
Staff Report to the 
Planning Commission Application Number: 04-0440 

Applicant: Scott Momrner for Home Depot USA 
Owner: McNellis Partners 
APN: 030-192-03,04; 030-401-01 to 04 
(formerly 030-131-37, 42,44,45, & 030-192-01, 

Agenda Date: Kovember 9,2002 
Agenda Item #: 4 
Time: After 9:OO a.m. 

02) 

Project Description: Proposal to Amend Commercial Development Permit 00-0127 (CDP 00- 
0127) to remove the existing 84,143 square foot retail building and 10,500 square foot garden center 
(formerly occupied by K-Mart), delete a ?lamed 8,000 square foot building, and construct a new 
82,735 square foot retail building to indude an 1 1,741 square foot display mezzanine, 15,110 square 
foot garden center, and 800 square feet of outside display of stock-in-trade, for a net increase in 
commercial area of 7;743 square feet. 

Location: The Project is located on the east side of 41'' Avenue, between Soquel Drive and State 
Highway 1. 

Supervisoral District: 1st District (District Supervisor: Jan Beautz) 

Permits Required: Amendment to Commercial Development Permit 00-0127 

Staff Recommendation: 

Approval of Application 04-0440, based on the attached findings and conditions 

Certification of the mitigated Negative Declaration in accordance with the California 
En>ironmcntal Quality Act 

Exhibits 

A. Project plans E. Assessor's Parcel Map 
B. Findings F. Zoning & General Plan Maps 
C. Conditions G. Comments & Correspondence 
D. Mitigated Negative Declaration and H. Noise Study Addendum 

Initial Study 

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

Parcel Size: 17.93 acres 
Existing Land Use - Parcel: Commercial 
Existing Land Use - Surrounding: Commercial and Residential 
Project Access: Soquel Drive and 4Ist Avenue 
Planning Area: Soquel 
Land Use Designation: C-C (Community Commercial) 
Zone District: C-2 (Community Commercial) 

Environmental Information 

Geologic Hazards: 
Soils: 

Fire Hazard: 
Slopes: 
Env. Sen. Habitat: 
Grading: 
Tree Removal: 
Scenic: 
Drainage: 
Traffic: 

Roads: 
Parks: 
Archeology: 

None mapped 
Soils Report reviewed and accepted by the County Senior Civil 
Engineer 
Not a mapped constraint 
0 to 5 percent 
Not mappeano physical evidence on site 
No change 
No trees proposed for removal 
Highway 1 comdor 
Existing drainage patterns to remain 
Plan conforms to 41" Avenue plan line; see Initial Study completed 
for this project. 
Existing roads adequate 
Existing park facilities adequate 
Not mappedno physical evidence on site 

Services Information 

UrbdRural Services Line: - X Inside - Outside 
Water Supply: City of Santa Cruz 
Sewage Disposal: County Sanitation 
Fire District: Central Fire District 
Drainage District: Zone 5 

HISTORY 

Commercial Development Permit (CDP) 00-0127 was approved by your Commission in Januaryof 
2003, authorizingthe renovation and expansion of an existing 17-acre commercial center anchored 
by Safeway and K-Mart on 41" Avenue. The CDP included demolishing three existing commercial 
buildings (approxlmately 13,000 square feet), renovating three existing commercial buildings for 
occupancy by other commercial uses (approximately 1 12,000 square feet), and constructing four new 
buildings of approximately 66,160 square feet (the new Safeway structure), 10,000 square feet, 8,000 
square feet, and 5,000 square feet for future commercial use. This development permit also involved 
reconfiguring renovating and expanding the parking lots, providing new frontage improvements 
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along 41" Avenue and Soquel Drive, and renovating and expanding the site's landscaping. Under 
the CDP, the K-Mart building would undergo cosmetic changes to the existing fagade and install 
trees within the parking lot. After the approval of 00-0127, K-Mart closed its store at the 41" 
Avenue location. Representatives for Home Depot submitted application 04-0440 on September 16, 
2004 to amend CDP 00-0127 in order to demolish the commercial space formerly occupiedby K- 
Mart and construct a new commercial building. Also. during the intervening time, the building and 
grading permits for the new Safeway have been issued, and eonstruction is currently underway. 

PROJECT SETTING 

The 17-acre shopping center containing Safeway and the former K-Mart is bounded on the south by 
State Highway 1; on the west by 41'' Avenue; on the north by Soquel Drive: and on the east by 
existing residential uses. The former K-Mart building is located on the southernmost parcel (030- 
192-02) in the shopping center and is adjacent to State Highway 1. The shopping center is part of a 
larger commercial area that has developed along the 41'' Avenue corridor both north and south of 
State Highway 1. 'I he focal point of this area is the Capitola Mall, just south of the State Highway 
1/4Ist Avenue interchange. Soquel Village, the traditional downtown of the Soquel Planning Area, is 
about 1,700 feet east of the shopping center. The Soquel Village Plan, adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors in 1990, does not include the 41'' Avenue commercial corridor. 

