t h i s  w i l l  be accomplished. Consider u t i l i z i n g  a l t e r n a t i v e  sur fac ing or o the r  
measures, 

REVIEW ON JUNE 6 .  2005 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= App l i ca t i on  w i t h  c i v i l  _-----___ __----___ 

2-1 
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D i s  l t i ona ry  Comments - Continued 

P r o j e c t  Planner: Joan Van Der Hoeven 
A p p l i c a t i o n  No.: 05-0305 

APN: 046-331-01 

Date: January 13. 2006 
Time: i5:32:50 
Page: 2 

2 )  Will t h i s  s i t e  rec ieve r u n o f f  from o f f s i t e ?  W i l l  r u n o f f  from San Andreas Road 
f l o w  down t h e  proposed driveway? I f  so. how w i l l  t h i s  r u n o f f  be accommodated? 

3) This p r o j e c t  i s  requ i red  t o  m i t i g a t e  f o r  storm water r u n o f f  quan t i t y  impacts.  
W i l l  t h e  r u n o f f  r a t e  from t h e  p r o j e c t  s i t e  increase as a r e s u l t  of t h i s  p r o j e c t ?  
From county-wide USDA s o i l s  survey t h e  s o i l s  a t  t h e  south end o f  t h e  pa rce l  a re  
h i g h l y  permeable. Does t h e  proposed l o c a t i o n  o f  the  drainage system o u t l e t  t ake  ad- 
vantage o f  these permeable s o i l s ?  Provide s i t e  s p e c i f i c  i n fo rma t ion  ( s o i l s  inforrna- 
t i o n ,  e t c . )  and ana lys is  that demonstrate t h a t  t h e  r u n o f f  r a t e  w i l l  remain un- 
changed, o rprov ide  an ana lys is  o f  t h e  downstream r u n o f f  pa th  demonstrating t h a t  i t  
i s  adequate f o r  hand l ing  t h e  added r u n o f f  ( i nc lude  ana lys is  o f  downstream road c u l -  
v e r t s )  

For quest ions regard ing t h i s  rev iew Pub l i c  Works stormwater management s t a f f  i s  
ava i l ah le  from 8-12 Monday through F r iday .  A l l  submi t ta ls  f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t  should be 
made through t h e  Planning Department. 

UPDATED ON AUGUST 22, 2005 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= App l i ca t i on  w i t h  
drainage p lans  dated J u l y  2005 has been received and i s  complete wi- th regards t o  
drainage f o r  t h e  d i sc re t i ona ry  stage, Please see miscellaneous comments f o r  issues 
t o  be addressed p r i o r  t o  b u i l d i n g  permi t  issuance. 

_________ --____ ___ 

Dpw Drainage Miscel laneous Comments 

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

d e t a i l s  may be requ i red  a t  t h e  b u i l d i n g  permi t  stage. 
REVIEW ON JUNE 6 .  2005 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= Add i t iona l  s i t e  s p e c i f i c  - --~- ____  _________ 

Submit a geotechnica l  review l e t t e r  approving o f  t h e  f i n a l  drainage p l a n .  
UPDATED ON AUGUST 22. 2005 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= The f o l l o w i n g  should _______-_ _________ 

be addressed p r i o r  t o  b u i l d i n g  permi t  issuance: 

1) While the proposal t o  i n s t a l l  i n f i l t r a t i o n  chambers i s  acceptable it seems t h a t  a 
drainage p l a n  t h a t  u t i l i z e s  sur face  spreading o f  r u n o f f  may be able t o  l i m i t  post  
development r u n o f f  t o  p re  development l e v e l s  g iven t h a t  t h e  s i t e  s o i l s  are h i g h l y  
permeable (6-20 i n / h r  per  t h e  USDA s o i l s  survey) .  An a l t e r n a t i v e  design would be. 
acceptable i f  t h e  s o i l s  pe rmeab i l i t y  i s  conf i rmed and spreading i s  s u f f i c i e n t .  

2 )  Please prov ide  t h e  background in fo rmat ion  analyz ing f o r  t h e  90 th  p e r c e n t i l e  storm 
event r e s u l t i n g  i n  t h e  i n t e n s i t y  used i n  t h e  chamber c a l c u l a t i o n s .  

3)  Please l a b e l  t h e  proposed ' leng th  of t h e  energy d i s s i p a t i o n  pool a t  t h e  dra inage 
system out  1 e t .  

4 )  The app l i can t  i s  responsib le  f o r  o b t a i n i n g  an encroachment permi t  f o r  t h e  work i n  
t h e  County road r i g h t  o f  way. 

5) Please l a b e l  l a y e r  th icknesses for  t h e  porous pavement d e t a i l .  Please a l s o  
prov ide  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  fo r  t h e  ma te r ia l  and compation requirements o f  t h e  s tone 
reservo i  r .  
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Dis i  t i o n a r y  Comments - Continued 

UPDATED ON AUGUST 29, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= ________- ---_____- 

Environmental H e a l t h  Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON JUNE 9, 2005 BY J I M  G SAFRANEK ========= Sept ic  appl .  1s ap- _________ ----____- 
proved. However, t h e  proposed w a i l  a t  en t r y  (see s i t e  p lan)  does not  appear t o  meet 
setback 'o f  5 '  t o  expansion f i e l d .  

Environmental Heal th  Miscel laneous Comments 

REVIEW ON JUNE 9 .  2005 BY J I M  G SAFRANEK ========= ________- _--_____- 
NO COMMENT 

Aptos-La Selva Beach F i r e  P ro t  D i s t  Completeness C 

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

I 
REVIEW ON JUNE 1 0 .  2005 SY E R I N  K STOW ===E===== _---____- _________ 

DEPARTMENT NAME:Aptos/La Selva F i  r e  Dept. APPROVED 

P r o j e c t  Planner: Joan Van Der Hoeven 
A p p l i c a t i o n  No.: 05-0305 

APN: 046-311-01 

Date: January 13, 2006 
Time: 15:32:50 
Page: 3 

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Completeness Comments 

R E V I E W  ON MAY 31, 2005 BY RUTH L ZADESKY ========= ___  ______ --_ _____- 

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Miscel laneous Comments 

R E V I E W  ON MAY 31. 2005 BY RUTH 1 ZADESKY ========= _-______- _________ 
Driveway t o  conform t o  County Design C r i t e r i a  Standards. 
Encroachment permit  requ i red  f o r  a l l  o f f - s i t e  work i n  t h e  County road r i g h t - o f - w a y .  
Fencing i s  not al lowed w i t h i n  t h e  County road r i g h t - o f - w a y .  

Dpw Road Engineering Completeness Comments 

REVIEW Ulil JUNE 9 .  2005 BY TIM N NYUGEN ========= _______ ________-  
The driveway needs t o  meet f i r e  department requirements,  Therefore,  show on p r o j e c t  
p lans  how the  driveway w i l l  meet access standards requ i red  by t h e  General Plan 
P o l i c y  Descr ip t ion  o f  turnarounds and tu rnouts  requ i red .  ========= UPDATED ON AUGUST 

A p p l i c a t i o n  i s  complete. The p lans  s h a l l  need t o  be mod i f ied  i n  order t o  rece ive  a 
b u i l d i n g  permi t .  The driveway s h a l i  be 2 inches o f  aspha l t  concrete over s i x  inches 
o f  aggregate base w i t h i n  t h e  County r igh t -o f -way.  Given t h e  driveway w id th  of ap- 
p rox imate ly  18 fee t ,  re tu rns  a t  t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  of t h e  driveway and San Andreas 
Road s h a l l  be 11 f e e t .  Show t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  sec t i on  f o r  t h e  driveway w i t h  porous 
pavement. Each requ i red  pa rk ing  space should be numbered and dimensioned i n c l u d i n g  
those i n  t h e  garage. The e x t e r i o r  garage space s h a l l  have d i f f i c u l t y  backing up. A 
f i v e  f o o t  bumpout i s  recommended t o  backout. I f  you have any quest ions please c a l l  
Greg M a r t i n  a t  831-454-2811. 

29, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 

Dpw Road Engineering Miscel laneous Comments 

REVIEW ON JUNE 9 .  2005 BY T I M  N NYUGEN ========= ________ _ _________ 
NO COMMENT 
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D i s c  ?.Tonary Comments - Continued 

P r o j e c t  Planner: Joan Van Der Hoeven 
A p p l i c a t i o n  No.: 05-0305 

APN: 046-311-01 

Date: January 13, 2006 
Time: 15:32:50 
Page: 4 

A l l  F i r e  Department b u i l d i n g  requirements and fees w i l l  be addressed i n  t h e  B u i l d i n g  
Permi t  phase. 
P lan  check i s  based upon p lans submit ted t o  t h i s  o f f i c e .  Any changes o r  a l t e r a t i o n s  
s h a l l  be r e s u b m i t t e d  for review p r i o r  t o  cons t ruc t i on .  

Aptos-La Selva Beach F i r e  P r o t  D i s t  Miscellaneous 

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

NO COMMENT 
REVIEW ON JUNE 1 0 ,  2005 BY E R I N  K STOW ========= 

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

C)!1"L,i! i 1, i <.:> i:' ; i r; .-. ', + ?Lt- .. 
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INTEROFFICE MEMO 

APPLICATION NO: 03-0308 (4Ih routing) 

Date: July 15, 2004 

To: 

From: Larry Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 

Re: 

Joan Van der Hoeven, Project Planner 

Design Review for a Large Dwelling at San Andreas Road, La Selva Beach (Monterey Oaks 
Estates, LLC/ owner, applicant) 

GENERAL PLAN I ZONING CODE ISSUES 

Desiqn Review Authority 

13.1 1.040 (c) New single family residences or remodels of 7,000 square feet or larger. 

13.10.325 Large dwelling permit requirements and design guidelines 

(i) The proposed structure is compatible with its surroundings given the neighborhood, locational 01 
environmental context and its design is consistent with the Large Dwelling Design Guidelines in 
subsection (d) below. 

Desiqn Review Evaluation 

13.11.040 (c)  

- 7 8 -  



Application No: 03-0308 

Relate to surrounding topography 

Retention of natural amenities 

Siting and orientation which takes 

July 11,2003 

J 

J 

J 

N/A 

Protection of public viewshed 

Minimize impact on private views 
J 

d 

pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles I I 
Solar Design and Access 

, Reasonable protection for adjacent 1 r/ 

ab 
- 7 9 -  
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Application No: 03-0308 July 11,2003 

Evaluation 
Criteria 
- 

Desiqn Review Authority 

13.11.040 Projects requiring design review 

(a) Single home construction, and associated additions involving 500 square feet or more, 
within coastal special communities and sensitive sites as defined in this Chapter. 

13.11.030 Definitions 

(u) 'Sensitive Site" shall mean any property located adjacent to a scenic road or within the 
viewshed of a scenic road as recognized in the General Plan; or located on a coastal bluff, 
or on a ridgeline. 

Meets criteria Does not meet I Urban Designer's 
In code ( J ) criteria ( V ) Evaluation 

Desiqn Review Standards 

d 

J 

J 

J 

d 

d 

Location and type of access to the sile 

Building siting in terms of its location 
and orientation 
Building bulk, massing and scale 

Parking location and layout 

Relationship to natural site features 
and environmental influences 
Landscaping 

Streetscape relationship 
Street design and transit facilities 

Relationship to existing J 

13.11.072 Site design. 

NIA 
NIA - 

d 

r/ 

J 

Relate to surrounding topography 

Retention of natural amenities 

Siting and orientation which takes 
advantage of natural amenities 
Ridgeline protection NIA 

Accessible to the disabled, I I 
pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles 

NIA 

2.7 
- 8 0 -  
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Application No: 03.0308 July 11; 2003 

d Reasonable protection for adjacent 
properties 
Reasonable protection for currently 
occupied buildings using a solar 

NIA 

energy systern 

Reasonable protection for adjacent 
properties 

Noise 

d 

Evaluation Meets criteria Does not meet 
Criteria in code ( J ) criteria ( J ) 

Compatible Building Design 
~ 

d 

d 

Massing of building form 

Building silhouette 

Spacing between buildings 
Street face setbacks 

Character of architecture 

Building scale 

- d 
d 
d 

Urban Designer's 
Evaluation 

- 
NIA 

interest 

Variation in wall plane, roof line, 
detailing, inaterials and siting 

Building design provides solar access 

Building Articulation 

d 

Solar Design 

Proportion and compositionof 
projections and recesses, doors and 
windows, and other features 
Location and treatment of entryways 

Finish material, texture and color 

Scale 
Scale is addressed on appropriate 
levels 
Design elements create a sense 
of human scale and pedestrian 

that is reasonably protected for 
adjacent properties 

are oriented for passive solar and 
natural lighting 

d 

d 

d 

al 

NIA 

Pnge 4 
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I 
Application No: 03-0308 July 11,2003 

Evaluation Meets criteria Does not meet 
Criteria 

Visual Compatibility 

In code ( b' ) criteria ( ) 

b' All new development shall be sited, 
designed and landscaped to be 
visually compatible and integrated with 
the character of surrounding 
neighborhoods or areas 

Minimum Site Disturbance 
Grading, earth moving, and removal of 
major vegetation shall be minimized. 
Developers shall be ericouraged to 
maintain all mature trees over 6 inches 

r/ 

r/ 

Design Review Authority 

13.20.130 The Coastal Zone Eesign Criteria are applicable to any development requiring a Coastal Zone 
Approval. 

Urban Designer's 
Evaluation 

Desiqn Review Standards 

Land divisions which would create I I 

13.20.130 Design criteria for coastal zone developments 

NIA 

New or replacement vegetation shall 
be compatible with surrounding 
vegetation and shall be suitable to the 
climate, soil, and ecological 
characteristics of the area 

I See comments. 

parcels whose only building site would 
be exposed on a ridqetop shall not be I I 

-6 
6 - 8 2 -  
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Application No: 03-0308 July 11,2003 

possible, on parts of the site not visible 
or least visible from the pubiic view. 
Development shall not block views of 
the shoreline from scenic road 
turnouts, rest stops or vista points 

NIA 

designed to fit the physical setting 
carefully so [ha! its presence is 
subordinate to the natural character of 
the site, maintaining the natural 
features (streams, major drainage, 
mature trees, dominant vegetative 
communities) 
Screening and landscaping suitable to 
the site shall be used to soften the 
visual impact of development in the 
viewshed 

The visual impact of large agricultural 
structures shall be minimized by 
locating the structure within or near an 

Building design 
Structures shall be 
topography of the site with minimal 
cutting, grading, or filling for 

NIA 

construction 

are surfaced with non-reflective 
materials except for solar energy I 
devices shall be encouraged 
Natural materials and colors which I .I 

Y 
blend with the vegetative cover of the 
site shall be used. or if the structure is 

~~ ~. 
located in an existing cluster of 
buildings, colors and materials shall 
repeat or harmonize with those in the 
cluster 
Large agricultural structures 

J See costnrents 

existing group of buildings 
The visual impact of large agricultural I 
structures shall be minimized by using 
materials and colors which blend with 
the building cluster or the natural 
vegetative cover oi the site (except for 
greenhouses). 

i i 
1 I 
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Application No: 03-0308 July 11,2003 

The visual impact of large agricultural 
structures shall be minimized by using 
landscaping to screen or soften the 
appearance of the structure 

NIA 

. .  
project 
Signs 
Materials, scaie, location and 
orientation of signs shall harmonize 
with surrounding elements 
Directly lighted, brightly colored, 
rotating, reflective, blinking, flashing or 
moving signs are prohibited 
Illumination of signs shall be permitted 
only for state and county directional 
and informational signs, except in 
designated commercial and visitor 
serving zone districts 
In the Highway 1 viewshed, except 
within the Davenport commercial area, 
only CALTRANS standard signs and 
public parks, or parking lot 
identification signs, shall be permitted 
to be visiblefrorri the highway. These 
signs shall be of natural unobtrusive 

~~ 

NO new permanent structures on open I 

NIA 

__ 
NIA 

NIA 

materials and colors 

Blufftop development and landscaping I 
feach Viewsheds 

(e.g., decks, patios, structures, trees, 
shrubs, etc.) in rural areas shall be set 
back from the bluff edge a sufficient 
distance to be out of sight from the 
shoreline, or if infeasible, not visually 

beaches shall be allowed, except 
where permitted pursuant to Chapter 
16.10 (Geologic Hzzards) or Chapter 
16.20 (Grading R e p  a t' ions) 

Pa., 7 

Z I  
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Application No: 03-0308 

l h e  design of permitted structures 
shall minimize visual intrusion, and 
shall incorporate mat.erials and 
finishes which harmonize with the 
character of the area. Natural 
materials are preferred 

July 11,2003 

NIA 

% 
- 8 5 -  



AptosLa Selva Fire Protection District 
6934 Soquel Drive * Aptos, CA 95003 

Phone # 831-685-6690 'Fax # 831-685-6699 

June 8,2005 

Planning Department 
County of Santa Cruz 
Attention: Joan Van der Hoeven 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Subject: APN: 46-311-01/ Appl#05-0305 
San Andreas Road 

Dear Ms. Van der Hoeven: 

AptosjLa Selva Fire Department has reviewed the plans for @e above cited project and 
has no objections as presented. 

Any other requirements will be addressed in the Building Permit phase 

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

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

In order to obtain building application approval, recommend you have the DESIGNER 
add appropriate NOTES and DETAlTS showing the following information on the pIans 
that are submitted for BUILDING PERMIT. 

NOTE on the plans that these plans are in compliance with California Building and Fire 
Codes (2001) and District Amendment. 

NOTE on the plans the OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION, BUILDING 
CONSTRUCTION TYPE / FIRE RATING , and SPRINKLERED or NON- 
SPRINKLERED as determined by building official and outlined in Part IV of the 
California Building Code. 
(e.g. R-3, Type V-N, Sprinklered) 

SHOW on the plans a public fire hydrant within 250 feet of any portion of the building 
meeting the minimum required fire flow for the building. This mformation can be 
obtained from the water company. 
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FIRE FLOW requirements for the subject property are 2,200allons. NOTE on the plans 
the REQUIRED and AVAILABLE FIRE FLOW. The AVAILABLE FIRE FLOW 
information can be obtained from the water company. 

NOTE on the plans that the building shall be protected by an approved automatic fire 
sprinkler system complying with the currently adopted edition of NFPA 13D and 
adopted standards of the Aptos/La Selva Fire Protection District. 

NOTE that the designer/installer shall submit three (3) sets of plans and calculations for 
the underground and overhead Residential Automatic Fire Sprinkler System to &LIS 

agency for approval. Installation shall follow our guide sheet. 

NOTE on the plans that a n  UNDERGROUND FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM WORKING 
DRAWING must be prepared by the designer/installer. The plans shall comply with the 
UNDERGROUND FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM INSTALLATION POLICY HANDOUT. 

NOTE on the plans, building numbers shall be provided. Numbers shall be a minimum 
of fOur(4) inches in height on a contrasting background and visible from the street. Where 
numbers are not visible from the street, additional numbers shall be installed on a 
directional sign at the property driveway and the street. 

NOTE on the plans that the roof covering sliall be no less than Class "R" rated roof. 

SHOW on the pIans, DETAILS of compliance with the driveway requirements. The driveway 
shall be 12 feet minimum width and maximum twenty percent slope. 

The driveway shall be in place to the following standards prior to any framing construchon, or 
construction will be stopped: 

The driveway surface s h d  be "all weather", a minimum 6" of compacted aggregate base rock, 
Class 2 or equivalent, certified by a licensed engineer to 95% compaction and shall be 
maintained. 
ALL WEATHER SURFACE: shall be a minimum of 6" of compacted Class I1 base rock for 
grades up to and including 5%, oil and screened for grades up to and including 15%, and 2" 
asphaltic concrete for grades exceeding 15%, but h no case exceeding 20% 
The maximum grade of the road shall not exceed 20%,'with grades of 15% not permitted for 
distances of more than 200 feet at a time. 
The driveway shall have an overhead clearance of 14 feet vertical distance for its entire width. 
A turn-around area which meets the requirements of the fire department shall be provided for 
access roads and driveways in excess of 150 feet in length. 
Drainage details for the road or driveway shall conform to current engineering practices, 
including erosion control measures. 
All private access roads, driveways, turn-a-rounds and bridges are the responsibility of the 
owner(s) of record and shall be maintained to ensure the fire department safe and expedient 

p".{B p . L I - . =  
' '  passage at a11 times. 
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- The driveway shall be thereafter maintained to these standards at all times. 

GATE REQUIREMENTS: NOTE THE FOLLOWING ON THE BUILDING PLANS: 

ELECTRONIC CONTROL: Security Gates equipped with electronic control devices shall 
have an approved fire department override key switch installed. PROVIDE a "Knox" 
Key Switch. Authorization forms for ordering the Knox Key Switch can be obtained 
direcdy at the Fire Department at 6934 Soquel Drive in Aptos. 

FAIL SAFE OPERATION PROVISION: All electronically controlled security gates shall 
be provided with manual override to allow operation of the gate during power outage. 

0 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

1. Access gates shall be a minimum of 2 feet wider than the access road (14 feet 
minimum). When open, gates shall not obstruct any portion of the required access 
roadway or driveway width. 

2. Gates shall be adequately supported to prevent dragging. 

3. Gates shall be operable by one person. 

4. Gates may swing in either direction and shall be open a full 90 degrees. Sliding 
gates shall slide parallel to the security fence. 

5. All gates shall remain in the open position when not attended or locked, or when 
electronic fire department key switches has activated. 

6, Overhead gate structures shall have a minimum of 15 feet vertical clearance. 

NOTE on the plans that a 30 foot clearance will be maintained with non-combustible 
vegetation around all structures or to the property line whichever is a shorter distance. 

EXCEPTION: Single specimens of trees, ornamental shrubbery or similar plants used 
as ground covers, provided they do not form a means of rapidly transmitting fire 
from native growth to any structure. 

NOTE on the plans the job copies of the building ahd fire systems plans and permits 
must be on-site during inspections. 

Note: As a condition of submittal of these plans, the submitter, designer and installer 
c e r w  that these plans and details comply with applicable Specifications, Standards, 
Codes and Ordinances, agree that they are solely responsible for compliance with 
applicable Specifications, Standards, Codes and Ordinances, and further agree to correct 

- A  
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any deficiencies noted by this review, subsequent review, inspection or other source, and, 
to hold harmle% and without prejudice, the reviewer and reviewing agency. 

Fire devention Division 
Aptos/La Selva Fire Protection District 

Cc: Monterey Oaks Estates LLC 
187 Via Soderini 
Aptos, CA 95003 
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MEMORANDUM 

Application No: 05-0305 (third routing) 

Date: April 4, 2006 

To Joan Vanderhoeven, Project Planner 

Fmm: Lawrence Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 

Re: Design Review for a new residence at San Andreas Road, La Selva Beach 

GENERAL PLAN I ZONING CODE ISSUES 

Desiqn Review Authority 

13.11.040 Projects requiring design review. 

(a) Single home construction, and associated additions involving 500 square feet or more, within 
coastal special communities and sensitive sites as defined in this Chapter. 

13.1 1 A30 Definitions 

(u) ‘Sensitive Site” shall mean any property located adjacent to a scenic road or within the 
viewshed of a scenic road as recognized in the General Plan; or located on a coastal bluff, or on 
a ridgeline. 

Add as Conditions ofApproval: 

1. 
2. 

The ‘&lazed ceramic tile” roojing shall be a ntanJnkh wiih no reflective quafities. 
AI1 glazing shall be non-reflective. 

If 



Pichaid A. Amold, Ph.D. 

104 Mountain Kiev+ Cowt Piorant Hill, CA 94523 (925)  825-3784 * FAY 827-1007 
bupdrrr@horne.com . wm ecsItd.com 

New email address: buedctr@,comcast.net 

13 September 2004 

Mr. Warren Douglas Thompson, FAIA 
T2 Architects 
5151 NorthPalm, Suite 500 
Fresno, CA 93704 

RE: APN 046-31 1-01 at La Selva Beach, Tut Residence 
Review of Landscaping Plan 

Dear Mr. Thompson: 

This letter responds to your recent solicitation for my review of the proposed 
landscaping plan for the planned Tut residence located on San Andreas Road in the La 
Selva Beach area of Santa Cruz County. The plan that I reviewed was prepared by SSA 
Landscape Architects, Inc. and T2 Architects, is dated July 6 ,  2004, and consisted of two 
pages of oversize plan sheets. 

Please recall that in my report, dated December 22,2003, I detei-mined that 
potential overwintering habitat for the Monarch butterfly occurred at the rear of the 
subject property and on neighboring properties. However, during my two site visits to 
the property, no overwintering Monarchs were actually observed, Nonetheless, Monarchs 
may utilize the potential overwintering habitat at a later date. For this reason, I previously 
recommended the use of pine, eucalyptus, or other non-deciduous trees to provide wind 
screening along Sail Andreas Road. 

Although the olive trees on the landscape plan are evergreen, it is my 
understanding that this species typically grows to a maximum height of o d y  30 feet. AS 
noted in my earlier repoi?; Monarchs cluster on trees at heights of 6 to 75 feet above 
ground, but most commonly at heights between 15 to 50 feet. Thus the trees planted 
along San Andreas Road need to be at least 50 feet tall at maturity, preferably taller to 
provide effective windscreening for the potential overwintering habitat at the rear of the 
property. Although the new residence will provide some wind screening, I suggest that 
the olive trees in the front yard be replaced by appropriate species of pine, eucalyptus, or 
redwood that are not only evergreen but would also be expected to achieve these target 
heights. With this minor change, I approve the landscaping plan. 

Sincerely, 

D / U  
Richard A. Amold, Ph.D. 
President 

e 
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Richard A. Amold, Ph.D 
Prrridrnr 

104 Mouniin Virw C a m ,  Plezrm Hili, C4 94523 * 1125) 825-3784 FAX 827~1801 
bugdcrr@horne.ram . w . e u I c d . c o m  

New email address: hurdctr@comcast. net 

22 Decembei- 2003 

Mr. Mark Treuge 
DDM Land Use Consultants 
4637 Scotts Valley Drive, Suite #B1 
Scotts Valley, CA 95066 

RE: APN 046-31 1-01 at La Selva Beach.in Santa Cruz County, CA 
Proposed Single-family Residence by Soimy Tut 
Habitat Assessment for Overwintering Monarch Butterflies 

Dear Mr. Treuge: 

This letter reports the findings of my recent habitat assessment suivey at the above- 
referenced property as a winter roosting site of the Monarch butterfly (Dannuspl~~ippus) .  
Briefly I can summarize the findings of habitat assessinent by stating that the aforementioned 
property along with neighboring properties support trees that the overwintering Monarch 
butterfly roosts on or that provide essential wind protection for potential roost trees. I did not 
observe overwintering Monarchs at the property during hvo site visits during the fall of this year. 
Siting of the proposed new single-family residence has been done in a manner to avoid and 
minimize impacts to the potential overwintering habitat. For these reasons, I conclude that the 
proposed single-family residence by the Tut family will not adversely impact the Monarch 
butterfly or its potential overwintering habitat at this property. 

The remainder of my report describes the property and my survey methods and findings 
in more detail. In addition, background infomiation on the Monarch butterfly and characteristics 
of its winter roosting habitat are presented. 

Project Site Description. 

in the La Selva Beach community of Santa Cruz County. It is situated on the north side of San 
Andreas Road, near its intersection with Ocean View Drive. The portion of the property along 
San Andreas Road is generally flat and characterized by ruderal grassland and ornamental pine 
trees. The rear portion of the property descends into a gully with a small grove of Eucalyptus 
trees and dense brush. Adjacent properties include a rail road track, plus agricultural and 
residential uses. The proposed project is a new single-family residence, wliich will be built in 
the front approximately one-third of the site. Existing vegetation in the rear of the property will 
be maintained. 

The project site is an undeveloped, 1.87-acre parcel located in a residential neighborhood 
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Backeround Information on the Monarch Butterfly and its Winter Roostinv Habitat. 

this reason, Monarch butterflies travel to their wintering areas during the fall months of each 
year. Monarchs that live west of the Rocky Mountains migrate to coastal areas of California, 
while those that live east of the Rockies travel to a few sites in the mountains of Central Mexico. 
In coastal California, winter roosting sites range from northern Baja California to southern 
Mendocino County. Although most winter roosting sites in California are usually located within 
0.5 to 1 mile of the coast (Weiss et al. 1991, Nagaiio and Lane 1985), roosts have occasionally 
been found farther inland. 

Monarchs cannot survive the colder winter months of most parts of North Anierica. For 

Along the Santa Cruz coastline, there are several locations of Monarch winter roosts 
between Moore Creek just north of the City of Santa Cruz and Watsonville (Nagano and Lane 
1985; California Natural Diversity Data Base 2003). A known overwintering location occurs at 
nearby Manresa State Beach (California Natural Diversity Data Ease 2003). During my 
inspection of the neighborhood surrounding the project site, I noted several small groves of 
Eucalyptus trees on the north side of San Andreas Road and generally located along the railroad 
tracks. Although I am not aware whether any of these small Eucalyptus stands near the project 
site are known roosting locations, one or more records in the Califoniia Natural Diversity Data 
Base (2003) may refer to them. 

h California, clustering behavior begins once migrating Monarchs reach their 

a) temporary aggregations that are transient clusters of short duration; and 
b) permanent roosts that are long term (past the winter solstice) hibenial clusters which 

overwintering sites in the fall. Two types of clustering OCCUT: 

also possess tile environmental conditions that allow the butterflies to mate in January 
and February before their spring dispersal (Urquhart 1960). 

In the fall months, typically in September and October, numerous: generally small 
temporary aggregations are fornied, especially in areas where nectar plants are plentihl near the 
coast. Monarchs at many of these sites disperse to permanent roosting sites as nectar sources, air 
temperature, and day length decrease. Some sites may serve as pennanent roosts one year and 
temporary aggregations another year, or a mixture of the two. Also, some locations may 
occasionally not be used for either pulpose. 

Overwintering sites are characterized by groves of trees of mixed height and diameter, 
with an understory of brush. Often there is a small clearing within a stand of trees, or foimed by a 
combination of the trees and surrounding topography, to provide shelter for the butterfly. These 
overwintering sites protect the butterfly from prevailing on-shore winds and freezing 
temperatures, plus exposure to the sun. The vegetation serves as a thennal "blanket" which 
moderates extreme weather conditions (Calvert and Brower 1982). At some locations, nearby 
buildings may provide some protection as well. 

Recent research has demonstrated that forest canopy strucbre is a primary determinant of 
microclimatic conditions in forest stands, and is undoubtedly an important factor in the 
Monarch's selection of particular locations as overwintering roosts (Bell 1997; Leong 1990; 
Sakai et al. 1989; Weiss et al. 1991). Many of the best overwintering sites provide a 
Monarch Habitat Assessment Report for APN 046-311-01 in La Selva Beach, CA Page 2 
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heterogeneous mixture of habitat conditions and resultant microclimatic conditions that assist the 
Monarchs to survive seasonal changes in climatic conditions during the winter. For example, 
overwintering habitats must provide wind protected roost locations (usually tree branches that are 
15-50 feet above ground), with buffered temperatures, relatively high humidity, and filtered 
sunlight throughout the fall and winter months. As weather conditions and exposure to sunlight 
vary over the winter months, high habitat heterogeneity at an overwintering site permits the 
Monarch roosts to satisfy their thermoregulatory needs by moving from tree to tree in response to 
changes in weather conditions. Thus during the early part of the overwintering period (October - 
November), when daily temperature maxima are relatively high, Monarchs tend to cluster in 
locations that provide brief moniing insolation, with mid-day and afternoon shade. Later in the 
season (December - February), when temperature maxima are lower, they tend to roost in trees 
that receive afternoon sunlight. Trees surrounding roost locations, known as windbreak or buffer 
trees, provide both wind protection and ameliorate niicroclimatic conditions near the roost trees. 

A number of cluster sites in coastal California are located in groves of  introduced trees. 
Favored trees for Monarch roosts include, Blue Gum (Eucalypius giobulus), River Gum (E. 
camaldrrlensis), Monterey Pine (Pinus radiata), and Monterey Cypress (Ctipressus macrocarpa). 
although a number of other native and introduced species of trees are also utilized (Lane 1993). 
Clusters typically form between about 15 and 50 feet above ground, but have been observed as 
low as 6 feet and as high as 75 feet, 

Cluster sites are protected from winds by a combination of tree cover (Le., spatial 
configuration and density) and topography. Gullies, canyons, creek drainages, and the lee sides of 
hills are areas where Monarchs will roost, if the appropriate tree cover is present. Although the 
butterflies are inactive on colder, rainy, or foggy days, they will fly from tlic cluster 011 warmer, 
sunny days to obtain the water and nectar that are needed to s~ustain the butterflies through the 
winter. Thus, a nearby source of water and an abundance of fall and winter-blooming nectar 
plants are also important factors in determining where the butterflies will roost. Monarchs can 
obtain water from natural or man-made bodies of water, ninoff fiom sprinklers, and dew on 
vegetation (Nagano and Lane 1985). Important nectar plants at many winter roosting sites 
include, Eucalyptus bees, Coyote Bush (Baccharis), wild inustavd (Brassica), and Bottlebrush 
(Callisternon), although other native and introduced species will be used if available. 

In concluding this discussion, I would like to emphasize that although a number of basic 
features are important determinants in the suitability of a particular locatioii to serve as an 
overwinter roosting site by the Monarch butterfly, there is also an interaction of these and other 
factors that is only beginning to be understood by researchers. Also, because features of a site can 
change due to the growth of trees and understory vegetation, thinning or removal of trees, 
removal of brush, changes in nectar plant abundance, etc., Monarch usage of a particular site may 
vary from year-to-year and for longer durations. Indeed, new roosting sites continue to be 
discovered in California as conditions become favorable, even in areas where roosts were not 
previously observed. Similarly, when habitat quality deteriorates at locations that previously 
supported winter roosts, Monarchs will cease to roost at these sites. Clearing of brush and 
thinning of trees are common vegetation management practices that have adversely impacted 
Monarch roosting sites, even on public lands (Nagano and Lane 19S5; Weiss et al. 1991). 
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Survey Methods. 

entire project site by hiking. During my survey of the project site and the surrounding residential 
neighborhood, I noted the presence of various plants and features that are known to be important 
to the Monarch butterfly at known overwinter roosting sites (see Backpround Information). In 
particular, I searched for the favored trees that are used as roosts, examined the spatial 
configuration and density of favored trees, sheltered areas within the groves of roosting trees, 
nectar plants, water sources, and areas with an understory of brush. Since the timing of my site 
visits coincided with the fall portion of the Monarch's overwintering period, I also searched all 
trees at the subject property for roosting Monarchs. 

Results and Discussion. 

the following components: 

Ivisited the project site on November 6'b andDecember loth, 2003, and surveyed the 

As described earlier, overwintering habitat for the Monarch butterfly genei-ally consists of 

a) roost trees; 
b) trees peripheral to the roost that provide primary and secondary wind protection; 
c) fall and winter-blooming nectar sources; and 
d) sources of water, such as dew, lawn irrigation, stream, etc. 

No overwintering Monarch butterflies were observed at the subject property during either 
of my site visits during the fall of 2003. However, an overwintering roost is known from the 
nearby Manresa State Beach (California Natural Diversity Data Base 2003). Even though no 
Monarchs were observed at the subject property, the rear of this site suppoits trees that could 
potentially be utilized as roost trees by the Monarch. The surrounding Eucalyptus trees, the 
gully, and the pine trees in the front of the property provide wind protection to these potential 
roost trees at the rear. I should also note that several of the Eucalyptus trees grow on neighboring 
properties. Nectar plants, namely ivy and Baccharis were also noted on-site. Water would likely 
be obtained from dew and fog drip on the vegetation. 

Conclusions and Recommendations. 

recommend that the existing vegetation at the rear of the site be protected and maintained in its 
current condition. The architectual site plan prepared by T2 Architects (dated June 14, 2003), 
illustrates the proposed home sited in the front portion of the site, which will minimize impacts 
to the existing vegetation in the rear of the property. A few trees will be trimmed or removed to 
accoinmodate the new residence. Although the new residence will provide some wind protection 
to the trees at the rear of the property, I suggest that additional trees be planted as part of the 
landscaping in the front portion of the site (especially along San Andreas Road) to provide 
supplemental wind protection. Pines or eucalyptus, as already occur on the property, may be 
used or other non-deciduous tree species. Fire breaks or other fire maintenance activities should 
be coordinated with the local fire district to avoid impacts to the vegetation at the rear of the 
property. Any fire places in the home or elsewhere on the property should be gas operated rather 
than wood-burning. 

Although no Monarchs were observed at the subject property during my hvo site visits, I 

If these recommendations are followed, the potential overwintering habitat ofthe 
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Monarch should be protected and no adverse impacts to the butterfly or its potential 
overwintering habitat at the subject property are anticipated. 
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If you have any questions about my report, please contact me 

Sincerely, 

$&&@.U 
Richard A. h o l d ,  Ph.D 
President 
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September 28, 2004 

Mr. Warren Thompson 
5 15 1 N. Palm Ave. 
Suite 500 
Fresno, CA 93704 

RE: Entomological Consulting Services, Ltd. Plan review Letter dated September 13, 
2004 

Dear Warren, 

In response to the plan review letter prepared by Entomological Consulting Services, Ltd 
date September 13,2004 regarding AFN X 046-311-01 and County project # 02-0308 we 
offer the following alternative. 

We believe that the design developed in colicert with you and the client best reflects the 
goals and desires o f  our client by providing a landscape design which establishes a 
pedestrian scale planting along tlie road protecting the view c.orridor while providing 
desired privacy. We also responded to coiicems regarding butterfly habitat by planting 
Monterey Cypress trees along tlie western edge which also provides buffer fi-oiii 
prevailing winds on this site. 