This application proposes to amend CDP 00-0127 to allow the demolition of the existing 84,143 
square foot retail building and 10,500 square foot garden center (formerly occupied by K-Mart) and 
construction of a new 82,735 square foot retail building with an 11,741 square foot display 
mezzanine, a 15,110 square foot garden center and 800 square feet of outside display of stock-in- 
trade (all to be occupied and operated by Home Depot USA). This proposed amendment would 
eliminate a previously approved 8,000 square foot retail building and would modify the parking area 
and circulation plan in the vicinity of the former K-Marthew Home Depot building. This 
application proposes a net increase of 7,743 square feet ofcommercial area. All other improvements 
required as conditions of approval for 00-0 127 including frontage improvements along 4 Ist Avenue 
will remain unchanged. 

Due to the increase in commercial square footage, this project was subject to Environmental review 
per the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The project was 
reviewed by the County's Environmental Coordinator on August 10,2005. The mandatorypublic 
comment period ended on September 19,2005. The environmental review process focused on the 
primarily on traffic, noise and the Highway One viewshed, evaluating the proposed changes to the 
previously approved development. The environmental review process generated mitigation measures 
that will reduce potential impacts from the proposed development and adequately address these 
issues and apreliminary determination to issue a Negative Declaration with Mitigations (Exhibit D) 
was made on August 16,2005. 

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

Zoning & General Plan Consistency 

The project is located in the C-2 (Community Commercial) zone district and the C-C (Community 
Commercial) General Plan land use designation. The purpose of the C-C designabon is to provide 
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areas for a mix of shopping, service, and office uses that serve a community-wide market area. This 
17-acre site has adequate access and is large enough to accommodate larger stores and service 
establishments that would be inappropriate if sited in areas other than the C-C designation. The 
proposed Home Depot commercial use is consistent with the zoning, General Plan designation and 
site. Furthermore, Home Depot could occupy the existing K-Mart building with a Level 1 Change of 
Use (over the counter) use approval under the conditions of Commercial Development Permit 00- 
0127. The existing K-Mart building, however, is outdated, energy inefficient and does not lend itself 
to the modem loading facilities used by Home Depot, hence, Home Depot has decided to demolish 
and replace the K-Mart building. The proposed demolition and construction of a replacement 
structure with about 7,743 square feet of additional commercial area triggered the requirement to 
amend CDP 00-0127 for the Home Depot commercial use. 

The Home Depot store ~ i l 1  occupy the same location with a slightly smaller footprint than the 
existing K-Mart building. This location is adjacent to an existing residential development. County 
Code Section 13.10.333(b)(4) requires a 30-foot setback kom the eastemresidentiallyzonedparcels. 
The replacement structure will maintain the same setback from the existing residential development, 
which exceeds the required 30 feet. 

The replacement structure will have an additional 1 1,741 square foot display mezzanine that will be 
used solely as a display area for bulky merchandise (e.g appliances, cabinetry, flooring samples 
displays). In addition, Home Depot proposes to increase the garden center area by4,610 square feet. 
The required additional parking for the mezzanine is one space per 300 square feet (39 spaces) and 
one space per 200 square feet for the additional outdoor garden center (23 spaces) and 800 square 
feet of outdoor stock-in-trade (4 spaces). The total new parking demand for the proposed Home 
Depot is 66 spaces. As part ofthis proposed amendment, a new 8,000 square foot retail building that 
was approved under 00-0127 will be deleted. Thirty-four (34) parking spaces had been allocated to 
the 8,000 square foot building. Thus, the net increase in parking needed for the proposed Home 
Depot is 32 spaces. The parking area will be reconfigured to provide an additional 32 parking spaces 
to accommodate the net increase in Commercial area. Nevertheless, there will be no net increase in 
impervious area, since all of the areas designated as parking are currently paved. Overall, the 
required parking for the shopping center and Home Depot with the permitted 15 percent redwtion 
(allowed when several businesses with non-coinciding peak parking demands share a common 
parkmg area) is 866 on site parkmg spaces. The project plans shows 87 1 spaces, a number of which 
will be oversized to accommodate larger vehicles associated with a lumber and hardware business. 

The applicant proposes to utilize an 800 square foot area along the front of the Home Depot store to 
display merchandise. Staff does not recommend approval of this aspect of the project. Merchandise 
arrayed along the frontage and entrance tends to clutter its appearance. More importantly, 
merchandise on the walkways in front of the building can interfere with pedestrian access and 
circulation presenting a potential health and safety hazard. Therefore, the net increase in retail space 
for Home Depot, after deleting 800 square feet of outdoor sales area, is 6,943 square feet. 

Design Review 

The project approved under CDP 00-0127 constitutes an improvement to the visual character ofthe 
site and surroundings. Formerly, the site was characterized by a deteriorated commercial shopping 
center with fragmented landscaping, and a lack of architectural cohesion. The proposed design of the 
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Home Depot building is compatible with the architectural concept of CDP 00-0127, and will further 
enhance the shopping center. Specifically, the proposed faGade incorporates the design elements of 
the new Safeway complex (gables with a combination of split face block with horizontal wood siding 
above). Thus, the proposed structure will be integrated with the new shopping center. 