However, if more plant material is required to increase habitat for potential Monarch 
nesting then we propose adding eucalyptus 01- pines to the North /Northwest coinei- of 
the property aiid not along San Andreas Road where these types o f  trees will create a 
situation where ornamental laiidscapes will suffer. 

If we can be of  further assistaiice with this matter please do not hesitate to call 

Rezards, 

Associate 



C O U N T Y  O F  S A N T A C R U Z  

701 OCEAN STREET SAilTR CRUZ CALIFORNIA Dsoeo 
FIU: (408) 454.2131 (4081 454-iSac 

J a n u a r y  2 2 ,  1 9 9 9  

Greg N i c k e l  
4 2 4  S a n t a  Monica 
La  S e l v a  Beach, CA 9 5 0 7 6  

SUBJECT:  Review o f  s o i l  r e p o r t  by S teven  Raas & A s s o c i a t e s  
d a t e d  1 0 - 1 2 - 9 8 ,  P R O J E C T  NUMBER: 9 8 1 1 8 - S Z 7 5 - J 6 1  
APN: 0 4 6 - 3 1 1 - 0 1 ,  APPLICATION NUMBER: 9 8 - 0 0 1 1  

Dear A p p l i c a n t :  

Thank you f o r  s u b m i t t i n g  t h e  s o i l  r e p o r t  f o r  t h e  parcel 
r e f e r e n c e d  above .  The  r e p o r t  was rev iewed f o r  conformance w i t h  
County  G u i d e l i n e s  f o r  S o i l s / G e o t e c h n i c a l  R e p o r t s  and  a l s o  f o r  
c o m p l e t e n e s s  r e g a r d i n g  s i t e  s p e c i f i c  h a z a r d s  and accompanying 
t e c h n i c a l  r e p o r t s  ( e . g .  g e o l o g i c ,  h y d r o l o g i c ,  e t c . ) .  The purpose 
of t h i s  l e t t e r  i s  t o  i n f o r m  you t h a t  t h e  P l a n n i n g  Depar tment  h a s  
a c c e p t e d  t h e  r e p o r t  and t h e  f o l l o w i n g  recommendat ions become 
p e r m i t  c o n d i t i o n s :  

1. A l l  r e p o r t  recommendat ions must be f o l l o w e d .  

2 .  F i n a l  p l a n s  s h a l l  i n d i c a t e  t h e  f o u n d a t i o n  d e s i g n  a s  d e t a i l e d  
i n  t h e . r e p o r t  i n c l u d i n g  e n g i n e e r e d  f o u n d a t i o n s  f o r  
c o n s t r u c t i o n  o n  s t e e p e r  s l o p e s .  

F i n a l  p l a n s  s h a l l  show t h e  d r a i n a g e  sys t em a s  d e t a i l e d  i n  
t h e  so i l s  e n g i n e e r i n g  r e p o r t  i n c l u d i n g  o u t l e t  l o c a t i o n s  and 
a p p r o p r i a t e  ene rgy  d i s s i p a t i o n  d e v i c e s . .  

3 .  

4 .  F i n a l  p l a n s  s h a l l  r e f e r e n c e  t h e  approved  s o i l s  e n g i n e e r i n g  
r e p o r t  and s t a t e  t h a t  a l .1  development  s h a l l  conform t o  t h e  
r e p o r t  recommendat ions .  

5 .  P r i o r  t o  b u i l d i n g  p e r m i t  i s s u a n c e ,  t h e  s o i l  e n g i n e e r  must 
s u b m i t  a b r i e f  b u i l d i n g ,  g r a d i n g  and d r a i n a g e  p l a n  r e v i e w  
l e t t e r  t o  Env i ronmen ta l  P l a n n i n g  s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  p l a n s  and 
f o u n d a t i o n  d e s i g n  a r e  i n  g e n e r a l  compl iance  w i t h  t h e  r e p o r t  
recommendat ions .  I f ,  upon p l a n  r e v i e w ,  t h e  e n g i n e e r  
r e q u i r e s  r e v i s i o n s  o r  a d d i t i o n s ,  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  s h a l l  
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s u b m i t  t o  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  P l ann ing  two c o p i e s  of  r e v i s e d  p l a n s  
and a f i n a l  p l a n  zev iew l e t t e r  s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  p l a n s ,  a s  
r e v i s e d ,  confo rm t o  t h e  r e p o r t  recommendat ions .  

6 .  The  s o i l  e n g i n e e r  must i n s p e c t  a l l  f o u n d a t i o n  e x c a v a t i o n s  
a n d  a l e t t e r  of i n s p e c t i o n  must be s u b m i t t e d  t o  
Env i ronmen ta l  P l a n n i n g  and your  b u i l d i n g  i n s p e c t i o n  p r i o r  t o  
p o u r  o f  c o n c r e t e .  

7 .  F o r  a l l  p r o j e c t s ,  t h e  s o i l  e n g i n e e r  must s u b m i t  a f i n a l  
l e t t e r  r e p o r t  t o  Env i ronmen ta l  P l a n n i n g  and y o u r  b u i l d i n g  
i n s p e c t o r  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  compl iance  w i t h  a l l  t e c h n i c a l  
recommendat ions of t h e  s o i l  r e p o r t  p r i o r  t o  f i n a l  
i n s p e c t i o n .  For  a l l  p r o j e c t s  w i t h  e n g i n e e r e d  f i l l s ,  t h e  
s o i l  e n g i n e e r  must s u b m i t  a f i n a l  g r a d i n g  r e p o r t  ( r e f e r e n c e  
Augus t  1 9 9 7  County G u i d e l i n e s  f o r  S o i l s / G e o t e c h n i c a l  
R e p o r t s )  t o  Env i ronmen ta l  P lanning  and y o u r  b u i l d i n g  
i n s p e c t o r  r e g a r d i n g  e h  compl iance  w i t h  a l l  t e c h n i c a l  
recommendat ions of t h e  s o i l  r e p o r t  p r i o r  t o  f i n a l  
i n s p e c t i o n .  

The s o i l  r e p o r t  a c c e p t a n c e  i s  o n l y  l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  
a d e q u a c y  of t h e  r e p o r t .  O t h e r  i s s u e s ,  l i k e  p l a n n i n g ,  b u i l d i n g  
d e s i g n ,  s e p t i c  or  sewer a p p r o v a l ,  e t c ,  may s t i l l  r e q u i r e  
r e s o l u t i o n .  

The P l a n n i n g  Departmenr: w i l l  check  f i n a l  deve lopment  p l a n s  t o  
v e r i f y  p r o j e c t  c o n s i s t e n c y  w i t h  r e p o r t  recommendat ions and p e r m i t  
c o n d i t i o n s  p r i o r  t o  b u i l d i n g  p e r m i t  i s s u a n c e .  I f  n o t  a l r e a d y  
d o n e ,  p lease  submi t  two copies of t h e  approved  S o i l  r e p o r t  a t  t h e  
t i m e  of b u i l d i n g  p e r m i t  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  a t t a c h m e n t  t o  your  
b u i l d i n g  p l a n s .  

P l e a s e  c a l l  4 5 4 - 3 1 6 4  i f  w e  can  be o f  any a s s i s t a n c e .  

S i nc,er e 1 y , 

County G e o l o g i s t  CEG 1 3 1 3  

C C :  Bob Stakem, P r o j e c t  P l a n n e r  
S o i l s  e n g i n e e r i n g  f i r m  
B u i l d i n g  p l a n  check  
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FINAL S O I L S - G R A D I N G  REPORTS 

P r i o r  t o  f i n a l  i n s p e c t i o n  c l e a r a n c e  a f i n a l  s o i l s  r e p o r t  must  be 
p r e p a r e d  and  s u b m i t t e d  f o r  r ev iew f o r  a l l  p r o j e c t s  w i t h  
e n g i n e e r e d  f i l l s .  These r e p o r t s ,  a t  a minimum, m u s t  i n c l u d e :  

1. 

2 .  

3 .  

4 .  

5 .  

6 

C l i m a t i c  C o n d i t i o n s  

I n d i c a t e  t h e  c l i m a t i c  c o n d i t i o n s  d u r i n g  t h e  g r a d i n g  
p r o c e s s e s  and  i n d i c a t e  any wea the r  r e l a t e d  d e l a y s  t o  t h e  
o p e r a t i o n s .  

V a r i a t i o n s  of  S o i l  C o n d i t i o n s  a n d / o r  Recommendations 

I n d i c a t e  t h e  accompl ished  ground p r e p a r a t i o n  i n c l u d i n g  
removal  o f  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  s o i l s  o r  o r g a n i c  m a t e r i a l s ,  
b l e n d i n g  o r  u n s u i t a b l e  m a t e r i a l s  w i t h  s u i t a b l e  s o i l s ,  and  
t h e  k e y i n g  and bench ing  of t h e  s i t e  i n  p r e p a r a t i o n  f o r  t h e  
f i l l s .  

Ground P r e p a r a t i o n  

The e x t e n t  o f  ground p r e p a r a t i o n  a n d  t h e  removal of  
i n a p p r o p r i a t e  m a t e r i a l s ,  b l e n d i n g  of s o i l s ,  and key ing  and 
b e n c h i n g  of f i l l s .  

Optimum Moisture/Maximum D e n s i t y  Curves 

I n d i c a t e  i . r i  a t a b l e  t h e  optimum m o i s t u r e  inaximum d e n s i t y  
c u r v e s .  Append t h e  a c t u a l  c u r v e s  a t  t h e  end o f  t h e  r e p o r t .  

Compact ion T e s t  Da ta  

The compac t ion  t e s t  l o c a t i o n s  must b e  shown on same 
t o p o g r a p h i c  map a s  t h e . g r a d i n g  p l a n  and t h e  t e s t  v a l u e s  mus t  
be t a b u l a t e d  w i t h  i n d i c a t i o n s  of d e p t h  of t e s t  f rom t h e  
s u r f a c e  o f  f i n a l  g r a d e ,  m o i s t u r e  c o n t e n t  of t e s t ,  r e l a t i v e  
compac t ion ,  f a i l u r e  of t e s t s  ( i . e .  t h o s e  l e s s  than  9 0 %  o f  
r e l a t i v e  c o m p a c t i o n ) ,  and r e - t e s t i n g  of  f a i l e d  t e s t s .  

Adequacy of t h e  S i t e  f o r  t h e  I n t e n d e d  Use 

The s o i l s  e n g i n e e r  must re -conform h e r / h i s  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  
t h a t  t h e  s i t e  i s  s a f e  f o r  t h e  i n t e n d e d  u s e .  
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DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOILlMENDATIONS I 
GENERAL 

1. The.resu1ts of our investigation indicate that from a geotechnical engineering standpoint 

the property may be developed as proposed provided these recommendations are included in 

the design and construction. 

2 

properties. 

Our laboratory testing indicates that the near surface so~ l s  possess low expansive 

3. Grading and foundation plans should be reviewed by Steven Raas & Associates, Inc. 

during their preparation and prior to contract bidding. 

4. Steven Raas & Associates, Inc. should be notified at least four (4) working days prior to 

any site clearing and'grading operations on the property in order to observe the stripping and 

disposal of unsuitable materials, and to coordinate this work with the grading contractor. 

During this period, a pre-construction conference should be held on the site, with at least the 

owner's representative, the grading contractor, a county representative and one of our 

engineers present. At this time, the project specifications and the testing and inspection 

responsibilities will be outlined and discussed. 

5. Field observation and testing must be provided by a representative of Steven Raas & 

Associates, Inc., to enable them to form an opinion as to the degree of conformance of the 

exposed site conditions to those foreseen in this report, regarding the adequacy of the site 

preparation, the acceptability of fil l  materials, and the extent Lo which the earthwork 

construction and the degree of compaction comply with the specification requirements. Any 

work related to grading performed without the full knowledge of, and not under the direct 
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observation of Steven Raas & Associates, Inc., the Geotechnical Engineer, will render the 

recommendations o f  this report invalid. 

SITE PREPARATION 

6. ,The initial preparation of the site will consist of the removal of trees as required and the 

debris. Septic tanks and leaching lines, if found, must be completely removed. The extent of 

this soil removal will be designated by a representative o f  Steven Raas & Associates, Inc. in  

the field. This material must be removed from the site. 

7. Any wells encountered shall be capped in accordance with the requirements of the County 

Health Department. The strength of the cap shall be equal to the adjacent soil and shall not 

be located within 5 feet of a structural footing. 

8. Any voids created by tree removal, septic tank, and leach line removal must be backfilled 

with properly compacted native soils that are free of organic and other deleterious materials 

or with approved import fill. 

9. Surface vegetation and organically contaminated topsoil should then be removed from the 

area to be graded. These soils may be stockpiled for future landscaping. The required depth 

of stripping will vary with the time o f  year 2nd must be based upon visual observations of a 

representative of Steven Raas & Associates, Inc. It is anticipated that the depth of stripping 

may be 2 to 4 inches. 

10. Following the stripping, the area should be excavated to the design grades. The exposed 

soils in the building and paving areas should be scarified, moisture conditioned, and 

compacted as an engineered fill except for any contaminated material noted by a 

representative of Steven Raas & Associates, Inc. in  the field. The moisture conditioning 

8 4 
- 102 -  
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procedure will depend on the time of year that the work is done, but it should result in the 

soils being 1 to 3 percent over their optimum moisture content at the time of compaction. 

Note: If this work is done during or soon after the rainy season, the on-site soils may be 

too wet to be used as engineered fill. 

11. With the exception of the upper 8 inches of subgrade in paved areas and driveways, the 

soil on the project should be compacted to a minimum of 90% of its maximum dry density. 

The upper 8 inches of subgrade in the pavement areas and all agsregate subbase and 

aggregate base should be compacted to a minimum of 95% of its maximum dry density. 

12. The maximum dry density will be obtained from a laboratory compaction curve nin in 

accordance with ASTM Procedure #Dl557-91. This test will also establish the optimum 

moisture content of the material. Field density testing will be in  accordance with ASTM Test 

#D2922. 

13. Should the use of imported fill be necessary on this project, the fill material should be: 

a. free of organics, debris, and other deleterious materials 

b. granular in  nature, well graded, and contain sufficient binder to allow uti l i ty  

c. free of rocks in excess of 2 inches in size 

d. have a Plasticity Index between 4 and 12 

e. have a minimum Sand Equivalent of 20, and 

f. have a minimum Resistance “R” Value of 30, and be non-expansive 

trenches IO stand open 

14. Samples of any proposed imported fill planned for use on this project shouid be 

submitted to Steven Raas &Associates, Inc. for appropriate testing and approval not less than 

4 working days before the anticipated jobsite delivery. 
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CUT A N D  FILL SLOPES 

15. All fill slopes should be constructed with engineered fill meeting the minimum density 

requirements of this report and have a gradient no steeper than 2:1 (horizontal to vertical). 

Fill slopes should not exceed 15 feet in vertical height unless specifically reviewed by Steven 

Raas & Associates, Inc. Where the vertical height exceeds 15 feet, intermediate benches 

must be provided. These benches should be at least 6 feet wide and sloped to control surface 

drainage. A lined ditch should be used on the bench. 

16. Fill slopes should be keyed into the native slopes' by providing a 10 foot wide base 

keyway sloped negatively at least 2% into the bank. The depth of the keyways will vary, 

depending on the materials encountered. It is anticipated that the depth of the keyways may 

be 3 to 6 feet, but at  all locations shall be at least 2 feet into firm material. 

Subsequent keys may be required as the fill section progress upslope. Keys will be 

designated in the field by a representative of Steven Raas & Associates, Inc. See Figure No. 

9 for general details. 

17. Cut slopes shall not exceed a 2:l  (horizontal to vertical) gradient and a 15 foot vertical 

height unless specifically reviewed by a representative of Steven Raas 8z Associates, Inc. 

Where the vertical height exceeds 15 feet, intermediate benches must be provided. These 

benches should be at least 6 feet wide and sloped to control suriace drainage. A lined ditch 

should be used on the bench. 

18. The above slope gradients are based on the strength characteristics of the materials under 

conditions of normal moisture content that would result from rainfall falling directly on the 

slope, and do not take into account the additional activating forces applied by seepaze from 

spring areas. Therefore, in order to maintain stable slopes at the recommended gradients, i t  is 

important that any seepage forces and accompanying hydrostatic pressure encountered be 

relieved by adequate drainage. Drainage facilities may include subdrains; gravel blankets, 

- 1 0 4 -  
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rockfill surface trenches or horizontally drilled drains. Configurations and type of drainage 

will be determined by a representative of Steven Raas gi Associates, Inc. during the grading 

operations. 

19. The surfaces of all cut and fill s!opes should be prepared and maintained to reduce 

erosion. This work, at  a minimum, should include track rolling of the slope and effective 

planring. The protection of the slopes should be installed as soon as practicable so that a 

sufficient growth will be established prior to inclement weather conditions. It is vital that no 

slope be left standing through a winter season without the erosion control measures having 

been provided. 

20. The above recommended gradients do not preclude periodic maintenance of the slopes, 

as minor sloughing and erosion may take place. 

21. Lf a fill slope is to be placed above a cut slope, the toe of the f i l l  slope should be set back 

at least 8 feet horizontally from the top of the cut slope. A lateral surface drain should be 

placed in the area between the cut and fill slopes. 

SLOPE EROSION CONTROL 

22. The surface soils are classified as moderately to highly erodable. Therefore, the finished 

ground surface should be planted with ground cover and continually maintained to minimize 

surface erosion. 

FOUNDATIONS - SPREAD FOOTINGS 

23. At the time we prepared this report, the grading plans had not been completed and the 

structure location and foundation details had not been finalized. We request ail opportunity 

"- 1 0 5 -  
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to review these ilems during the design stages to determine if supplemental recommendations - 

I will be required. 

24. If the entire building is constructed above the 90 contour (on the relatively flat upper 

portion of the lot), and considering the soil characteristics and site preparation 

recommendations, it is our opinion that an appropriate foundation system to support the 

proposed stmctures will consist of reinforced concrete spread footings bedded into firm 

native soil or engineered fills of the on-site soils. This system could consist of continuous 

exterior footings, in conjunction with interior isolated spread footings or additional 

continuous footings or concrete slabs. 

25. Fooling widths should be based on the.allowable bearing value but not less than 12 

inches for 1 story and 15 inches for 2 story structures. Footings should be embedded below 

the lowest adjacent grade not less than 12 inches for 1 story structures and 18 inches for 2 

story structures. Footing excavations must be observed by a representative of Steven Raas 8r 

Associates, Inc. before steel is placed and concrete is poured to insure bedding into proper 

material. The footing excavations should+be thoroughly saturated prior to placing concrete. 

26. Footings constructed to the given criteria may be designed for the following allowable 

bearing c?,ppacities: 

a. 1,800 psf for Dead plus Live Load 

b. a 113rd increase for Seismic or Wind Load 

In computing the pressures transmitted to the soil by the footings, the embedded weight of the 

footing may be neglected. 

27. NO footing should be placed closer than 8 feet to the top of a fill slope nor 6 feet from the 

base of a cut slope, 
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28. The footings should contain steel reinforcement as determined by the Project Structural 

Engineer in accordance with applicable UBC or ACI Standards. 

FOUNDATION - PIER AND GRADE BEAM 

30. If a portion of the home is to be con'stmcted below the 90 contour on the face of the 

slope, it is our opinion that the home should be founded &.end bearing cast-in-place 

reinforced concrete piers in conjunction with reinforced ,concrete grade beams. A mixed 

foundation system, consisting of piers and grade beams on the slopes and spread footings on 

the flatter areas is not recommended due to the potential for differential settlement between 

the two foundation types. 

w 

31. The end bearing piers should be designed for the following criteria: 

a. Minimum pier embedment should be 10 feet below the ground surface. 
Actual depths could depend upon a lateral force analysis performed by 
your structural engineer. 

b. Minimum pier size should be 18 inches in  diameter and all pier holes must 
be free of loose material on the bottom. 

C. Active pressures from the upper 5 feet of soil below the 90 contour against 
the piers is 35 psf/ft of depth and acts on a plane which is 1% times the 
pier diameter. 

d. Passive pressures of 300 psf/ft of depth can be developed, acting over a 
plane 1% times the pier diameter, Neglect passive pressure in the top 2 
feet of soil. 

e. The allowable end bearing capacity is 4,000 psf, with a 1/3rd increase for 
wind or seismic loading. 

All pier construction must be observed by a Steven Raas & Associates, 
Inc. Any piers constructed without the full  knowledge and continuous 

f .  



981 18-SZ75-J61 
i 

October 12, 1998 

observation of Steven Raas & Associates, Inc., will render the 
recommendations of this report invalid. 

32. The piers and grade beams should contain steel reinforcement as determined by the 

Project Structural Engineer, 

SLAB-ON-GRADE CONSTRUCTION 

33. Concrete slab-on-grade floors may b e  used for ground level construction on native soil or 

engineered fill on the portion of the structure fourided above the 90 contour. Slabs may be 

structurally integrated with the footings. If the slabs are constructed as “free floating” slabs, 

they should be provided with a minimum 1/4 inch felt separation between the slab and footing. 

The slabs should be separated into approximately 15’ x 15’ square sections with dummy 

joints or similar type crack control devices. 

34. All concre.te slabs-on-grade should be underlain by a minimum 4 inch thick capillary 

break of 3/4 inch clean crushed rock. It is recommended that Class II baserock nOr 

sand be employed as the capillary break material. 

35. Where floor coverings are anticipated or vapor transmission may be a problem, a 

waterproof membrane should be placed between the granular layer and the floor slab i n  order 

to reduce moisture condensation under the floor coverings. A 2 inch layer of moist sand on 

top of the membrane will help protect the membrane and will assist in equalizing the curing 

rate of the concrete. 

36. Requirements for pre-wetting of the subgrade soils prior to the pouring of the slabs will 

depend on the specific soils and seasonal moisture conditions and will be determined by a 

representative of Steven Raas & Associates, Inc. at the time of construction. It is important 

that the subgrade,soils be thoroughly saturated at the time the concrete is poured. 
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37. Slab thickness, reinforcement, and doweling should be determined by the Project ' 

Structural Engineer, - -  I 
UTILITY TRENCKES 

38. Utility trenches that are parallel to the sides of the building should be placed so that they 

do not extend below a line sloping down and away at a 2:1 (horizontal to vertical) slope'from 

the bottom outside edge of all footings. 

39. Trenches may be backfilled with the native materials or approved import granular 

material with the soil compacted in thin lifts to a minimum of 95% of its maximum dry 

density in paved areas and 90% in other areas. 

40. 

unsatisfactory degree of compaction. 

Jetting of the trench backfill should be carefully considered as i t  may result in an 

41. Trenches must be shored as required by the local agency and the State of California 

Division of Industrial Safety construction safety orders. 

LATERAL PRESSURES 

42. Retaining walls with a horizontal backfill and full 

" followingcriteria: 

!Id be dt igr 3 usi g the 

a. When walls are free to yield an amount sufficient to develop the active 
earth pressure condition (about '/2% of height), design for an active earth 
pressure of 35 psfift of depth. 

b. When walls are restrained at the top design for the following at-rest earih 
pressure of 50 psfift of depth. 

c .  For resisting passive earth pressure use 300 psfift of depth 

I' - 1 0 9 -  - -b  



i 

981 18-S275-561 
October 12, 1998 

d. A “coefficient of friction” between base of foundation and soil of 0.35. 

e. Any live or dead loads which will transmit a force to the wall. Refer to 
Figure No. 10. 

The resultant seismic force on the wall is  20W and acts at  a poini 0.6H y~ 
from the base of the wall. This force has been estimated using the 
Mononobe-Okabe method of analysis. 

f .  

Should the slope behind the retaining walls be other than horizontal, supplemental design 

criteria will be provided for the active eal?h or at rest pressures for the particular slope angle. 

43. The above criteria are based on fully drained conditions. Therefore, we recommend that 

permeable material meeting the State of California Standard Specification Section 68-1..025, 

Class 1, Type A, be placed behind the. wall, with a minimum width of 12 inches and 

extending for the full height of the wall to within 1 foot of the ground surface. The rock 

should be covered with Mirafi 140 filter fabric or equivalent and then compacted native soil 

placed to the ground surface. A 4 inch diameter perforated rigid plastic or metal drain pipe 

should be installed within 3 inches of the bottom of the granular backfill and be discharged to 

a suitable, approved location. 

44. The area behind the wall and permeable material should be compacted with approved 

soil to a minimum relative dry density of 90%. 

SURFACE DRAINAGE 

45. 

foundations nor on the building pad nor i n  the parking areas. 

Surface water must not be allowed to pond or be trapped adjacent to the building 

46. All roof eaves should be guttered, with the outlets from the.downspouts provided wiih 

adequate capacity to  carry the storm water from the structures to reduce the possibility of soil 

I t -  1 1 0  -7 
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saturation and erosion. The connection should be in a closed conduit which discharges at an 

approved location away from the structures and the graded area. 

47. Final grades should be provided with a positive gradient away from all foundations in 

order to provide for rapid removal of the surface water from the foundations to an adequate 

discharge point. Concentrations of surface water runoff should be handled by providing 

necessary structures, such as paved ditches, c.atch basins, etc. 

48. Cut and fill slopes shall be constructed so that surface water will not be allowed to drain 

over the top of the slope face. This may require berms along the top of fi l l  slopes and surface 

drainage ditches above cut slopes. 

49. Irrigation activities at the site should not be done in an uncontrolled or unreasonable 

manner. 

50. The building and surface drainage facilities must not be altered nor any filling or 

excavation work performed in the area without first consulting Steven Raas 8~ Associates, 

Inc. 

PAVEMENT DESIGN 

51. The design of the pavement section was beyond our scope of services for this project. To 

h a w  the selected pavement sections perform to their greatest efficiency, i t  is very important 

that the following items be considered: 

a. Properly moisture condition the subgrade and compact i t  to a minimum of 
95% of irs maximum dry density, at a moisture content 1-370 over the 
optimum moisture content. 

b. Provide sufficient gradient to prevent ponding of water. 
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c. Use only quality materials of the type and thickness (minimum) specified. 
All baserock must meet CALTRANS Standard Specifications for Class 2 
A g p g a t e  Base, and be angular in shape. 

d. Compact the base and subbase uniformly to a mjnirnum of 95% of its 
maximum dry density. 

e. Place the asphaltic concrete only during periods of fair weather when the 
free air temperature is within prescribed limits. 

Maintenance should be undertaken on a routine basis. f .  

PLAN REVIEW 

52. We respectfully request an opportunity to review the plans during preparation and before 

bidding to insure that the recommendations of this report have been included and to provide 

additional recommendations, if needed. 

- 4  
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FALL ,REEK ENGINEERING, INC. 
Civil Environmental . Water Resource Engineering and Scjences ___ - 
Tel. (831)426-9054 P.O. Eox 7894. Sanla CNZ, CA 95061 Fax (831j426d932 

July 15; 2005 
Joan Van der Hoeven, AICP 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 4"' Floor 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

SubJect: Response to Comments for Application # 05-0305, AI" # 046-311-01, 
Monterey Oaks Estates, LLC. 

Dear Joan: 

Fall Creek Engineering, Inc. (FCE) has prepared this letter to respond to comments 
received from County of Santa Cruz staff on tlie above referenced project i n  a letter dated 
lune 17,2005. FCE lias revised the accompanying drawings in I-esponse to the comments 
and prepared the following responses: 

I .  The erosion control plan has been modified to include both a tenipoi-ary stabilized 
construction entrance and straw wattles. The temporary stabilized construction 
eiiti-ance will prevent soil ti-aclcing onto San Andreas Road from vehicles exiting 
the site during construction. The straw wattles will capture and prevent sediments 
from exiting the site during construction activities and until tlie hillslope on the 
northern portion of the property is adequately vegetated. (Sheet 8 and 9). 

2. In order to minimize impervious area, the driveway surfacing lias been changed to 
include tlie use of porous pavement. Porous pavement will intercept and infiltrate 
rainfall therefore decreasing tlie amount of stormwater runoff. Additionally 
porous pavement increases the I-oughness of the surface thus decreasing runoff 
velocities (Sheet 2 and 7). 

3. The site will not receive runofffrom offsite. A small drainage cliannel on the 
northern side of San Andreas Road will collect and convey stormwater away from 
the driveway and entrance to the property. A culvert will be installed under the 
driveway entrance to allow stomiwater runoff to prevent the runoff from 
backwatering and entering the propetty via the driveway (Sheet 7 and 8). 

4. Storinwater runoff quantities.wil1 be mitigated through the use of infiltration 
chambers. The stormwater runoff from the roof and driveway will be collected i n  
a series of drain pipes and discharge into the chambers allowing the water to 
infiltrate into the soils. The clianibers have been sized to capture and detain the 
90'" percentile storm event. Overflow from the chambers will be directed to an 
energy dissipation pool located on the downward slope on the northern portion of 
the property (Sheet 7, 8, and 11). 

bL3 
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Thank you for the opporhinity to respond to these comments and FCE appreciates the 
County's staff thorough and complete review of the subject plans. If you have any 
additional questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact nie at (831) 426-9054 

Robyn Cooper 
Associate Engineer 

Enclosures 

Cc: Kent Edler, Environmental Planning, Santa Cruz 
Alyson Tom, Department of Public Works, Santa Cruz 
Tim Nyugen, Department of Public Works, Santa Cruz 
Sonny Tut, Santa Cniz 
Warren Thompson, Fresno 
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1 &:2j&&. Pacific Crest Engineering Pnc. ~ T S S ~  www.4pacific-crest.coiii 

Geotechnical Group 
444 Airport Blvd, Suite 106 
Watsonville, CA 95076 
Phone: 531-722-9446 
Fax- 831-7?2-9155 

December 15,2003 

Chemical Process Group 
195 Aviation Way, Suite 203 

Watsonville, CA 95076 
Phone: 83 1.763-6191 

Fax: 831-763-6195 

Project No. 98 11 8-SZ75-J6 1 

Mr Sunny Tut 
Monterey Oaks Estates 
187 Via Sodenni 
Aptos, CA95003 

Subject: Update to the Existing Geotechnical Investigation Report 
New Residence 
San Andreas Road Parcel - APN 046-31 1-01 
La Selva Beach, California 

Dear Mr. Tut, 

As you requested, Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., is providing geoteclmical engineering services 
on your new residence project located on San Andreas Road, Parcel No. APN 046-311-01, in La 
Selva Beach, California. 

The original Geotechnical Investigation Report for this project was prepared by Steven Raas ZL 
Associates, Inc., in October 1998. In January of 2002, Steven Raas & Associates, Inc., and 
Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., merged to become one company under the name Pacific Crest 
Engineering Inc. The new company, Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., will provide continuing 
geotechnical engineering services to projects such as your new residence project. 

The original Geotechnical Investigation Report for this project was completed in October 1998. 
Since some time has passed since this original report was prep red and since some building 
codes have changed since then, we are preparing this letter, ! eport to update that original 
Geotechnical Investigation Report. 

On December 5,  2003, a representative of Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., visited the project site 
to observe the current conditions on the site. The project site appears to be essentially 
unchanged from the conditions noted in the original Geotechnical Investigation Report. The 
parcel is still undeveloped with limited vegetation other than several large trees around the 
perimeter of the parcel. Some of the larger trees have been felled though the  stumps remain. A 
new house has been constructed on the property dii-ectly west of this parcel. There does not 
appear to be any significant changes nor modifications to the site since the original Geotechnical 
Investigation Report was prepared. 

From our discussions and our review of the preliminary conceptual plans you provided, we 
understand that you propose to design arid c0nstruc.t a predominately two-story single family 

69- 
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Mi-. Sunny Tut 
December I S ,  2003 

Page  2 
Project No. 15118-5275-J61 

dwellin2 with a footprint of approximately 4,400 s q u m  feet. A basement is proposed for below 
the dining room and kitchen area of the new residence and consequently this portion of the house 
will be tiuee stories. 

The specific location and general details of your proposed residence is very comparable to the 
proposed residence investigated in the original Geotechnical Investigation Report for this parcel. 
From a comparison of the proposed location of your residence with the locations the test boriilgs 
advanced as part of the original investigation, we note that two of the test borings are located 
within the new residence footprint and the third is 1oc.ated in the driveway area. The number and 
location of these existing test borings is sufficient to characterize the project site adequately for 
the design and constniction of your new residence project, subject to the limitations section of 
the original Geotechnical Investigation Report 

From our recent site visit, the preliminary conceptual plarls you provided, discussions with you, 
and review of the existing Geotechnical Investigation Report, we recommend that your new 
residence project should be designed and constriicied in accordance with the reconmendatisns 
included in the existing Geotechnical Investigation Report dated October 12, 1998, with the 
following additions and comments: 

1. Seismic Design and Ground Shaking 
Ground shaking will be felt on the project site. Structures founded on thick soft soil deposits are 
more likely to experience more destructive shaking, with higher amplitude and lower frequency, 
than structures founded on bedrock. Generally, shaking will be more intense closer to 
earthquake epicenters. Thick soft soil deposits large distances from earthqualte epicenters, 
however, may result in seismic accelerations significantly greater than expected in bedrock. 
Stnictures built in accordance with the latest edition of the Uniform Building Code for Seismic 
Zone 4 have an increased potential for experiencing relatively minor damage which should be 
repairable. The seismic design of the project should be based on the 1997 Uniform Building 
Code as it has incorporated the most recent seismic desigi parameters. The following values for 
the seismic design of the project site were derived or taken from the 1997 UBC. 

" 

Near Source Factor N, N, = 1.14 
Seismic coefficient C,, J c, = 0.73 

2.  Main Residence - Pier and Grade  Beam Foundation 
Since a portion of the proposed residence will be located below the 90 foot contour and in 
accordance with the recommendations of the original Geotechnical Investigation Report, we 
recommend that the residence should be designed and constructed with a pier and grade beam 
foundation. 



M r .  Sunny Tut 
December 15, 2003 

Page 3 
Projsct No. 981 18-SZ75-J61 

3 .  Retaining Walls 
Retaining walls integral with the main residence should be desigied and constructed with a pier 
and grade beam foundation. For recommendation:; for the desigi and construction of these 
retaining walls and foundations, please refer to the original Geotechnical Investigation Report for 
this project. 

Retaining walls not directly integrated with the main residence may be designed with either a 
spread footing foundation or a pier and grade beam foundation. If a spread footing foundation is 
utilized, the footings should be embedded a minimmi of 24 inches below the lowest adjacent 
gmde. For other recomniendations regarding a retaining walls and spread footins foundations, 
piease refer to the original Geoteclmical Investigation Report for this project. If a pier and grade 
beam foundation is utilized, the pier and grade beam foundation should be desipned and 
constructed in accordance with the recommenciations included in the oligiiid Geotechnical 
Investigation Report for this project. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter or project, please contact our office at your 
convenience. 

.-._ 

Michael D. K1 
President'il'rincipal Geoteclmical Engineer 
G.E. 2204 
Exp. 3/3 1/04 

bi:!PF\l999-99 SRA\98I I 8  Tut Rcs San Andreas Rd\Updale to gi doc 

Copies: 2 to Mr. Sunny Tut 
1 to DDM, Attention: Mark Treuge 
1 to T-Squared Architects, Attention: Warren D. Thompson 
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P.O. Box 160 
M d  to: 6180 Saquel Drive 
Saqual, CA 86073-0158 
PWnNR fR.PlI c (7hRKnO FAY fRZt\ 4711.67,nl 

Data of Review: 07/27/04 
Reviewed By: Carol C m  

Owner: Monterey Oaka Eeta te~ ,  LLC 
187 Vim Soderini 
Apto~, CA 96003 

Type  of Permit: Development Permit 
County Application #: 02-0308 

Subject APW 046-311-01 

111 PROJECT 111 
COMMENT 

SHEET 

Project County of Sanca Cruz 
Comments to: Planning Departmenc 

701 Ocean Sr, Ste. 400 

Applicant: Montarey Oaks Eetates, LLC 
187 Via Soderini 
Aptoe, CA 96003 

Location: Property is located on the north side of San Andreas Road. at  i t ' e  intersection with 
Oceanview Drive, between 1400 and 1380 San Andreas Road, La Selva Beach. 

Project Description: Ropoeal to grade about 667 cubic yards of material and construct a two story 
aingle family dwelling. 

Notice 
Notice is hereby given that the Board of Directors of the Soquel Creek Water Dirrizict iCi conaidering 

adnpthg policies to mitigate the impact of development on the local groundwater basins. The propoaed 
project would be eubject to these and any other couditiom of senice that the Die- may adopt prior 
to granting water eenrice. 

It ehould not be taken as a guarantee that sen ice  w i l l  be available to the project in the future or that 
additional conditions will not be imposed by the District prior to granting water service. 