The proposed Home Depot building will be constructed as a single-story tilt-up structure with a 
maximum height of 32 feet (35 feet is maximum height allowed in the C-2 zone district). The 
loading bays at the existing K-Mart building are located at the rear of the building. The replacement 
structure is designed with 3 loading bays that will be located at the south side ofthe building behind 
the garden center. The expanded garden center will be constructed in the general location of the 
original garden center on the south (Highway 1) side of the building. An auxiliary generator will be 
installed in an underground vault at about the midpoint at the back of the new building, and an 
overhead door for lumber loading will be located north of the generator vault at the rear of the 
building in the vicinity ofthe original K-Mart loading docks. As discussed above: outdoor sales and 
merchandise displays, other than that withm the garden center, will be not be allowed, due to visual 
impacts and potential conflicts with pedestrian traffic. A new 10-foot w d e  landscape buffer is 
proposed adjacent to the rear property line between the structure and the residential development. In 
addition, a masonry sound wall ranging from 9 feet to 13 feet high will be constructed along the rear 
property line to mitigate noise impacts related to deliveries. 

Portions of the project are visible from State Highway 1, a designated scenic corridor in the County 
General Plan. This portion of the comdor is dominated by older commercial and industrial 
structures, constructed prior to the adoption of scenic protection in the General Plan. As aresult, the 
quality of the scenic resource at this location is poor. CDP 00-0127 prohibits new signage that is 
oriented toward the highway, and requires that any new sign at the K-Mart location be limited to 4 
feet in height and 300 square feet in area. The proposed amendment shows a new Home Depot sign 
that is consistent with the specific sign conditions of CDP 00-0127. This is a reduction from the 
existing %foot hgh foot K-Mart sign. 

The proposed sound wall, and the majority of the new building itself, will be lower than the Highway 
1 ramp. This ramp actually blocks the views of this shopping complex from Highway 1. This 
change in grade largely screens the existing K-Mart and proposed Home Depot buildings from 
Highway 1 The new building itself will block the view of the new sound wall. Finally, an 8,000 
square foot building approved under CDP 00-0127, which was located adjacent to and potentially 
visible from the Highway will be deleted as part of this amendment, further reducing a potentially 
negative affect on the Highway 1 scenic corridor. 

Overall, the architectural style, materials, and color for the Safeway store and the Home Depot are 
consistent with one another and with the adjacent residential neighborhood. 

Drainage and Water Quality 

An extensive set ofretention and storage systems was approved as part infrastructure improvements 
under CDP 00-0127. The amended project, which proposes a slightly smaller building within the 
foot print of the existing K-Mart building, an expanded garden center within an existing paved area 
and the reconfigured parking lot in an area which is currently completely paved, will not increase 
impervious surfaces above existing conditions. Therefore, the drainage patterns and planned 
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No commercial or industrial activities are proposed that would generate a significant increase of 
contaminants to a public or private water supply. The project will not result in an increase in the area 
of parking and driveways, and therefore will not contribute any additional urban pollutants to the 
environment beyond that described in CDP 00-0127. Erosion Control Best Management Practices 
(BMPs), silt and grease traps, storm drain inlet protection and drop inlet sediment filter measures 
were included as Conditions of Approval for CDP 00-0127 and are applicable to this amendment. 

Noise 

A supplemental acoustic study was submitted specific to the proposed Home Depot commercial use. 
The report concluded that the main sources of additional noise from the project would be truck 
deliveries at the lumber loading area at the north end of the rear of the reconstructed building, the 
proposed 3-bay truck dock at the Highway 1 side of the building and truck movements around the 
back of the structure. The study recommended that the existing chain link fence be replaced with a 
sound barrier wall. The sound wall is recommended to be 9 feet tall from Highway 1 to within 50 
feet of the lumber loading area. Because the proposed loading bays along the side of the building 
utilize a sealed system, similar to the enclosed jetways used at airplane terminals, the noise levels are 
substantially reduced. It is not possible to use this system for the lumber loading area, thus a 13-foot 
high sound wall is recommended to reduce noise levels to meet the limits specified in the General 
Plan. Specifically, the maximum sound levels at the property line are 60 dB overall with a maximum 
LEQ (average noise level) of45 dB at night. In addition, truck access for deliveries to and fiom the 
site will be restricted to the 41" Avenue entrance and exit. This will reduce noise impacts to the 
nearby residents that have resulted in the past from the delivery trucks using Cottontail Lane. 

An additional acoustical analysis was conducted to evaluate the potential noise impacts of the 
vaulted generator located behind the proposed building. This analysis was required as a mitigation 
measure during the CEQA process. The Acoustical Consultant found that the use of the vaulted 
generator could result in sound levels of 78 dBA on the east side of the sound wall. The consultant 
has recommended sound reduction methods for the generator vault to dampen the sound levels to 
meet the maximum sound levels established in the General Plan. These recommendations have been 
incorporated into the project conditions. 