ReiJuir8lilWit8 
The developer/applicant. without coat to che Distriot, shap 

1) Destroy any wells on the property in accordance with State Bulletin No. 74; 
2) Satisfy all conditions imposed by the District to  assure necema1y water pressure, flow and 

quality; 
3) SatiEfy all conditione for water conservation required by the District at the time of application fnr 

service. including the following: 
a) AU applicanta for new water senice from Soquel Creek Water District mhd be 

required to offeet expected water uee of their respective development by a 1.2 to 1 
retj, by retrofitting existing developed property within the Soquel Creek Water 
District ssrvics area EO that any new development has a "zero impact" on the 
D i s W e  groundwater eupply. Applimtg for m w  service ahall bear those costs 
aaaoaated with the retmfit a8 deemed appropriate by the District up to a maximum 
@et by the District and pay m y  associated feee net by the Diattid to ie imbuse 
administrative and inspection mete in accordance with District proceduree for 
implementing thie program. 

b) Plane for B watar efficient landscape and irrigation O Y R ~ I U  sball be submitted to 
Dietrict Conaenation Elti& for approval; 1.f E, 

Page 1 @f 2 
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P.O. Box 158 

111 PROJECT 111 
COMMENT I SHEET 

c)  AU intsrior plumbing fixtures shall be low-flow and heve the EPA Energy Gtar 
label: 

Dietrict Staff s h d  ineped the completed project for complianca with a l l  conservation 
requirements prior to commencing water service; 

4) COmpkte McO annexation repwements, if apphcabb; 
6) All umts ehall he mdtvldually metered wth  a minimum eize of SB-inch by %-inch standard 

domesric water meters; 
A memorandum of the terms of this letter ehell be recorded with the Councy Recorder of the County of 
€anta Cruz to ineure that any future propercy ownere are notfied of the condhons seL forth herein 

Boquel Creek Water Dietrict Project Review Commenta: 
1. SCWD has reviewed plane prepared by T-Squared Archirecta, Fall Creek Enpeering Inc., and SSA 

Landecape Architects and has made comments. 1) parcel ie currently not within the Soquel 
Creek Water District’e boundaries. Apphcant ehould verify conhtions of service with the Local 
Agency Formation Cornmimion (LAFCO). LAFCO ie located in the County Government Center at: 
701 Ocean Gtreet Rm. 918-D, Santa CNZ, CA 96060. Phone (831) 464-20b6, Fax (831) 464-2068. . 
2) Once the parcel has been included in the SCWD service area a New Water Service Application 
Request wiU need to be completed and submitted to the SCWD Board of Directors; however, please be 
adviaed thai additional conditione may be impoeed a8 per the above Notice. 3) The applicant shall be 
required to offaet the expected water um of their reapedive development by a 1.2 tu 1 ratio by 
retrofitting existing developed property within the Soquel Creek Water District aervice area. 
Applicants for new eervice shall bear thoee wets aeeociated with the retrofit. Calculationa for tho 
expected water demand of this project have been provided. These calculations are hased on the 
preliminary plana, and are subject to change. Final calculations are pendidg h a h a t i o n  of the 
project plans. 4) All interior plumbing fixtures shall be low flow and have the EPA Energy Star 
label 6) The hidecape-planting plans have baen reviewed and approved by District Coneemation 
Staff. However, total turf area reductions have been suggested (pleaee eee the attached comment 
aheet). 6) A Fire Protection Requiremenb Form will need to be completed and reviewed by the 
appropriate Fire Dietrict. 7) Water pressure in this area may be high. A Water Waiver for Pressure 
and/or Howmay need to be recorded. 

Attachments: 
[3 

0 

soqua1 Creak Water District Procedures for ProcessiogMinor Land Divisions WLD) dated November 9,1992 

Soquel Creek Water Districr Procedures for Processing Water Service Requeets for Subdivisions and 
Multiple Unit Devalopmenta 

Resolution 79.7, Reeolution of the Beard of Directors of the Soquel Creek County Water District 
Establishing Landscape Dssign and Irrigation Water Uae Policy 

0 

Water Dsmnnd O&et Policy Fact Sheet 

Soquel Creek Water Dismct New Water Service Application Request 

Soquel Creek Water District Variance Application 

Saquel Creek Water Diacrict Water Waiver For Pressure and/or Flow 

Firs Protection Requiremsnts Form A g- 
G:~04~0ff ice~Data\County~Proposed~pplicat iox -9(S).doc Pase 2 of 2 
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Joan 

The turf area for the Tut residence (APN 046-311-01) was calculated based 
on the total lot square footage. The calculation should be based on the total 
developed landscape area, 15,100 s.f. This yields about 21% total turf area 
for the landscape, as noted on the landscape plan. Stili, the turf area is under 
25%, as required by the Santa Cruz County Landscape Ordinance. However I 
would recommend reducing the turf area by about 50% so that the total turf 
area does not exceed 1,600 s.f. 

I recommend this because the planned turf area would require about 90 units 
of water each irrigation season to live. (1 unit=748 gallons). By cutting the 
turf area down, we would hope to lessen the water consumption that 
landscapes of this size requlre during the dry months. "the District would like 
to see a decrease in summertime pumping to help mitigate the groundwater 
depletion that is currently occurring, especially in the service area in which 
thls project is located. 

If the user tequlres a large play area, perhaps the project could incorporate 
synthetic turf or some mix of both synthetic and natural turf. 
The project complies with the current landscape ordinance, so it is approved 
as designed. The above recommendations will, however, create a landscape 
that is better designed to meet future water supply costs and possible 
limitations. 

3 2  Roy tkes 
Water Conservation Specialist 
Soquel Creek Water Dlstrict 
831.475.8501 at. 146 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

701 OCEAN STREET, SUITE 3 10, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
(831) 454-2550 FAX: (831) 454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123 

ALVW JAMES, DIRECTOR 

July 16,2002 

Monterey Oaks Estates 
187 Via Soderini 
Aptos, CA 95003 

SUBJECT: Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey for  
Application 02-0308, AI” 046-311-01 

TO Whom It May Concern, 

The County’s archaeological survey team has completed the Phase 1 archaeological 
reconnaissance for the parcel named above. The research has concluded that pre-historical 
cultural resources were not evident at the site. A copy ofthe review documentation is attached 
for your records. No further archaeological review will be required for the proposed 
development. Please contact me at (83 1) 454-3372 if you have any questions regarding this 
review. 

P laming Technician 

6 8  
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=%&.. Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. c&. -%e .* w~vv.4~1acific-crest.com 

444 Airpoi? Blvd, Suite 106 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

Phone: 83 1-722-9446 
Fax: 831-722-9158 

September 15,2008 

Mr. Suimy Tut 
Monterey Oaks Estates 
187 Via Soderini 
Aptos, CA95003 

Project No. 981 18-S275-561 

Subject: Update to the Existing Geotechnical Investigation Report 
New Residence 
Sax Andreas Road Parcel - APN 046-3 1 1-0 1 
La Selva Beach. California 

Dear Mr. Tut, 

As you requested, Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. (PCEI) is providing geotechnical engineering 
services on your new residence project located on San Andreas Road, Parcel No. APN 046-3 11 - 
01, in La Selva Beach, California. 

The original Geotechnical Investigation Report for this project was prepared by Steven Raas & 
Associates, Inc., in October 1998. In January of 2002, Steven Raas & Associates, Inc., and 
Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., merged to became one company under the name Pacific Crest 
Engineering Inc. The new company, Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., will provide continuing 
geoteclmical engineering services to projects such as your new residence project. 

The original Geotechnical Investigation Report for this project was completed in October 1998. 
Since some time has passed since this original report was prepared and since some building 
codes have changed since then, we ai-e preparing this letter report to update that original 
Geotechnical Investigation Report. 

On September 15,2008, a representative of Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., visited the project site 
to observe the current conditions on the site. The project site appears to be essentially 
u~ichanged fi-om the conditions noted in the original Geotechnical Investigation Report. The 
parcel is still undeveloped with limited vegetation other than several large Trees around the 
perimeter of the parcel. Some of the larger trees have been felled though the stuinps remain. A 
new house has been constructed on the property directly west of this parcel. There does not 
appear to be any significant changes nor modifications to the site since the original Geotechnical 
Investigation Report was prep%-ed. 

From OUT discussions and our review of the preliminary conceptnal plaiis you pi-ovided, we 
understand that you propose to design and construct a predoinii~ately two-story single family 
dwelling with a footprint of approxiniately 3,630 square feet (7,960 square feet total). 
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MI.. S u n n y  Tut 
September 15, 2008 

Page 2 
Project No. 981 18-S275-J61 

The specific location and general details of your proposed residence is very coinparable to the 
proposed residence investigated in tlie original Geotecl~ical Investigation Repoit for this parcel. 
From a comparison of the proposed location of your residence with the locations the test borings 
advanced as part of the original iuvestigation, we note that two of the test borings are located 
within the new residence footprint and tlie third is located in the driveway area. The number and 
location of these existing test borings is sufficient to characterize the project site adequately for 
the design and construction of your new residence project, subject to the limitations section of 
the original Geoteclmical Investigation Report. 

From our recent site visit, the preliminary conceptual plans you provided, discussions with you, 
and review of the existing Geotechnical Investigation Repoit, we recommend that your new 
residence project should be designed and constructed iii accordance with the recommendations 
included in  the existing Geotecluiical Investigation Report dated October 12, 1998. with the 
following additions and comments: 

SEISMIC HAZARDS (UDATED) 

A detailed investigation of seisinic hazards is beyond our scope of services for this project. In 
general however, seismic hazards which may affect project sites in the Moiiterey Bay area 
include ground shaking, ground surface fault rupture, liquefaction and lateral spreading, and 
seisinically induced slope instabilities. Geotechnical aspects of these issues are discussed below: 

Ground Shaking 
Ground shaking will be felt on the site. Structures founded on thick soft soil deposits are more 
likely to experience more destructive shaking, with higher amplitude and lower frequency, than 
structures founded on bedrock. Generally, shaking will be inore intense closer to earthquake 
epicenters. Thick soft soil deposits large distances froin earthquake epicenters, however, may 
result in seisinic accelerations sigiiificantly greater than expected in bedrock. Structures built in 
accordance with the latest edition of the California Building Code will have an increased 
potential for experiencing relatively ininor damage which should be repairable. The seismic 
design of the project should be based on the 2007 California Building Code (CBC) as it has 
incorporated the most recent seismic design parameters. The following values for the seismic 
design of the project site were derived or taken from the 2007 CBC: 

Note  1 :  Design values may also have been obtained by using the GI-ound Motion Parameter Calculator available on 
the USGS website at h~p://earthquake.usgs.govlresearch/haz~naps/design/index.pl~~. 
Refer to the “Liquefaction” section for fuither information on how tlie Site Class lnay have been derived. 
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Mr. Sunny Tut 
Septembei- 15, ZOOS 

Page 3 
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Note 2: Seismic Design Category assumes a Class I1 occupancy pel- 2007 CBC Table 1604.5. Pacific Crest 
Engineering Inc. should be contacted for revised Table 2 seismic design parameters if the building has a different 
occupancy rating fi-om the one assumed 

Ground Surface Fault Rupture 
Ground surface fault rupture occurs along the surficial trace(s) of active faults during significant 
seismic events. Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., has not performed a specific investigation for the 
presence of active faults on the project site. The nearest known active or potentially active fault 
is mapped approximately 4 miles (approximately 8.8 km) fioin the site (Greene et al., 1973, Hall 
et al. 1974, and CDMG, 1998): therefore the potential for ground surface fault rupture at this site 
is considered low. 

Liquefaction 
Liquefaction teiids to occur in loose, saturated fine grained sands or coarse silts. Based upon our 
review of the regional liquefaction maps (Dupre’, 1975; Dupre’ and Tinsley, 1980) the site is 
located in an area classified as having a low potential for liquefaction The soils conditions 
encountered in the three test boriiigs from 1998 indicate that in at least two oftlie borings (B-1 
and B-2), dense to very dense sands were encountered at relatively shallow depths of 9 to 10 
feet, with the third test boring encountering dense sands at a depth of 15 feet (B-3). In addition, 
shallow groundwater was not encountered within any of the test borings. 

Generally, we would not expect a significant amount of liquefaction to occur at this site, given 
the presence of dense soils at shallow depths, significant fines contents and the lack of a shallow 
water table. Therefore, our site specific investigation of this project site, including the nature of 
the subsurface soil, the location of the ground water table, and the estimated ground 
accelerations, leads to the conclusion that the liquefaction potential is low. 

Liquefaction Induced Lateral Spreading 
Liquefaction induced lateral spreading occurs when a liquefied soil mass fails toward an open 
slope face, or fails on an inclined topographic slope. Our analysis of the project site indicates 
that the potential for liquefaction to occur is low, and consequently the potential for lateral 
spreading is also low 

Landsliding 
Seismically induced landslidiiig is considered a relatively low hazard for the property based on 
the prior slope stability analysis performed for the 1998 study. Please refer to pages 5 and 6 of 
the 1998 Geotechnical Report regarding a discussion of this issue. 

- 1 2 5 -  



MI-. Sunny Tut 
September 15, 2008 

Page 4 
Project No. 9S1 lS-SZ75-J61 

SITE PREPARATION (UPDATED) 

1 .  
Report. 

2. The initial preparation of the site will coiisist of the removal of trees as required and any 
debris. Tree removal should include the entire stump and root ball. Septic tanks and leaching 
lines, if found, must be completely removed. The extent of this soil removal will be designated 
by a representative of Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. i n  the field. This material must be removed 
from the site. 

3 .  
backfilled with properly compacted native soils that are free of organic and other deleterious 
materials or with approved imported fill. 

4. Any wells encountered shall be capped in accordance with the requirements and approval 
of the County Health Department. The strength of the cap shall be equal to the adjacent soil and 
shall not be located within 5 feet of a structural footing. 

5. 
removed (“stripped”) from tlie area to be graded. In addition, any remaining debris or large 
rocks must also be removed (this includes asphalt or rocks greater than 2 inches in greatest 
dimension). This material may be stockpiled for future landscaping. It is anticipated that the 
depth of stripping may be 2 to 4 inches, however the required depth of stripping must be based 
upon visual observations of a representative of Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., in the field. The 
depth of stripping will vary upon the type and density of vegetation across the project site and 
with the time of year. Areas with dense vegetation or groves of trees may require an increased 
depth of stripping. 

6 .  It is possible that there are areas of man-made fill on the pi-oject site that our field 
investigation did not detect. Areas of man-made fill, if encountered on the project site will need 
to be completely excavated to undisturbed native material. The excavation process should be 
observed and the extent designated by a representative of Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., in the 
field. Any voids created by fill removal must be backfilled with properly compacted approved 
native soils that are free of organic and other deleterious materials, or with approved imported 
fill. 

7. Following the stripping, the area should be excavated to the design grades. The exposed 
soils in the building and paving areas should be scarified, moisture conditioned, and compacted 
as an engineered fill except for any contaminated material noted by a representative of Pacific 
Crest Engineering Inc. in the field. The moisture conditioning procedure will depend on the time 
of year that the work is done, but it should result in tlie soils being 1 to 3 percent over their 
optimum moisture content at tlie time of compaction. Compaction of the exposed sub, orade soils 
should extend 5 feet beyond all building and pavement areas. 

Note: If this work is done during or soon after the rainy season, the on-site soils and other 
materials may be too wet in their existing condition to be used as engineered fill. These 
materials may require a diligent and active diying and/or mixing operation to reduce the 

This section supersedes and replaces Items 6 tlrough 14 of the 1998 Geotecluiical 

Any voids created by removal of tree and root balls, septic tanks, and leach lines must be 

Surface vegetation, tree roots and organically contaminated topsoil should then be 
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moisture content to the levels required to obtain adequate colnpaction as an engineered fill. 
If the on-site soils or  other materials a re  too dry, water may need to he added. 

8. With tlie exception of the upper 8 inches of subgrade in paved areas and driveways, tlie 
soil on the project should be conipacted to a lniiiilnuln of 90% of its maximum dry density. The 
upper 8 inches of subgrade in the pavement areas and all aggregate subbase and aggregate base 
should be compacted to a minimum of 95% of its maximum dry density. 

9. The maximum dry density will be obtained from a laboratory compaction curve run in 
accordaiice with ASTM Procedure #D1557. This test will also establish the optimum moisture 
content of the material. Field density testing will be in accordance with ASTM Test #D2922. 

10. Should the use of imported fill be necessary on this project, the fill material should be: 

a. free of organics, debris, and other deleterious materials, 
b. free of “recycled” materials such as asphaltic concrete, concrete, brick, etc., 
c. granular in nature, well graded, and contain sufficient binder to allow utility trenches 

to stand open, 
d. free of rocks in excess of 2 inches in size, 
e. have a Plasticity Index between 4 and 12, 
f. have low corrosion potential, 
g. have a miniinum Resistance “R” Value of 30, and be non-expansive. 

11. Samples of any proposed imported fill planned for use 011 this project should be 
submitted to Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. for appropriate testing and approval not less than 4 
working days before the anticipated jobsite delivery. Imported fill material delivered to the 
project site without prior submittal of samples for appropriate testing and approval must be 
removed from the project site. 

FOUNDATION - PIER AND GRADE BEAM (UPDATED) 

12. 
Repoit. 

13. Since a portion of the home will be located below the 90 foot contour, we recommend the 
resideiice and garage be constructed upon a pier and grade beam foundation system, as discussed 
in Item 30 of the 1998 Geoteclmical Report. 

14. 
are less than 12 times the least horizontal dimension (diameter) of the pier, and should be 
designed according to the 2007 CBC Section 1812 and the applicable provisions of Section 
1808.2. 

15. 

This section supersedes and replaces Items 23 through 32 ofthe 1998 Geotechnical 

As defined in Section 1808.1 of the 2007 CBC: piers are defined as having lengths whiclh 

The end bearing piers should be designed for tlie following criteria: 

- 1 2 7 -  
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a. An appropriate foundation system to support the proposed residence and garage will 
consist of end bearing cast-in-place reinforced coiicrete piers in conjunction with 
reinforced concrete grade beanis (2007 CBC Section 1808.2.2-1 ). 

b. Minimum pier embedment should be 10 feet below the ground surface, into the silty 
or clayey sands which underlie the site. Piers located in planned areas of 
engineered fill must penetrate at least 5 feet below the depth of the fill zone. 
Actual depths could depend upon a lateral force analysis performed by your structural 
engineer. (2007 CBC Section 1808.2.2-8). 

c. The allowable end bearing capacity is 6,000 psf, with a li3rd increase for wind or 
seismic loading. This value may be increased 500 psf for each additional foot of 
embedment, to a maximum value of 10,000 psf (2007 CBC Sectioii 1808.2.2-1). 

d. Expected total and differential settlement due to applied dead and live loads is 
expected to be negligible if the piers are constructed to the minimum depths as 
outlined within this section (2007 CBC Section 1808.2.12). 

e. Piers spacing should be based on floor, wall or roof loads determined by the Project 
Structural Engineer. We would recommend a minimum center-to-center spacing of 
four pier diameters (2007 CBC Section 1808.2.2-2). 

Minimum pier size should be 18 inches in diameter and all pier holes must be free of 
loose material on the bottom (2007 CBC Section 1808.2.2-4). 

g. A reduction for group action is not considered necessary for drilled piers unless the 
piers are spaced less than 3 pier diameters apart (2007 CBC Section 1808.2.2-9). 

h. The reinforced concrete piers are considered to have sufficient durability for the 
proposed project, assuming they are placed according to the requirements of the 
Geotechnical and Structural Engineer (2007 CBC Section 1808.2.2-7). 

Active pressures from the upper 5 feet of soil below the 90 foot contour against the 
piers is 35 psfift of depth and acts on a plane which is 1 '/? times the pier diameter. 

Passive pressures of 300 psf/ft of depth can be developed, acting over a plane 1 % 
times the pier diameter. Neglect passive pressure in the top 2 feet of soil (neglect top 
5 feet below the 90 foot contour). 

k. All grade beams should be embedded at least 12 inches below lowest adjacent grade. 