A 10-foot wide landscape strip is proposed on the commercial side of the sound wall. This 
landscaping will serve as a buffer and contribute to dampening the sound. Staff had discussed that 
landscaping also be provided on the residential side of the sound wall, and raised this item at a 
neighborhood meeting. The neighbors present at the meeting did not show an interest in this issue at 
the time, and the Home Depot representatives voiced liability concerns with adding improvements on 
private property. Nevertheless, your Commission could consider provisions for landscaping on the 
residential side of the sound wall where Home Depot could set aside a fund to reimburse the 
Homeowners Association(s) for the cost of any trees planted on the residential property adjacent to 
the sound wall. 
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Traffic 

The applicant submitted supplemental information to the Safeway project traffic study as abasis to 
determine if additional traffic generated by the Home Depot proposal would create traffic impacts 
beyond those reviewed and mitigated under CDP 00-0127. The analysis looked specifically at the 
weekday AM and PM peak period volumes, and the Saturday afternoon peak period volumes. The 
analysis does not take into consideration the elimination of the 8,000 square foot retail building 
approved as part of CDP 00-0127, and used traffic count data from the 00-0127 traffic report, which 
is much higher than more recent count data in this area (due to the closure of the K-Mart and other 
economical factors). Therefore, the analysis is conservative in projection of estimated impacts. 
According to the analysis by Fehr and Peers Associates Inc. dated January 11, 2005, the weekday 
daily trips are expected to increase by a net 738 trips per day, hut only 44 additional AM peak hour 
trips 'and 13 additional PM peak hour trips will be generated. These are the volumes used for the 
intersection impact analysis. 

The only intersection location expected to operate at or near an unacceptable level of service (LOS) 
in the AM peak hour as a result of CDP 00-0127 is the Soquel Drive/Porter Street intersection, 
projected to operate at LOS E. A right turn lane from westbound Soquel Drive to Porter Drive was 
constructed as the accepted mitigation for that impact. The proposed Home Depot will exacerbate 
the LOS E operations during the AM peak hour according to the Fehr and Peers memo dated January 
1 1,2005. However, also according to Fehr and Peers, this contribution will not equal or exceed 1% 
of the capacity of the intersection, which is the threshold that must be exceeded for mitigations to be 
required, pursuant to the County General Plan significance criteria. The addition of 44 AM peak 
hour trips is not expected to significantly affect any other locations as the remaining intersections are 
operating at LOS C or better during the AM peak hour. The additional 13 PM peak hour trips are not 
expected to create impacts to the surrounding street network. 

In summary, although the project is expected to generate a 29% increase in the total daily trips in 
comparison with the former use (K-Mart), the differences in weekday peak hour trip generation are 
negligible due to the distribution of the trips throughout the day. Further, the trip generation data 
used was conservative and the trips from an 8,000 square foot retail building that was already 
approved hut will not be constructed were included in the trip generation count data. Overall, 
additional trips would not result in any new significant impacts beyond those identified for CDP 00- 
0127. 

Regarding Saturdaytrips, according to the analyses by Fehr and Peers Associates Inc. dated April 20, 
2005, the Saturday afternoon peak hour trip rate is expected to result in a net increase of 192 
additional peak hour hips. The analysis concluded that the additional Saturday peak hour trips 
would not result in any new significant impacts beyond those identified in the~January 2001 traffic 
study prepared for CDP 00-0127. 

The Transportation and Road Planning Engineering Section of the Department ofpublic Works has 
thoroughly reviewed and accepted the methodology of the traffic analyses performed by Fehr and 
Peers Associates Inc. These studies are included in Attachments 9 and 10 of the Initial Study 
(Exhibit D). 
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Environmental Review 

Environmental review has been required for the proposed project per the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The project was reviewed by the County's 
Environmental Coordinator on August 10,2005. A preliminary determination to issue a Negative 
Declaration with Mitigations (Exhibit D) was made on August 16,2005. The mandatory public 
comment period expi.red on September 19, 2005, with five comments having been received. A 
complete list of the required mitigations for the project is included with Exhibit D. 

During the review period, comments were received from the following agencies: Santa Cruz CounQ' 
Regional Transportation Commission, City of Capitola and CALTRANS. These comments are 
included as additional attachments to Exhibit D. The Caltrans and City of Capitola comments 
focused on the traffic, which is generated almost entirely by the commercial development that was 
approved three years ago under CDP 00-0127, As discussed above, the project proposes anegligible 
increase oftraffic over that alreadyreviewed and approved under the Safeway redevelopment project 
(CDP 00-0127). Moreover, Caltrans and the City OfCapitola did not voice comerns over increased 
traffic resulting from the renovated and enlarged shopping center during the Environmental Review 
period for CDP 00-0127. The Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (SCCRTC) 
and Caltrans both requested the County insure the project provides for the use of park and ride 
parking spaces, citing the existing past use ofthe property as a park and ride lot. Apparently, K-Mart 
had agreed to allow use of a portion of their lot for the Park and Ride program. Unfortunately, this 
was not an agreement authorized by the property owner and was never authorized by any of the 
County use permits for this development. There are not sufficient parking spaces available to 
accommodate the Park and Ride use at this site. In addition, the Park and Ride use was never 
analyzed in the Traffic Studies for CDP 00-0127 and the updates for this proposal. 

SUMMARY 

The project is well designed; represents a net increase of only 6,943 square feet beyond that approved 
under CDP 00-0127 and would bolster an underutilized shopping area. The proposed amendment 
has been reviewed for potmtial mviromental impacts and it has been determined that all potentially 
significant impacts can be adequately mitigated. Furthermore, the project, subject to the conditions 
of approval, is consistent with all applicable codes and policies ofthe Zoning Ordinance and General 
PladLCP, and other applicable County ordinances and policies. Please see Exhibit "B" ("Findings") 
for a complete listing of findings and evidence related to the above discussion. 

Staff Recommendation 

APPROVAL of Application Number 04-0440, based on the attached findings and 
conditions. 

Certification ofthe Negative Declaration with Mitigations in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

a 

Supplementary reports and information referred to in this report are on fde and available 
for viewing at the Santa Cruz County Planning Department, and are hereby made a part of 
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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 . c o . s a n t a - c N z . c a . u s  

Report Prepared By: 
Cathleen Can 
Santa Cmz County Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 
Phone Number: (83 1) 454-3225 E-mail: carhleen.carr!~,co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

R Review 
q& / / 

i By: - 
Cathy Graves 
Principal Planner 
Development Review 
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DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS 

1. THAT THE PROPOSED LOCATION OF THE PROJECT AND THE CONDITIONS 
UNDER WHICH IT WOULD BE OPERATED OR MAINTAINED WILL NOT BE 
DETRIMENTAL TO THE HEALTH, SAFETY, OR WELFARE OF PERSONS RESIDING 
OR WORKING IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD OR THE GENERAL PUBLIC, AND WILL 
OT RESULT IN INEFFICIENT OR WASTEFUL USE OF ENERGY, AND WILL NOT BE 
MATERIALLY INJURIOUS TO PROPERTIES OR IMPROVEMENTS Ilc' THE 
VICINITY. 

The amendment of Commercial Development Permit 00-0127 to allow the replacement of an 
existing commercial building with a slightly smaller footprint at the location of a former K-Mart with 
an additional 11,741 square foot display mezzanine, an expanded garden center, reconfigured 
parking and access and the elimination of a previously approved 8,000 square foot commercial 
structure, and the conditions under which these structures 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 be materially injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity. 
Specifically, the project is located in an area designated for commercial uses and is not encumbered 
by physical constraints to development and is within the footprint and same height as the K-Mart 
structure it replaces. Further, the net increase of less than 7,000 square feet ofnew commercial space 
represents a minimal increase in traffic, and no increase in new impervious surfaces. Moreover, the 
proposed replacement building will be more energy efficient that the existing outdated K-Mart 
structure. Construction will comply with prevailing building technology, the Uniform Building 
Code, and the County Building ordinance to ensure the optimum in safety and the conservation of 
energy and resources. Since, the new commercial building in the same location and will be the same 
height of the structure it will replace, it will not deprive adjacent properties or the neighborhood of 
light, air, or open space. 

A sound wall will be constructed at the rear property between the commercial development and the 
adjacent residential properties. In addition, commercial delivery hours will be restricted to further 
reduce noise impacts. These measures will result in an operation with noise levels that will be less 
than that of the previous K-Mart operation. 

CDP 00-0127 provided for a considerable increase in safety to motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians 
through the installation of dedicated walkways through the parking area, frontage improvements to 
include bike lanes and dedicated vehicular right turn lanes, and a reduction in the number of 
driveways serving the site. These improvements will be maintained in this amendment. In addition, 
under this amendment two pedestrian walkways connecting 41" Avenue to the shopping centers will 
be moved. This change will reduce the potential conflict with motorists, as the former location 
required two dnveway crossings while the new location requires only one. Both walkways remain 
within 200 feet of the bus stop on 4lSt Avenue, while the overall number of drive crossings is 
reduced. 

2. THAT THE PROPOSED L.OCATION OF THE PROJECT AND THE CONDITIONS 
UNDER WHICH IT WOULD BE OPERATED ORMAINTAINED WILL BE 

EXHIBIT B 
/O 
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CONSISTENT WITH ALL PERTIKENT COUNTY ORDIANCES AND THE PURPOSE 
OF THE ZONE DISTRICT IN WHICH THE SITE IS LOCATED 

The project is located in the C-2 (Community Commercial) zone district. The proposed Home Depot 
commercial use is consistent with the zoning, General Plan designation and site. Furthermore, Home 
Depot could occupy the existing K-Mart building with a Level 1 Change of Use (over the counter) 
use approval under the conditions of Commercial Deve!opment Permit 00-0127. The replacement of 
the outmoded K-Mart building with a new structure with a smaller footprint and additional display 
area on a mezzanine level at the location of the original commercial building, the expansion of an 
existing garden center and the elimination of an 8;000 square foot commercial building approved 
under CDP 00-0127 will provide the 32 additional parking spaces required by the net increase of 
commercial space by reconfiguring the existing parking and circulation and utilizing the area where 
the deleted 8,000 square foot structure had been proposed. The replacement structure meets the site 
development standards for the C-2 zone district with respect to the front and side yard setbacks and 
for the increased setback of 30 feet from residential uses at the rear yard, and is less than the height 
maximum of 35 feet. 

The proposed sign is consistent with the size and dimensions approved under CDP 00-0127. 

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. 

The project is located within the C-C (Community Commercial) General Plan land use designation. 
The purpose of the C-C designation is to provide areas for a mix of shopping, service, and office 
uses that serve a community-wide market area. The 17-acre shopping center has adequate access and 
is large enough to accommodate larger stores and service establishments that would be inappropriate 
if sited in areas other than the C-C designation. The proposed commercial use is consistent with the 
General Plan in that the use is large enough to serve a regional market and meets current County 
regulations for developments of this size. The replacement commercial building and expanded 
garden center will not adversely impact the light, solar opportunities, air, andor open space available 
to other structure or properties, in that the height and footprint of the building is the same or smaller 
than the building it replaces. 