1. All piers must be coiistructed within % percent of a vertically plumb condition (2007 
CBC Section 1808.2.2-4). 

f. 

i. 

j .  

i n  All pier excavatioii spoils must be removed from slope areas which are steeper than 
5 :  1 (horizontal to veitical). 
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11. Although considered unlikely, it is possible that the piers will need to be cased during 
drilling if the sidewalls of the piers are relatively non-cohesive and unstable. (2007 
CBC Section 1808.2.2-4). 

0. If the casing is pulled during the concrete pour, it must be pulled slowly with a 
minimum of 4 feet of casing remaining embedded within the concrete at all times 
(2007 CBC Section 1808.2.2-4). 

p. If concrete is placed via a tremie, the end of the tube must remain embedded a 
ininirnuin of 4 feet into the concrete at all times. (2007 CBC Section 1808.2.2-4).]] 

q. To avoid the requirement for load testing of piers, the allowable compressive stresses 
should not exceed those specified in 2007 CBC Sections 1808.2.8.3 and 1810.3.1 
(2007 CBC Section 1808.2.2-6). 

16. Drilled Pier Field Observation and Reporting (2007 CBC Section 1808.2.2-5): 

a. All pier construction must be observed by a Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. Any piers 
constructed without the full knowledge and continuous observation of a 
representative from Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., will render the recommendations 
of this report invalid. 

b. Continuous observation of pier drilling operations is required by 2007 CBC Chapter 
17, Section 1704.9, You should notify your Contractor and drilling Subcontractor 
regarding this requirement. A representative from om firm should be on-site 
times while pier drilling operations are in progress. 

c. Reporting will include a Daily Field Report (DFR) maintained by an on-site 
representative from Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. The DFR will maintain a record of 
each pier drilled, and note pier diameters, depths, plumbness, and embedment into 
suitable soil or bedrock bearing strata, as required by the Geotechnical Report. 

17. 
Project Civil or Structural Engineer. 

The piers and grade beams should contain steel reinforcement as determined by the 

LATERAL PRESSURES 

18. 
Report. 

19. 

This section supersedes and replaces Items 42 through 44 of the 1998 Geotechnical 

Retaining walls with full drainage should be designed using the following criteria: 

a. The following lateral earth pressure values should be used for design: 

- 1 2 9 -  EXHIBIT 3 
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Active Earth Pressure 
(psfift of depth) 

At-rest Earth Pressure 
(psfift of depth) 

35 50 
3: l  45 60 

20. Active earth pressure values may be used when walls are free to yield an amount 
sufficient to develop the active earth pressure condition (about %% of height). The effect of wall 
rotation should be considered for areas behind the planned retaining wall (pavements, 
foundations, slabs, etc.). When walls are restrained at the top or to design for minimal wall 
rotation, use the at-rest earth pressure values. 

a. For resisting passive earth pressure use 300 psf/ft of depth 

b. A “coefficient of friction” between base of foundation and soil of 0.35. 

c. Wall footings may be designed for an allowable bearing capacity of 2,000 psf for 
Dead plus Live Load, with a 1/3rd increase for short term loads. 

d. To develop the resisting passive earth pressure, the. retaining wall footings should be 
embedded a minimurn of 18 inches below the lowest adjacent grade. There should be 
a miilimum of 5 feet of horizontal cover as measured from the outside edge of the 
footing. 

e. Any live or dead loads which will transmit a force to the wall, refer to Figure No. 10 
from the 1998 Geoteclmical Report. 

f. For flexible (yielding) retaining walls, the resultant seismic force on the wall is l0HZ 
and acts at a point 0.6H up from the base of the wall. This force has been estimated 
using the Mononobe-Okabe method of analysis as modified by Wliitman (1 990), and 
assumes a yielding wall condition. 

g. For rigid (lion-yielding) retaining walls, tlie resultant seismic force on the wall is 
14H2 and acts at a point 0.6H up from the base of tlie wall. 

Please note: Should the slope behind the retaining walls be other than shown in Table No.4, 
suppleineiital design criteria will be provided for tlie active earth or at rest pressures for the 
particular slope angle. 

21. 
the water within tlie pool without soil support. Refer to 2007 CBC Section 1805A.3.3 for 
additional infomiation. 

Pool retaining walls within 7 feet of the top of a slope sliould be capable of suppoiTiiig 

22. 
that permeable material meeting the State of California Standai-d Specification Section 65- 1.025, 

The above criteria are based on fully drained conditions. Therefore: we recommend 

- 1 3 0 -  HlBlT 2F 



Mr. S u n n y  Tut 
September 15,2005 

Page 9 
Prqiect No. 981 15-SZ75-161 

Class 1, Type A, be placed behind the wall, with a minimum width of 12 inches and extendilig 
for the full height of the wall to within 1 foot of the ground surface. The permeable material 
should be covered with Mirafi 140N filter fabric or equivalent and then compacted native soil 
placed to the ground surface, A 4 inch diameter perforated rigid plastic drain pipe should be 
installed within 3 inches of the bottom of tlie permeable material and be discharged to a suitable, 
approved location such as the project storm drain system The perforations should be located 
and oriented on the lower half of the pipe. Neither the pipe nor the permeable material should be 
wrapped in filter fabric. Please refer to Figure No. 11, Typical Retaining Wall Drain Detail. 

23. 
approved material to a minimum relative dry density of 90%. 

24. 
a pier and grade beam foundation. 

25. 
either a spread footing foundation or a pier and grade beam foundation, If a spread footing 
foundation is utilized, the footings should be embedded a minimum of 24 inches below the 
lowest adjacent soil grade. 

26. 
immediately adjacent to a Keystone retaining wall along the east and north sides of the residence. 
The following issues should be considered in the project design: 

The area behind the wall and beyond the permeable material should be compacted with 

Retaining walls integral with the main residence should be designed and coiistiucted with 

Retaining walls not directly integrated with the main residence may be designed with 

We have noted that the preliminary cross-sections indicate the residence will be located 

a. Foundation piers transferring lateral wind or seismic loads to the face of the retaining 
wall. 

b. Residence surcharge loads on the face o f  the retaining wall (refer to Figure 10 of tlie 
1998 Geotechnical Report). 

c. How drilling of the piers through the layered geotextile fabric may create issues in the 
ovei-all stability of the Keystone retaining wall. 

d. How drilling of the piers may encounter the gravel drain system shown in Figure 11 
(attached), resulting in collapsing sidewalls (and requiring casing to be installed). 

e. To reduce the overall effects of Items a, b, c and d above, we would recommend a 
niiiiiniurn foundation set-back of at least 10 feet from the back side of the Keystone 
retaining wall. 

SUBSURFACE DRAIN SYSTEM (NEW SECTION) 

27. 
considei-ation to a subsurface drain system which is located oii tlie south, west, and northwest 
sides of the residence. This drain system should be located within 5 feet of tlie residence 
foundation, where possible. A representative o f  Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. wlll observe and 

Due to the cut\fill nature of tlie building pad plaiuied for the project site, we recommend 
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designate the linear extent, depth; and outlet locations of the drains in the field. Figure No. 12 
shows the general details of these drains. 

a. The draiii line should be a niinimuni of 4 feet deep and should have a gradient that 
will ensure gravity flow (we suggest a minimum gradient of 2%). Subdrain 
constructioii should originate and progress froin the point of discharge. 

b. Prior to backfilling, the entire down slope side (adjacent to the residence) and trench 
bottom should be lined with a high quality, waterproof membrane (MoistStop or 
equivalent) at least 10-mil in thickness. All s e a m  should be overlapped at least 3 feet and 
sealed with 3-inch tape continuous at the laps. 

c. The drain constmction should consist of the placement of a 4-inch diameter perforated (on 
lower half) smootli interior plastic pipe approxirnately 3 inches above the bottom of an 12 
inch wide subdrain trench. "lie perforated pipe should be placed on a iniilimuln of 3 
inches of bedding material with the perforations in the downward position. Cleanouts 
should be placed at the high points of the pipe, connected via a 45" elbow and extended to 
the ground surface. 

d. An unobstructed outlet should be provided at the lower end of the subdrain, consisting of a 
solid pipe of the same diameter, connected to the perforated pipe and extended on a 
continuous gradient of at least two percent (2%) to an approved outlet. 

e. The subdrain trench shall be backfilled with approved permeable material" to within 
12 inches of the finished ground surface. A geotextile filter fabric equivalent to 
Mirafi 140N should then be placed over the subdrain inaterials prior to the placement 
of conipacted fill soils. The pipe and the permeable inaterial should a be wrapped 
in filter fabric. 

f. The permeable backfill materials for tlie subdrains should meet the California 
Standard Specifications, Section 68-1.025, Class 1, Type A. The permeable backfill 
will not require compaction testing; however, the backfilling operations should be 
done in a good workmanlike manner. 

g. Surface drains must not be connected to the subsurface draiii system 

h. Shoring for the protection of the workman in the trench must be constructed in 
accordance with the State of California Department of Industrial Relations, 
Construction Safety Order and tlie Local Agency regulations. 

PLAN REVIEW (UPDATED) 

28. 

29. 
during preparation and before bidding to ensure that the recomlllendatiolis of this report have 
been included and to provide additional recommendations, if needed. These plan review services 

This section supersedes and replaces Item 52 ofthe 1998 Geotechnical Report 

We respectfully request an opportunity to review the project plans and specifications 

- 132 EXHIBIT LF 



Mr. Sunny Tut 
September 15, 2008 

Exp. 3/31/10 

Enclosure (Figures 11 and 12) 

Copies: 2 to Mr. Sunny Tut 
2 to Mi-. Roberto Garcia, RG Drafting 

i 

Page 1 I 
Project No. 9S1 IS-SZ75-J61 

are also typically required by the reviewing agency. Misinterpretatioli of our reconmiendations 
or omission of our requirements from the project plans and specifications may result in  changes 
to the project design during the construction phase, with the potential for additional costs and 
delays in order to bring the project into coiifonnaiice with the requirements outlined within this 
report. Services performed for review of the project plans and specifications are considered 
“post-report” services and billed on a “time and materials” fee basis in accordance with our latest 
Standard Fee Schedule. 

SUMMARY 

This report is intended to supplement and update the existing Geotechnical Report prepared by 
Steven Raas & Associates, Inc. (SFL4) dated October 12, 1998. As you know, SRA merged with 
PCEI in 2002. All recommendations of the October 12, 1998 Geotechnical Report should be 
closely followed for design and construction, unless specifically superseded or supplemented 
herein. 

If you have m y  questions regarding this letter or project, please contact our office at your 
convenience. 

Very truly yours, 

PACIFIC CREST ENGINEERIN 

Michael D. Kleames, G.E. 
President\Priiicipal Geotechnical Engin 
G.E. 2204 
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Pacific Crest Engineering Iiic. 
444 Airaort Blvd.. Suite 106 

Typical Retaining Wall Drain Detail 
Tut Residence 

Retaining Wall - 

Figure No. 11 
Project No. 98 11 8 

' I  
' I  

' I  
' I  
' 3  

1 ,  (12" inin.) 

I /  

La S e l v  Q--l-, Califoiiiia 

Not to Scale 

Date&#l5/08 

Compacted 
Backfill 

Mirafi 140 Filter 
Fabric or Equivalent 

Permeable Material 
Cal-Trans Section 
68-1.025, Class 1, 
Type A 

Perforated 4" Pipe 
(Perforation Down) 
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Pacific Crest Engineering, Inc. 

Foundation - This Side of Trench 

FIGURENO. 12 Typical Subdrain Detail 

Depth = 4 ft. inin. 

Moist Stop or ~ 

10 mil visqueen, 
place on side closest 
to foundation 

Xative Soil Cap 

Miralfi 140 filter 
fabric or equivalent 

Permeable Material 
Cal-Trans Section 
68-1.025, Class 1, 
Type A 

Perforated 4" Pipe 
(Perforation Down) 

________tl 
( 12" inin.) 

Notes: 

1. Slope bottom of treiich 1.2% towards day light point or sump pump location 

2. Place trench within 5 feet of structure foundation, if possible. 

MIBIT 2F 
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To: Planning Commission (cc. Porcila Perez Wilson) 

From: Joshua &Stella Atiba 

Re: Slope Stability Issue: Inadequate Report from Pacific Crest Eng. dated June 4, 2009 

Date: June 19,2009 

We received this package from the planning department which contained a Pacific Crest Eng. 
letter dated June 4, 2009, and Staff Report for the June 5,2009 hearing on APN: 046-311-01. 
The Pacific Crest letter made references to page 5 of the original Raas Geotechnical Report 
from 11 years ago on October 12,1998, and an updated report from 6 years on December 15, 
2003 which simply states that nothing has changed since the original soil report. We would like 
a copy of the original report for us t o  see what Pacific Crest made reference to  on page 5. 

A lot has certainly changed since the reports particularly in the size of the home that has 
doubled from 4400 sq ft (per Pacific Crest update) t o  the current 8800 sq ft. As we pointed out 
repeatedly in our previous memos, the original report as well as the December 15,2003 update 
that are mentioned above were based on two premises; that the home was smaller and 
approximately 4400 sq  ft, and would be constructed on the flat upper lot away from the slope. 

Here is the letter and parts of the staff report with notes and highlights to  reiterate our issues. 

PS. The current building plans that we reviewed a t  the planning department has the total 
conditioned space for the house as 7959 sq ft, however, all your reports l is t  it as 7374 sq ft. 
There is  a significant discrepancy of 585 sq f t  that we don’t understand. 

- 1 3 7 -  



Please direct all correspondence to: 

1380 San Andreas Road 

La Selva Beach, CA 95076 

UNLESS OTHERWISE REQUESTED 

We asked Porcila to send us only -notice for the June 5, 

2009 hearing to our alternate address in Southern California 
while we were down there, and you now direct our mail to that 
address including this recent one. 

Use the address above except we ask you to use another. 
Please do not send mail to 15 Spyglass Circle, Rancho Mirage, 
CA 92270 unless we direct you to do so. It was a one time thing 
Porcila. 

P 
L 1 3 8 -  



AFFECTED NEIGHBORHOOD 
0 9 5 9  

Neighborhoods are geographic areas that are often defined 
by physical boundaries. 

The "affecfed neighbohood' consists of the lots 

most influenced by the residence being considered. 

FOR COMPATIEILITYFACTORS: 
the adjacent houses 
(6 lots in each direction) 
on both sides d the street, 
and to the rear d the 
subjecl residence 

F O R R T  COMPATILITY FACTORS: 
the adjacent houses 
(6 lots in each direction) 
on both sides of the stmet 
of the subject residence 



Appliutiw# 054305 
APN 046-31 1-01 
Owner: Monterey OaksEsiates LLC, Sunny Tut 

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 Comrn. 

Environmental Information 

Page 2 

1.8 acres 
vacant 
Single-family residences, agriculture, state beach 
San Andreas Road 
La Selva Beach 
R-R (Rural Residential) 
R-A (Residential Agriculture) 

1L Yes - No 
X Inside - Outside 

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

Not mappedho physical evidence on site 
Baywood loamy sand, Elkhom loamy sand 
Not amapped constraint 
15 - 50 percent slopes at rear of lot- 
Mapped biotic - Monarch butterfly 
Approx. 657 cu yards gradingproposed 
2 pines and 1 oak in front (south side) required to be retained 
Mapped resource 
Existing drainage adequate 
No significant impact 
Existing roads adequate 
Existing park facilities adequate 
Mappedho physical evidence on site 

Q+<W -?& 
% 

Services Information 

UrbadRural Services Line: - Inside - X Outside 
Water Supply: Soquel Creek Water District 
Sewage Disposal: CSA# 12, private septic system 
Fire District: A p t o s h  Selva Fire Protection District 
Drainage District: Non-zone 

History 

The revised project submitted to the Planning Department on May 19, 2005 and deemed 
completeon September& 2005.The project was previously submittedto the Planning Department on 
June 17,2002and deemedcompleteon October2 1,2004 but was withdrawn.Aprevious application 
to constructa single-familydwellingon the sitewas approved as Coastal Development Permit# 98- 
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Staff Report to the 
Zoning Administrator Application Number: 05-0305 

Applicant: Warren D. Thompson, FAIA 
Owner: Monterey Oaks Estates LLC, 

APN: 046-3 11-01 Time: After 1O;OO a.m. 

Agenda Date: May 05,2006 
Agendaltem: # 4 

Sunny Tut 

Project Description: Proposal to construct a two-story single-family dwelling. 

Location: Located on the north side of San Andreas Road at the intersectionwith Ocean View 
Drive, between 1380and 1400 San Andreas Road in La SelvaBeach. 

Supenisoral District: Second District (District Supervisor: Pine) 

Permits Required: Coastal Development Permit, Grading Permit, Biotic Pre-site Review, 
Archaeological Site Review, Residential Development Permit, Large Dwelling Permit. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Approval ofApplication 05-0305, based on the attached findings and conditions. 

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

I 

Exhibits 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

E. 
F. 
G. 
H. 

Project plans 
Findings 
Conditions 
Categorical Exemption (CEQA 
determination) 
Assessor’s parcel map, Location map 
Zoning map, General Plan map 
Reviewing Agency Comments 
Entomological Consulting Services 

Inc. dated 12/22/03& 9/13/04 
1. SSA Landscape letter of 9/28/04 J e 
J. Review of Raas Soil Report 1/22/99 -+ * * 
K. Grading & Drainage Plan Review by fl~y”9‘ 

Pacific Crest Eng. Inc. 9/23/04, Fall 4 
Creek Engineering 7/15/05 
Soquel Creek Water District 7/27/04 I,. 

M. Archaeological Survey711 6/02 

I 
County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 

701 Ocean Street,4th Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060 



I 
Application #: 05-0305 
APN: 046-31 1-01 
Owner: Montemy OaksEstates LLC, Sunny Tut 

Project Setting 

Page 3 

The project site is a vacant 1 .&acre p&el located in a low-densityresidential area along the north 
side of San Andreas Road in the Beach Planning Area. The proposed development is 
located on the G e l y  flat lot ay f i G e G s l o 3 a t  the rear of the parcel. The 
proposed building footprint will be predominantly upslope of the 90-foot contour.The structure is 
proposed to be a two-story residence of 7,374 square feet, with six bedrooms and an attached four- 
car garage of 1,4 16 square feet (Exhibit A). \ % Mi- s&? 795-el++h 
Zoning & General Plan Consistency +fF-- Y $KT 5%/* ~ 

The subject property is a 1 8-acre lot, located in the R-A (Residential Agricu1ture)zone district, a 
designation which allows residential uses. The proposed single-family dwelling is a principal 
permitted use within the zone district and the project is consistent with the site’s (R-R) Rural 
Residential General Plan designation. The proposed structure is consistent with all development 
regulations ofthe RA zone district, including height, lot coverage, setbacksand on site parking, and 
no variances are required. The project is located along a designated scenic road as per General Plan 
policy 5.10.10 and the landscaping improvement plan is consistent with requirements of General 
Plan Policy 5.10.13 in that the natural terrain and landscaping attain a smooth transition and natural 
appearance and that characteristic and indigenous plant species appropriate to the area are to be 
utilized (Exhibit A). 