A sound wall ranging in height from 9 feet up to 13 feet will be constructed along the rear property 
line, based on acoustic studies to minimize noise impacts to the adjacent residential properties. With 
the sound wall and the condition limiting the hours of commercial deliveries, the Home Depot will 
not exceed the noise levels at the property line specified in the General Plan of 60 dB overall with a 
maximum LEQ (average noise level) of 45 dB at night. An additional acoustical analysis was 
conducted to evaluate the potential noise impacts of the vaulted generator located behind the 
proposed building. This analysis was required as a mitigation measure during the CEQA process. 
The Acoustical Consultant found that the use of the vaulted generator could result in sound levels of 
78 dBA on the east side of the sound wall. The consultant has recommended sound reduction 
methods for the generator vault to dampen the sound levels to meet the mltvirnum sound levels 
established in the General Plan. These recommendations have been incorporated into the project 
conditions. The truck access for deliveries to and from the site will be restricted to the 41" Avenue 

EXHIBIT B 
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entrance and exit in order to reduce noise impacts to the nearby residents that have resulted in the 
past from the delivery trucks using Cottontail Lane. 

Traffic studies were completed and approved for Commercial Development Permit (CDP) 00-0127, 
and supplemental traffic studies have been completed for the additional traffic generated by the 
Home Depot use. These reports were conservative in their estimates in that the higher traffic counts 
from CDP 00-01 27 were used rather than the recent lower counts, and that the supplemental studies 
included the expected traffic generated by an 8,000 square foot commercial building analyzed and 
approved under CDP 00-0127 and that will be deleted as part of this project. The Soquel 
Drive/Porter Street intersection was expected to operate at or near an unacceptable level of service 
(LOS) in the AM peak hour as a result of CDP 00-0127, and projected to operate at LOS E. The 
accepted mitigation for this impact of CDP 00-0127 was the construction of a right turn lane kom 
westbound Soquel Drive to Porter Drive. The proposed Home Depot will exacerbate the LOS E 
operations during the AM peak hour, however, this contribution will not equal or exceed 1% of the 
capacity of the intersection, which is the threshold that must be exceeded for mitigations to be 
required, pursuant to the County General Plan significance criteria. 

Highway 1 is designated as a scenic road in the General Plan, and the project is mapped within the 
scenic resource designation. This portion of the Highway 1 comdor is dominated by older 
commercial and industrial structures, constructed prior to the adoption of scenic protection in the 
General Plan. As a result, the quality of the scenic resource at this location is poor. The proposed 
sound wall, and the majority of the new building itselfwill be lower than the Highway 1 ramp. This 
ramp actually blocks the views of this shopping complex from Highway 1. This change in grade 
largely screens the existing K-Mart and proposed Home Depot buildings from Highway 1. The new 
building itself will block the view of the new sound wall. Finally, an 8,000 square foot building 
approved under CDP 00-0127, which was located adjacent to and potentially visible from the 
Highway will be deleted as part of this amendment, further reducing a potentially negative affect on 
the Highway 1 scenic corridor. In addition, CDP 00-0127 prohibits new signage that is oriented 
toward the highway, and requires that any new sign at the K-Mart location be limited to 4 feet in 
height and 300 square feet in area. The proposed Home Depot sign is consistent with the specific 
sign conditions of CDP 00-0127 and will have less visual impact than existing %foot high K-Mart 
sign. Thus, the project is consistent with the General Plan policies for development within a scenic 
resource. 

A specific plan has not been adopted for this portion of the County, however the proposed 
improvements are consistent with the adopted plan line for upper 4lSt Avenue. 

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. 

According to the traffic analysis that has been accepted by the Department of Public Works, the 
project is expect to increase the weekday daily trips by a net 738 trips per day, but only 44 additional 
AM peak hour trips and 13 additional PM peak hour trips will be generated. The Saturday afternoon 
peak hour trip rate is expected to result in a net increase of 192 additional peak hour trips. These are 
the volumes used for the intersection impact analysis. 
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The proposed commercial building 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 
of the 41* Avenue area in that the proposed structure will be consistent with the purpose and 
hnction of the upper 4 1 Et Avenue shopping district. Additionally, the project will renovate existing 
vehicular and pedestrian areas on site to more efficiently connect the project area with surrounding 
transportation facilities such as Soquel Drive and 41"Avenue and the sidewalks and bus shelters 
adjacent to them. 

6. I THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE DESIGN 

The only intersection location expected to operate at or near an unacceptable level of service (LOS) 
in the AM peak hour as a fesult of CDP 00-0127 is the Soquel DrivePorter Street intersection, 
projected to operate at LOS E. The accepted mitigation for that impact was the construction of a 
westbound right turn lane on Soquel Drive. While the proposed Home D q o t  will increase traffic at 
the LOS E intersection during the Al\il peak hour, this contribution will not equal or exceed 1% of 
the capacity of the intersection, which is the threshold that must be exceeded for mitigations to be 
required, pursuant to the County General Plan significance criteria. The addition of 44 Akl peak 
hour trips is not expected to sigmficantly affect any other locations as the remaining intersections are 
operatingatLOS Corbetterduringthe AMpeakhour. The additional 13PMpeakhourmpsarenot 
expected to create impacts to the surrounding street network. The analysis also concluded that the 
additional Saturday peak hour trips do not result in any new significant impacts beyond those 
identified in the January 2001 traffic study prepared for CDP 00-0127. 