The project is consistent with County Code Section 13.10.325 in that the proposed residence is 
landscaped to be adequately screened from public view and does not impact public views along the 
San Andreas scenic corridor. The project is consistent with all required zoning setbacks for the 
Residential Agriculturezone district and does not adversely impact neighboringproperty privacy or 
solar access. The project has been reviewed by the County Urban Designer for consistency with 
County Code Section 13.1 I ,  Design Review, and the project is conditioned to require all glazing to 
be non-reflective. and the proposed glazed ceramic rooting tile must be of a matt finish with no 
reflective qualities (Exhibit C). 

Local Coastal Program Consistency 

The proposed single-family dwelling is in conformance with the County’scertified Local Coastal 
Program, in that the structure is sited and designed to be visually compatible, in scale with, and 
integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. Natural materials and earth tone 
colors are utilized to maintain consistencywith existing residential development. Developed parcels 
in the area contain single-familydwellings. Size and architectural stylesvary widely in the area, and 
the design submitted is not inconsistent with the existing range. The project site is not located 
between the shoreline and the first public road and is not identified as apriority acquisition site in the 
County’s Local Coastal Program. Consequently,the proposed project will not interfere with public 
access to the beach, ocean, or other nearby body of water. Public access to Manresa StateBeach is 
available at the main entrance on San Andreas Road. Alternate public access is available at Ocean 
view Drive in the project vicinity. 



SITE DATA 
PRDJECT SITE1 SAN ANDREAS ROAD 

AP.N, #I 046-311-01 
BUILDING USE1 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE 

CONSTRUCTION TYPE) V-N 

NUMBER UF STDRIES1 TWO 
GOVERNING AGENCY1 COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
ZONE DISTRICT1 RA 
PARCEL AREA1 

LA SELVA CA. 

81,452 S.F. (1.87 ACS.) 

- SQUARE FOOTAGE 
1st. FLOOR - 
2nd. FLOOR - 
TOTAL CDND. SPACE 
PORCH - 
GARAGE AND - 
STORAGE 
REAR PATIO - 
LEFT FRONT PATIO - 
RIGHT FRONT PATIO = 
REAR BALCONY 3: 

FRONT BALCONY I 

2nd. FLR. COV. PATIO = 
TOTAL I 

LOT COVERAGE - 

- - 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 

3,630 S.F. 
4,329 SF. 
7,959 SF, 

72 S.F, 
1,234 SF. 

1,807 S.F. 
144 S.F. 
316 S.F. 

1,843 S,F. 
181 S.F, 

13,77'4 SF. 
8% FWlM BUILDING AND 
CWERED AREAS 

AND MAIN ENTRY STAIRS 

1 9 0 0  57 
o\m+-J- / 218 S.F. yLt45 

14% WITH 4,012 S.F. OF PAVING 

-/----- 
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www.4pacific-crest.com A&. Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. &$+* 
~ 

Geotechnical Group 
444 Airport Blvd, Suite 106 
Watsonville, CA 95076 
Phone: 831-722-9346 
Fax: 831-722-9155 

Chemical Process Group 
I95 Aviation Way, Suite 203 

Watsonville, CA 95076 
Phone: 831-763-6191 

Fax: 831-763-6195 

December 15,2003 Project No. 98118-S275-561 

Mr. SunnyTut 
Monterey Oaks Estates 
187 Via Soderini 
Aptos, CA95003 

Subject: Update to the Existing Geotechnical Investigation Report 
New Residence 
San Andreas Road Parcel - APN 046-3 1 1-01 
La SelvaBeach, California 

Dear Mr. Tut, 

As you requested, Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., is providing geotechnical engineering services 
on your new residence project located on San Andreas Road, Parcel No. AI" 046-3 1 1-01, in La 
Selva Beach, California. 

The original Geotechnical Investigation Report for this project was prepared by Steven Raas & 
Associates, Inc., in October 1998. In January of 2002, Steven Raas & Associates, hc . ,  and 
Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., merged to become one company under the name Pacific Crest 
Engineering Inc. The new company, Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., will provide continuing 
geotechnical engineering services to projects such as your new residence project. 

The original Geotechnical Investigation Report for this project was completed in October 1998. 
Since some time has passed since this original report was prep red and since some building 

Geotechnical Investigation Report. 

On December 5 ,  2003, a representative of Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., visited the project site 
to observe the current conditions on the site, 
unchanged h m  the conditions noted in the original Geotechnical Investigation Report. The 
parcel is still undeveloped with limited vegetation other than several large trees around the 
perimeter of the parcel. Some of the larger trees have been felled though the stumps remain. A 
new house has been constructed on the property directly west of this parcel. There does not 
appear to be any significant changes nor modifications to the site since the original Geotechnical 

codes have changed since then, we are preparing this letter 2 eport to update that original 

The project site appears to be essentially .* .jtE 
k65 M' y 
chcc?@ 
 TIL 

vlLtm 
lWs , 

Investigation Report was prepared. a Stze @A" 
mwk k& 

From our discussions and our review of the preliminary conceptual plans you provided, we 
understand that you propose to design and construct a predominately-two-story single family 
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Mi.  Sunny Tut 
December 15 ,  2003 

dwelling with a footprint of approximately 4,400 square feet. A basement is proposed for below 
the dining room and kitchen area of the new residence and consequently this portion of the house 
will be three stories. 

The specific location and general details of your proposed residence is very comparable to the 
proposed residence investigated in the original Geotechnical Investigation Report for this parcel. 
From a comparison of the proposed location of your residence with the locations the test borings 
advanced as part of the original investigation, we note that two of the test borings are located 
withii the new residence footprint and the third is located in the driveway area. The number and 
location of these existing test borings is sufficient to characterize the project site adequately for 
the design and construction of your new residence project, subject to the limitations section of 
the original Geotechnical Investigation Report. 

From our recent site visit, the preliminary conceptual plans youprovided, discussions with you, 
and review of the existing Geotechnical Investigation Report, we recommend that your new 
residence project should be designed and constructed in accordance with the recommendat;ons 
included in the existing Geotechnical Investigation Report dated October 12, 1998, with the 
following additions and comments: 

1. Seismic Design and Ground Shaking 
Ground shaking will be felt on the project site. Structures founded on thick soft soil deposits are 
more likely to experience more destructive shaking, with higher amplitude and lower frequency, 
than structures founded on bedrock. Generally, shaking will be more intense closer to 
earthquake epicenters. Thick soft soil deposits large distances from earthquake epicenters, 
however, may result in seismic accelerations significantly greater than expected in bedrock. 
Structures built in accordance with the latest edition of the Uniform Building Code for Seismic 
Zone 4 have an increased potential for experiencing relatively minor damage which should be 
repairable. The seismic design of the project should be based on the 1997 Uniform Building 
Code as i t  has incorporated the most recent seismic design parameters. The following values for 
the seismic design of the project site were derived or taken from the 1997 UBC 

Seismic coefficient Cs C,= 0.44 
Near Source Factor N, N, = 1.14 

F Seismic coefficient Cy 

2. Main Residence - Pier and Grade Beam Foundation 
Since a portion of the proposed residence will be located below the 90 foot contour and in 
accordance with the recommendations of the original Geotechnical Investigation Report, we 
recommend that the residence should be designed and constructed with a pier and grade beam 
foundation. 

C, = 0.73 I 
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RichardA Amold, Ph.D. I 

1 0 4 M o r n m i n ~ ~ ~ m ,  P h a n r  Ha, CA 94523 (925)821-3784 * FAX 827-1809 
hugdar@home won * - cultdmra 

New email address: buedetr(iiicomcast. net 

I 22 December 2003 
, ,- . - ._-- 

Mr. Mark Treuge 
DDM Land Use Consultants 
4637 Scotts Valley Drive, Suite #B1 
Scotts Valley, CA 95066 

RE: APN 046-31 1-01 at La SelvaBeach.in S a n t a C ~ ~  County, C4 
Proposed Single-fmilyResidence by Sonny Tut 
Habitat Assessment for Overwintering Monarch Butterflies 

Dear Mr. Treuge: 

This letter reports the findings of my recent habitat assessment survey at the above- 
referenced property as a winter roosting site of the Monarch buttemy (Dnnawplmppus). 
Briefly I can summarize the findings of habitat assessment by stating that the aforementioned 
property along with neighboring properties support trees that the overwintering Monarch 
butterfly roosts on or that provide essential wind protection for potential roost trees. I did not 
observe overwintering Monarchs at the property during two site visits during the fall of this year. 
Siting of the proposed new single-family residence has been done in a manner to avoid and 
minimize impacts to the potential overwintering habitat. For these reasons, I conclude that the 
proposed single-familyresidence by the Tut familywill not adversely impact the Monarch 
butterfly or its potential overwintering habitat at this property. 

The remainder of my report describes the property and my survey methods and findings 
in more detail. In addition, background information on the Monarch butterfly and characteristics 
of its winter roosting habitat are presented. 

Proieet Site DescriDtion. 

in the La Selva Beach community of Santa Cruz County. It is situated on the north side of San 
Andreas Road, near its intersection with Ocean View Drive. The portion of the property along 
San Andreas Road is generally flat and characterized by ruderal grassland and ornamental pine 
trees. The rear portion ofthe property descends into a gully with a small grove of Eucalyptus 
trees and dense brush. Adjacent properties include a rail mad track, plus agricultural and 

gle-fmilyresidence, which will be built in 
ng vegetation In the rear of the property will 

The project site is an undeveloped, 1.87-acreparcel located in a residential neighborhood 

L<m 
h@@? d"Vw5f- 4000++- 
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Monarch Habitat Assessment Report for APN 046-311-01 in La Selva Beach, CA Page1 ti, 
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Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. :$kS-e www.4pacific-crest.com 

444 Airport Blvd, Suite 106 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

Phone 831-722-9446 
Fax 831-722-9158 

June 4,2009 Project No. 981 18-S275-561 

I Dear Mr. Tut, 

Mr. Sunny Tut ~ ~.~ ... ~ _ _ ~  
Monterey Oaks Estates 
I87 Via Soderini 
Aptos, CA95003 

Subject: Slope Stability Issues 
New Residence Project 
San  Andreas Ro2d Parcel - APN 046-3 11-01 
La Selva Beach. California 

I Very truly yours, 

As you requested, Pacific Crest Engineering Inc., is providing geotechnical engineering services 
on your new residence project located in La Selva Beach, California. 

This is to confirm that the issue of slope stability has already been reviewed and addressed in 
two prior reports, including our Update Geotechnical Report dated December 15,2003, and the 
original Geotechnical Report prepared by Steven Raas & Associates, Inc. (SRA) dated October 
12, 1998. As you may recall, SRA merged with Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. in 2002. We 

report in 1998, as reviewed and discussed on page 5 of the report. Please note that the slope 
stability analysis determined a safety factor of 2.8 for the hillside area, well above the Santa Cruz 

minimum value of 1.2 for “seismic” or “pseudo-static” conditions). If surface water is directed 
away from the slope area we see no reason while the development should not be approved. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter or project, please contact our office at your 
convenience. 

would like to refer you to the slope stability analysis performed for the original geotechnical 

County minimum value of 1.5 for “static” conditions (and as noted, likely well above the r-e.yd 
+t he+ 
h’- 

PACIFIC CREST ENGINEERI 

Michael D. Kleames, G.E. 
President\Principal Geotechnical E 
G.E. 2204, Exp. 3/31/10 

Copies: 2 to Mr. Sunny Tut 
EXHIBIT 2 
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1 

Greg Nicke l  
424 S a n t a  Monica 
La Se lva  Beach, CA 95076 

C O U N T Y  O F  S A N T A C R U Z  

SUBJECT: Review of s o i l  r e p o r t  by Steven Raas 8 Associa tes  Y“  ’’ 

da ted  1 0 - 1 2 - 9 8 ,  PROJECT NUMBER: 9 8 1 1 8 - 5 2 7 5 - J 6 1  
APN: 046-311-01,  APPLICATION NUMBER: 98-0011 

Dear Applicant  : 

Thank you fo r  submi t t i ng  t h e  s o i l  r e p o r t  f o r  t h e  p a r c e l  
r e f e r e n c e d  above. The r e p o r t  was reviewed f o r  conformance wi th  
County Guide l ines  f o r  Soi l s /Geotechnica l  Reports and a l s o  € o r  
comple teness  regard ing  s i t e  s p e c i f i c  hazards and accompanying 
t e c h n i c a l  r e p o r t s  ( e . g .  geo log ic ,  hydro logic ,  e t c . ) .  The purpose 
o f  t h i s  l e t t e r  i s  t o  inform you t h a t  t h e  Planning Department has 
a c c e p t e d  t h e  r e p o r t  and t h e  fol lowing recommendations become 
p e r m i t  c o n d i t i o n s :  

1. 

2 .  

3. 

4 .  

5 ,  

A l l  r e p o r t  recommendations m u s t  be followed. 

F i n a l  p l ans  s h a l l  i n d i c a t e  t h e  foundat ion des ign  a s  d e t a i l e d  
i n  t h e  r e p o r t  i n c l u d i n g  engineered foundat ions  f o r  
c o n s t r u c t i o n  on s t e e p e r  slopes.  

F i n a l  p l ans  s h a l l  show t h e  dra inage  system a s  d e t a i l e d  i n  
t h e  s o i l s  eng inee r ing  r e p o r t  i nc lud ing  o u t l e t  l o c a t i o n s  and 
a p p r o p r i a t e  energy d i s s i p a t i o n  dev ices .  

F i n a l  p l ans  s h a l l  r e f e r e n c e  the  approved s o i l s  engineer ing  
r e p o r t  and s t a t e  t h a t  a l l  development s h a l l  conform t o  t h e  
r e p o r t  recommendations. 

P r i o r  t o  b u i l d i n g  permi t  issuance,  t h e  s o i l  engineer  must 
submi t  a b r i e f  b u i l d i n g ,  grading and d ra inage  p l a n  review 
l e t t e r  t o  Environmental Planning s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  p l a n s  and 
foundat ion  des ign  a r e  i n  genera l  compliance wi th  t h e  r e p o r t  
recommendations. I f ,  upon p lan  review, t h e  engineer  
r e q u i r e s  r e v i s i o n s  o r  a d d i t i o n s ,  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  s h a l l  

Ex 
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submi t  t o  Environmental  Planning two c o p i e s  of r e v i s e d  p l a n s  
and a f i n a l  p l a n  rev iew l e t t e r  s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  p l a n s ,  a s  
r e v i s e d ,  conform t o  t h e  r e p o r t  recommendations. 

6. The s o i l  eng inee r  must i n s p e c t  a l l  founda t ion  excavat ions  
and a l e t t e r  of i n s p e c t i o n  must be submi t t ed  t o  
Environmental  P lanning  and your b u i l d i n g  i n s p e c t i o n  p r i o r  t o  
pour  of c o n c r e t e .  

7 .  For a l l  p r o j e c t s ,  t h e  s o i l  engineer  must submit a f i n a l  
l e t t e r  r e p o r t  t o  Environmental  P lanning  and your b u i l d i n g  
i n s p e c t o r  r ega rd ing  t h e  compliance wi th  a l l  t e c h n i c a l  
recommendations of t h e  s o i l  r e p o r t  p r i o r  t o  f i n a l  
i n s p e c t i o n .  For a l l  p r o j e c t s  w i t h  eng inee red  f i l l s ,  t h e  
s o i l  engineer  must submit a f i n a l  g rad ing  r e p o r t  ( r e f e r e n c e  
August 1997 County Gu ide l ines  f o r  So i l s /Geo techn ica l  
Repor t s )  t o  Environmental PLannlna and yoiir b u i l d i n g  
i n s p e c t o r  r ega rd ing  eh compliance-with a l l  t e c h n i c a l  
recommendations of t h e  s o i l  r e p o r t  p r i o r  t o  f i n a l  
i n s p e c t i o n .  

The s o i l  r e p o r t  accep tance  i s  on ly  l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  
adequacy of t h e  r e p o r t .  Other i s sues ,  l i k e  p l ann ing ,  bu i ld ing  
d e s i g n ,  s e p t i c  o r  sewer approva l ,  e t c ,  may s t i l l  r e q u i r e  
r e s o l u t i o n .  

The Planning  Department w i l l  check f i n a l  development p l a n s  t o  
v e r i f y  p r o j e c t  c o n s i s t e n c y  w i t h  r e p o r t  recommendations and p e r m i t  
c o n d i t i o n s  p r i o r  t o  b u i l d i n g  permit  i s suance .  I f  no t  a l r e a d y  
done, p l e a s e  submit  two c o p i e s  of t h e  approved s o i l  r e p o r t  a t  t h e  
t i m e  of b u i l d i n g  permit  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  a t tachment  t o  your 
b u i l d i n g  p lans .  

P l e a s e  c a l l  454-3164 i f  w e  can be of any a s s i s t a n c e  

S i n c e r e l y ,  I) 

County Geo log i s t  CEG 1313  

cc :  Bob Stakem, P r o j e c t  P lanner  
S o i l s  engineer ing  f i rm  
Bu i ld ing  p l a n  check 

9 8 - 0 0 1 1 ~ / 0 5 6  
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To: 

From: Joshua & Stella Atiba 

Date: June 1,2009 

Re: 

Don Bussey; Tom Burns; Mark Deming 

Addendum to Letter of Opposition to Proposed Addition : APN: 046-311-01 

INCONSISTENCIES WITH MS. PORCllA PEREZ WILSON’S REPORT 

~~ 

We logged onto jZur  website this morninga~ni~%Zi the 36-page d o c u m n ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ n ~ h ~ ~ a s p r e v i o u s l y  
available on the site. We discovered some inconsistencies that we thought we should bring t o  your attention. We feel 

that the real impact of this project is gravely minimized by understating pivotal issues. 

1. Page 2 o f  the report under Parcel Information reads in pertinent part: 

Coastal Zone: - X Inside - Outside 
No - X Yes Appealable to the Coastal Commission: - 

Ms. Wilson previously told us that the project was not within the purview of the Coastal Zone and not appealable to the 
~CaliforniXCoastal Co~MiSs~~n~;.The‘Notice~of~Public~#earing’~ mailed to us indicates-the~same; We-believe that the 
notice was improper and inconsistent with her report. 

2. On page 3 under Project Setting she writes that: 
“The project site is a vacant 1.8-acre parcel.. .The proposed development is located on the relatively f lat  lot 
frontage, away from steeper slopes at  the rear of the parcel.” 

This is exactly contra to the facts, and it is the crux for our strong opposition! In fact, a lone Eucalyptus tree shown on 
the plan is right at the edge of the slope. This tree is slated to be cut down and the house will extend pass it and further 
into the downward slope. The recorded slope is 15%, and 50% a t  the rear of lot. 

That paragraph also states that the structure was approved as a two-story residence of 7,374 square feet. The structure 
is currently a t  7,959 sq ft, with a proposed addition another of 900 sq ft, and addition of 1,500 sq ft t o  the conditioned 
space, not to mention the mention the request to add another 1000 sq ft of deck. 

On the same page, she writes: ”The minor changes to the exterior from the previously approved home under 
Permit 05-0305 includes the addition of deck areas t o  the front and rear of the home, balusters, entryway stairs and 
configuration, and windows shapes., . the proposed addition will not impact neighboring p ropem privacy or solar 
access as it is  located above a garage.. . _” 

These changes are not minor in our view. The addition of approximately 900 sq ft of space and 1000 sq ft deck to a 
house with the current size is not exactly “minor.” Also, these are approximations which mean that the final square 
footage could be more! This is precisely the issue. 
Furthermore, the addition above the garage is one our main concerns, because it adversely impacts our property. The 
second floor addition of a family room with a covered patio above the garage directly faces into our property in an area 
where there are no trees or landscaping to provide privacy. 

3. The Coastal Development Permit Findings are also questionable and we beg t o  differ on the following: 
a. “...the development is consistent with the surrounding neighborhood in terms of architectural style as 

other homes in the vicinity are also large. . . .“ 
The home size is actually inconsistent with every other house on San Andreas Road and in the vicinity that we 
know of except for the applicant’s former residence on Holiday Lane. It will look out of place on that road. 

” .._ the proposed use will not overload utilities . _” On the contrary, the project’s size is such that it will 
consume a good amount of utilities, hewn  W P  have solar panels installed on our property. 

b. 
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From: Dr. & Mrs. Joshua &Stella Atiba Email: snatiba@aol.com 
1380 San Andreas Road, La Selva Beach, CA 95076 Home: 831-761-1100; 760-770-7770 Cell: 707-631-0924 

Don Bussey, Zoning Administrator; Tom Burns, Planning Administrator; 
Mark Deming, Asst. Planning Administrator; Porcila Perez Wilson, Project Planner; 

To: 

Date: Friday, May 29,2009 

Re: Opposition to Proposal for Exterior Modification to Previous Approval for: 
1 .  A Second Floor Addition of Approximately 900 sq h over garage 

~ .- ~ A d ~ i t i e n o t A 9 ~ m ~ ~ y - ~ ~ O ~ q ~ ~ o ~ f ~ d e c k  heSe.cQnbEIocrr~_~ ~_ .  . ~ ~ ~ 

Agenda for June 5'h, 2009 County of Santa Cruz Zoning Administrator Public Hearing; APN: 046-311-01 

Dear Mr. Bussey et al: 

On behalf of my husband and I, we are writing you in relation to the upcoming hearing which was postponed from May 

l", 20009. Unfortunately, we will be in Boston for our son's graduation and could not possibly attend. However, we are 

sending this letter by e-mail and also by regular mail to ensure that it i s  received on time for the hearing. 

The above referenced parcel is adjacent to our home at number 1380 San Andreas Road in La Selva Beach where we 

have lived for five years. When we first heard of the project iiGtFdoo73iekept an open-mind srrd-we~reattentiveto the 

periodic notices posted on the property for various permit applications including the Large Dwelling Review. We were 
never really bothered. Only after we became aware of the current application for an additional 1,900 sq f t  on the 

second floor to a plan that is already 13,774 sq ft which would bring it to a total of 15,674 sq f t  (326 sq ft  short o f  16,000 

sq ft), have we decided to voice ourgrave concerns and strong objection t o  the proposed addition particularly a t  the 
projected building location. As soon as we received the notice, we promptly came to the department t o  see the project 

manager. I spoke to Mr. Deming on the phone briefly and also left messages for the planning administrator and for my 
county supervisor Tony Campos. We even met with the applicant and his wife at our home to express our worry. 

Of particular concern i s  the proposed second floor addition of approximately 900 sq ft above the 1,234 sq ft garage 

which extends into the slope. Our property and the applicant's are situated on the same San Andreas Ridge with a slope 
that spans the rear portion of most of the homes on that side of the street. We are questioning the stability of the slope 

as a result of such huge construction especially with a large displacement of dirt in close proximity t o  us, and the 

foreseeable consequences of a major slide. I use the word "major" because we currently have problems with erosion 
and soil movement after heavy rains, from rain water running off into the creek below. Although our house is  built on 

the f la t  part of our property and nowhere near the slope, we nevertheless have 3 levels of retaining walls in place due to 

erosion problems. But that wasn't enough. Just this month, we laid down erosion control wires and mulch over the 

slope to prevent downhill run-off water from further eroding the soil, and hopefully avert the possibility of a land slide. 

We fear that the considerable soil displacement during construction, coupled with the proposed addition, and extra 

weight over the garage which extends into the slope will unduly burden the underlying soil and significantly increase the 

instability of the slope that is already compromised. We are deeply concerned about the exacerbation o f  the vulnerable 
ridge, and the substantial increase in risk of a destructive land movement that would adversely impact both homes. We 
assume that the soil types on both properties are substantially similar and thus subject to the same erosion problems. 

During our discussions with the applicant and his wife, we asked why the structure could not be erected on the ample 
flat area in the front portion of the parcel and away from the slope or "land fill" as he referred to it. He replied that he 
previously requested and was denied that option, and instead was required t o  comply with a 40 f t  setback from either 
the property line or county right of way, consequently pushing part of the structure into the unstable slope area. 

~~_~____.. __ 
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In view of the ongoing problem on our property described above, the serious hazards of the proposed structure 
encroaching on the slope area, and most importantly, in consideration of the applicant‘s earlier wish to place their home 
on the flat front portion of the parcel, we respectfully request that you revisit and reconsider the original proposal to do 
so, not only as a safe and feasible alternative, but as a sensible and appropriate option. We urge you t o  reassess the 
current proposal in depth, and to seriously examine the devastating effect that it may have on both homes and the 
adjoining properties on San Andrea Ridge if approved. 

Accordingly, we strongly urge the applicant to apply for a variance to facilitate this situation. The enabling legislation of 

the state lends you the authority and flexibility to allow an adjustment in a situation such as this. The applicant should 

not~b~ub~~cte~tuth~46ft~mimmumsetbaekci f -doingso-wo~ld-~ompe-l- them-t~bui Ibo\L~~thevnstea~d~slope.  the--^ 
variance is extremely necessary for the preservation of our properties, and granting it will not, under the circumstances 

of this particular case, be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property in our immediate 

neighborhood. Instead, it would safeguard our homes and ensure our health and safety. 

Pursuant to California Government Code, Section 65906 states in pertinent part, “Variances from the terms of the 

zoning ordinances shall be granted  only  when, because of  s p e c i a l  c i rcumstances a p p l i c a b l e  
t o  t h e p r o p e r t y ,  i nc lud ing  s i z e ,  shape, topography, l o c a t i o n  o r s u r r o u n d i n g s ,  t h e  
s t r i c t  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  zoning ordinance depr ives such  p rope r ty  of p r i v i l e g e s  

classification.” This i s  precisely what variances are meant to address: those situations where the peculiar physical 

characteristics of a site make it difficult to develop under standard regulations. 

As a matter of fact, house 1400 San Andreas Road West of the applicant’s property has a setback of no more than 20 ft 
from the road because the rear portion of that lot is undevelopable. Furthermore, a recently constructed home two 
houses away a t  1420 San Andreas Road has a setback of no more than 10 ft. Similarly, in an instance such as we have 

here, where the steep rear portion of the lot makes that segment otherwise undevelopable and would considerably 

increases the risk of a land slide and property damage, a variance should be granted to reduce the front yard setback 

and thereby create a sturdy and sufficient pad to accommodate this rather large structure. 

For the record, we would like to state that we unequivocally support our neighbors without any qualms whatsoever. We 

respect their right to the full use and enjoyment of their property even though the house is  quite expansive with lots o f  
square footage, and will appear out of character with the other homes on San Andreas Road and the rest of the 
neighborhood. The only other residence that we’re aware of in the area of this magnitude was previously owned by the 

applicant and this new home looks like a replica of that house. The key difference is that the prior residence was located 

on 12 acres of flat land while this parcel is less than two acres, half of which is unbuildable. We have no problem with 
the applicant or frankly, with the size of the project; it’s the intrusion of the structure over the ridge and into the slope 

that bothers us. As long as it i s  somewhat removed and does not disturb the slope, we will, and should all feel safe. 

We earnestly hope that the Zoning Administrator would carefully analyze our legitimate concerns and thoroughly 
scrutinize the applicant‘s proposal before any action is taken. We also request that you register our opposition when 
this proposal i s  discussed and that this letter be included in the record of the hearing of June 5, 2009. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this important and urgent matter. 

~~ . 
e n j  w e d  h y - . . o t h e r _ ~ l r ~ ~ r t y ~ n f h ~ n . ~  t y  and ~ u n d e ~  /~e,nt t ical- .zoning-~~~~_, . ~ 

~ 

Sincerely, 

Joshua &Stella Atiba 
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To: 

From: Joshua &Stella Atiba 

Date: June 3, 2009 

Re: 

Don Bussey, Tom Burns, and Mark Deming 

Addendum #2: Opposition letter to APN: 046-311-01 

We reviewed the previous 68 page report with attached findings prepared by Joan Van der Hoeven for Application 
Number 05-0305; Agenda Date May 5,2006 regarding the above APN. We would like to bring to your attention and 
review a t  the upcoming meeting this Friday June 5, the a few additional issues we learned from the report 

It‘s worth noting that this project has grown from ‘. . . a preliminary conceptual plan to design and construct a single 
family dwelling with a footprint of approximately 4,400 square feet . . .‘,to its present size of 7,374 sq ft, and the 
current proposal for an additional 900 sq ft, and over 1,000 sq ft of deck. (See Exhibit K, Pacific Crest Engineering 
letter of December 15,2003, last paragraph on page 62 and top of page 63 of the report.) 
We again question the idea of enlarging this project such that it extends into, and disturbs the unstable slope. 

Alyson Tom wrote in her review on the June 5,2006: “From county-wide USDA soils survey the soils at the south 
end of the parcel are hiahlv permeable.” Pg.22. 

In September 13,2004, the Entomological report on page 38 stated that “The rear portion of the property descends 
into a gully with a small grove of Eucalyptus trees and dense brush. The proposed project is a new single-family 
residence, whichwill be built In the front aoproximatelv one-third of the site. There seems to be a substantial 
departure from this concept. 

The erosion problem is recognized and detailed in the soils reports by Steven Raas &Associates dated 10/12/98 with 
updates by Pacific Crest Engineering dated 12/15/03 and Fall Creek Engineering dated 7/15/05. The reports detail 
stringent measures that must be implemented to ensure the stability of the structure. 

This initial report validates our distress regarding the erosion issue, and the severe impact of moving huge amounts 
of soil for a structure that large. The report also indicates an early understanding that the recommendations were in 
relation to a project of approximately 4,400 sq ft, to be located in the upper flat end of the parcel. The doubling of 
the size of the home has dangerously pushed the project beyond safe limits into the rear portion of the property 
which descends into an unsafe gully. The overwhelming impact of this unusually expansive project (for this 
neighborhood) on our property cannot be overemphasized. 

Additionally, an October 12,1998 document titled: DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS (98 118- 
S275-J6 I), declare on page 52, # 24 of the report that ”If the entire building is constructed above the 90 contour (on 
the relatively flat upper portion of the lot), and considering the soil characteristics and site preparation 
recommendations, it is our opinion that an appropriate foundation system to support the proposed structures will 
consist of reinforced concrete spread footings bedded into firm native soil or engineered f i l ls  of the on-site soils.” 
This recommendation proposing the appropriate foundation to support the structure and other references to the 
project in the report is based on the assumption that it is a smaller building, and it would be located on the flat 
portion of the parcel. It does not reflect the current and much larger home plan that extends into the slope. 

Moreover, this proposal for a new addition does not grant the project a Categorical Exemption status under section 
15301 of the CEQA. A plan for a new structure yet to be constructed on a vacant lot does not qualify as an ”existing 
faciliw for purposesof this section. That loophole cannot, and should not be applied in this case, and the request for 
a Categorical Exemption should be denied. 

~~ - - __ - - 

this project is appealable to the Coastal Commission which we plan to pursue. 

U(HIB-IT z# ,d 

~~~~~~ 
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c. "...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 ..." 
This is quite the contrary. There are no other semi-circular home styles like this one in the area 
except for their prior home. This house will look out of place on San Andreas Road. 

4. The Planning Department's interoffice memo of February 2,2009 on Evaluation Criteria checked various criteria 
as being met even though they are disputable. Here are some criteria under the following headings: 

Design Review Authority/Standard; Design Criteria for Coastal Zone Development. 

"Structures located near ridges shall be sited and designed not to project above the ridgeline. . . ." 

be minor but the slope beyond is very unstable. The project does not protect the ridge. 

"Structures shall be designed to fit the topography of the site with minimal cutting, grading, or filing for 
construction." This does not meet the criteria the as the house will project onto the slope with 
significant filling. Also there will be massive soil disturbance during grading for a house of that size. 

c. "Sensitive Site": This project falls within the definition of a 'sensitive site' because it is adjacent 
t o  scenic San Andreas Road and it is also on the San Andreas Ridge. 

d. Site Design/Views: 'Minimize impact on private views.' 
The impact on our private view is not minimal. The structure will completely blocks the minimal 
ocean view that we currently have from our kitchen window. Of importance is the fact that our 
home was marketed to us as an 'ocean view home.' In reliance on that fact, we paid a premium 
of close to  two million dollars to  purchase our home. Blocking the small view will no  doubt have 
a significant effect on the value of our property. Our safety, however, is the more central issue. 

e. Solar Design and Access: 'Reasonable protection for adjacent properties and currently occupied 
buildings using a solar system.' 
We invested in, and installed a 36 panel solar energy system that will be affected. 

a. Ridgeline Development: 

~~~ucatedan . theSmrArr r t rem-Ri~ggvandth i rs t rwcturepro~e~~over t~~r idgerThe-  ridgeline may ~~~~~~~~ 

b. Building Design: 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .~ . . . ~ . . ~ ~ ~~ ~~~~~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~ ~ ~ 
~~ 

These are just a few of the ways that the project impacts us. We implore you to reexamine these criteria for 
full compliance before taking any action. 

Accordingly, Ms. Wilson's recommendation for: 
1. Certification that the proposal is exempt from further Environmental Review under the 

California Environmental Quality Act and, 
2. Approval of Application 08-0237, based on the attached findings and conditions; 

should withheld until the issues are reevaluated, and our safety concerns are properly addressed. 

Please include this as part of our official opposition. 

Joshua &Stella Atiba 

Sincerelv. - 

-- ~ 

Joshua &Stella Atiba 

P.S. We forwarded the first correspondence to Ellen Pirie, my county supervisor since we inadvertently sent it 
to Tony Campos. 

-l ~ , ~ ,  -155-  
L.-. . . .  



Cc: Tony Campos, Santa Cruz County Supervisor 

~~~ .... 
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ci 9000 
to review these items during the design stages to determine if supplemental recommendations 

will he required. w 
L G m D  t 

24. If the entire building is constructed above the 90 contour (on the relatively flat upper 

portMn Of the lot), and considering the soil characteristics and site preparation 

recommendations, it is our opinion that an appropriate foundation system to support the 

proposed structures will consist of reinforced concrete spread footings bedded into firm 

native soil or engineered fills of the on-site soils. This system could consist of contir.uous 

exterior footings, in conjunction with interior isolated spread footings or additional 

continuous footings or concrete slabs. 

A+ 
@A+ 

fc, 

p"/- 
ul-3-V 
+i& 

25. Footing widths should be based on the allowable bearing value but not less than 12 

inches for 1 story and 15 inches for 2 story structures. Footings should be embedded below 

the lowest adjacent grade not less than I 2  inches for 1 story structures and 18 inches for 2 

story structures. Footing excavations must be observed by a representative of Steven Raas & 

Associates, Inc. before steel is placed and concrete is poured to insure bedding into proper 

material. The footing excavations should be thoroughly saturated prior to placing concrete. 

26. Footings constructed to the given criteria may be designed for the following allowable 

bearing capacities: 

a. 1,800psf for Dead plus Live Load 

b. a Imrd increase for Seismic or Wind Load 

In computing the pressures transmitted to the soil by the footings, the embedded weight of the 

footing may be neglected. 

27. No footing should be placed closer than 8 feet to the top of a fill slope nor 6 feet from the 

base of a cut slope. 

12 53 
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EX141 BIT. A +P ATTACHMENT 1 

COMPATIBILITY FACTORS 0 / 9 5 8  

The process of integrating a design for a new residence with the 
significant characteristics of a neighborhood occurs at the 

beginning of the design process. Designers and owners should use the 

following list to evaluate the characteristics of nearby residences. 

(NOTE: These are listed in order ofimpoftance, however the "art"of 
desianino comoatible new buildings is in using all categories skillfully) 

While the County establishes floor area ratio standards, those are the upper limits that govern house sizes. 
The design of a structure and the perception d i t s  size should not overwhelm existingresidences in terns d 
basic volume. 

2 - how many Stories are present? 

While the County'smaximum height limit allows up to two-stoiystructures, in some cases two-story 
structures in a predominantlyone-stow area may be out of character. 

3 - how is the massing of the house arranged? 
In addition to site and stories, the massing and carefularticulation of a structure can dramatically impact the 
percieved size of a building. 

4 -where are parking and garages located? how much of 
the front setbacks are covered with paving for driveways? how big are 
the garages? do the garages have double or single doors? 

In some neighbohoods, a critical element to a compatible design is the location and design of off-street 
parking and garages. 

5 -what are the front setbacks? 

6 -what materials and colors are common in the area? 

New structures which are significantly out dalignment may not M into the existingstreetpaftem. 

In some cases, the materials and colors of even a well designedresidence may be so incongruous with 
the exist ingneighbo~othat it will result in an incompatibledesign. 
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EXHIBIT A ~DATTACHMENT 1 

SIZE 
0 9 6 0  

If a residence is far larger in size than the houses in the 

affected neighborhood, it may appear to overwhelm 
them. There is a range beyond which the new residence 

can appear noticeably out of character. 

'5tacking"floors to algn upper and Olderhomes in a neighbohwd 
lower floors exaggeratesthe designed to the currentzoning are fypicallysmaller andpredate 
appearance of volume and often ordinancemaximumsam fypkally the currentzoning ordinance. 
contributesto a new residence not 
being compatible. 

Newer homes in a neighbohwd when 

much lager than mostolderhmes. 7 

existing b 
residence 

DISCOURAGED 

existing k 
residence 

ENCOURAGED 

existing NEW exisiing 
mskknce RESIDENCE residence 

Using the maximum lot coverage is 
encouraged to keep the lower floor 
larger than than the upper h r .  

r---~--.-, ~ . . - . .- . .- . . - . . - 7 

existing NEW existing 
residem RESIDENCE residence 

CON TEXT 
for this 
Compatibility 
Factor - 
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