In summary, although the project is expected to generate a 29% increase in dailytrips in comparison 
with the former use (K-Mart), the differences in wcekday peak hour trip generation are negligible 
due to the distribution of the trips throughout the day. Further, the trip generation data used was 
conservative in that the trips from an 5,000 square foot retail building that was already approved 
(under 00-0127), but will not be built, were included in the trip generation count data. Overall, 
additional trips would not result in any new significant impacts beyond those identified for CDP 00- 
0127, and the increase ofy 6,943 square feet of commercial space above that approved by CDP 00- 
0127 will not overload utilities or produce an unacceptable level of traffic in the vicinity. 

As stated in the lnitial Study and Finding ti3, the project will not degrade any intersection Level of 
Service (LOS) or contribute a 1 percent or greater increase in critical movements at the intersection 
currently operating at LOS E. General Policy 3.12.1 establishes the 1 percent increase as a threshold 
for mitigation. Because the traffic analysis indicates that traffic impacts will not exceed the adopted 
threshold of significant, an EIR would not be appropriate. 

Additionally as part of CDP 00-0127, the applicant was required to pay $850,000 in traffic impact 
fees to the County, to be used for future road improvements within the Soquel road planning 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. 
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STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES (SECTIONS 13.11.070 THROUGH 13.11.076), 
AND ANY OTHER APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS CHAPTER. 

The proposed development is consistent with the Design Standards and Guidelines of the County 
Code in that the proposed commercial building will be of an appropriate scale and type of designthat 
will enhance the aesthetic qualities of the surrounding properties. The project approved under CDP 
00-0127 constitutes a significant improvement to the visual character of the site and surroundings. 
Formerly, the site was characterized by a deteriorated commercial shopping center with hgmented 
landscaping, and a lack of architectural cohesion. The proposed design of the Home Depot building 
is compatible with the architectural concept of CDP 00-01 27, and will contribute to the enhancement 
of the surroundings. Specifically, the proposed fagade incorporates the design elements of the new 
Safeway complex (gables with a combination of split face block with horizontal wood siding above). 
Thus, the proposed structure will be integrated with the new shopping center. 

CDP 00-0127 and this proposed amended project to include a Home Depot in the former K-Mart 
area will providc adequate parking and circulation and increased landsczping within the configured 
parking lots, along the southern (near Highway 1) property boundary and a landscaping strip ranping 
from 10 to 15 feet wide along the rear (eastern) property line. 
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Conditions of Approval 

Exhibit A: Site Plan and Architectural Plans by Scott A. Mommer Consulting (Lars Andersen & 
Associates, Inc.) dated 6/27/05 
Color board and Visual Simulations prepared by WD Partners 

I. This permit amends Commercial Development Permit 00-0127, authorizing the removal of 
an existing 84,143 square foot retail building and a 10,500 square foot garden center 
(formerly occupied by K-Mart), deleting a p l m e d  8,000 square foot building, and 
constructing an 82,735 square foot retail building to include an 11,741 square foot display 
mezzanine and a 15,110 square foot garden center for a net increase of 6,943 square feet of 
new commercial area, and the construction of a 9 to 13-foot high concrete or masonry sound 
wall along the eastern (rear) property line. All conditions of approval for 00-0127 remain 
in effect except as amended by the following: 

Prior to exercising any rights granted by this permit including, without limitation, any 
construction or site disturbance, the applicantlowner shall: 

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

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

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

Obtain a Grading Permit kern Santa Cruz County Planning Department, ifrequired. 

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

Submit proof that these conditions have been recorded in the official records of the 
County of Santa Cruz (Office ofthe County Recorder) within 30 days ofthe approval 
date on ths  permit. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

11. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit the applicantlowner shall: 

A. 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. Identify finish of exterior materials and color of roof covering for Planning 
Department approval. Colors shall substantially conform to the submitted 
color board prepared by WD Partners. 
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2. Submit a final signage program that is consistent with the submitted 
preliminary sign program. 

a. The plan shall include dimensions and coloration. A sample of the 
color and sign material shall be submitted for review and approval. 
The coloration of the sign shall be deep, burnt-orange range. Bright 
orange, tangerine or similar coloration is prohibited. 

The sign shall be limited to 4 feet in height and 300 square feet in 
area. 

All signs shall consists of individual channel letters, or have light 
letters on dark backgrounds with low intensityintemal lighting, if a 
one-piece “box” sign is used. 

b. 

c. 

3 .  Detailed erosion control plans. The plans must be review-ed and appoved by 
Environmental Planning Staff. 

Submit final engineered drainage plans consistent with the final drainage 
plans approved under CDP 00-0127. 

Submit a final landscape plan for review and approval by the Urban Designer 
and Project Planner. The final landscape plan shall include, but is not limited 
to, the following: 

a. 

4. 

5 .  

The plan must show the locations of all trees along the property 
boundary behind the Home Depot loading area and adjacent to the 
Highway 1 ramp and must verify that the trees are compatible with 
the existing and proposed sound walls required in those locations. 

One out of e1:ery three trees to be planted within the landscape area 
between Highway 1 and the proposed Home Depot building shall be a 
minimum 24-inch box size. The locations of the 24-inch box trees 
shall be specified on the plans. 

Trees shall be planted within the parking area at a minimum of one 
tree per every five (5) parking spaces and shall be distributed evenly 
over the parking area. Twenty-five percent ofparking lot trees must 
be 24-inch box in size. 

b. 

c. 

6 .  All outdoor areas, parking and circulation areas shall be lighted with low-rise 
lighting fixtures that do not exceed 15 feet in height. The construction plans 
must indicate the location, intensity, and variety of all exterior lighting 
fixtures. All lighting must be consistent with Title 24, Part 6, California 
Code of Regulations, Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non- 
Residential Buildings. All lighting shall be directed onto the site and away 

EXHIBIT B 
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B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

from adjacent properties. 

Details showing compliance with the Central Fire Department requirements 
contained in their letter dated September 28, 2005. 

The height of the new structure shall not exceed 32 feet measured from 
existing or from finished grade, whichever i s  the greater height. 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 ofthe proposed structure. 

Final plans shall include details for an operable gate that will block assess to 
the driveway behind the new Home Depot building consistent with 
Conditions V.H. and V.I. of this permit. A Knox box shall be provided for 
Fire Agency access. 

The final plans shall detail the sound enclosure and/or silencer to be used for 
the generator vault. 

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

Submit a plan review letter from the project acoustical engineer verifylng that the 
recommendations made in their report for this project are properly reflected on the 
building plans. 

Submit four copies of a soils engineering report and pay the applicable report review 
fees. 

1. 

2. 

The final plans shall reference the soils engineer and report. 

The final plans must incorporate the recommendations ofthe soils report with 
respect to site preparation and foundation design. 

Submit four copies of a plan review and approval letter prepared by the project soils 
engineer. The plan review letter shall reference the page numbers and dates on the 
plans reviewed and shall state that the plans are in conformance with the soil report 
recommendations. 

Pay the current fees for Parks and Child Care mitigation. Currently, these fees are 
$0.23 per square foot for the net increase in commercial floor area, but are subject to 
change without notice. 
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Ill. 

G. Pay the current fees for Roadside and Transportation improvements for estimated 
new trip ends. Currently, these fees are $200 each per trip end. The project is 
expected to generate 468 trips per day. The estimated Soquel TIA fee is $1 87,200. 

H. 

I. 

Prior 

Provide required off-street parking for 866 cars. Parking spaces shall meet County 
standards for the dimensions and numbers of compact, regular, oversized truck 
spaces and ADA accessible parking set forthin County Code section 13.10.550. All 
parking must be located entirely outside vehicular rights-of way. Parking must be 
clearly desigmted on the plot plan. The plan must comply with all provisions of the 
ADA and State law regarding the number and size of accessible parking spaces. 

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. 

site disturbance and during construction: 

A. The applicant shall organize a pre-construction meeting to review the mitigation 
measures listed in Section VII of the conditions of approval for CDP 00-0127. The 
contractor, the grading contractor supervisor, and Environmental Planning Staffmust 
attend the meeting. 

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

1. Limit all construction-related activities to the time between 8 :OO AM and 
5:00 PM weekdays, unless a temporary exemption to this time restriction is 
approved in advance by the Planning Department to address an emergency 
situation. The owneddeveloper shall designate a disturbance coordinator to 
respond to citizen complaints and inquiries from area residents during 
construction. A 24-hour contact number shall be conspicuously posted on the 
job site; on a sign that shall be a minimum of two feet high and four feet 
wide. This shall be separate from any other signs on site, and shall include 
the language “for construction noise and dust problems call the 24-hour 
contact number.” The disturbance coordinator shall record the name, phone 
number, and nature of the disturbance. The disturbance coordinator shall 
investigate complaints and take remedial action, if necessary, within 24 hours 
ofreceipt of the complaint or inquiry. Unresolved complaints received by the 
County staff fiom area residents may result in the inclusion of additional 
operational conditions. 

Each day it does not rain, wet all exposed soils frequently enough to prevent 
significant amounts of dust from leaving the site. Street sweeping on 
adjacent or nearby streets maybe required to control the export of excess dust 

B. 

2. 
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and dirt. 

During demolition and construction, a temporary barrier shall be placed along the 
eastern property line to minimize dust; noise and trespass issues onto the adjacent 
residential properties. 

The sound wall shall be completed prior to or in conjunction with commencing 
construction on the replacement building. 

All foundation excavations shall be observed and approved in writing by the project 
soils engineer prior to foundation pour. A copy of the letter shall be kept on file with 
the Planning Department. 

Erosion shall be controlled at all times. Erosion control measures shall be monitored, 
maintained and replaced as needed. No turbid runoff shall be allowed to leave the 
immediate construction site. 

C. 

D 

E. 

F. 

G 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. 

IV. 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. 

B. 

C.  

D. 

E. 

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

The construction and grading must comply with all recommendations of the approved 
soils reports. 

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. 
The soils engineer must inspect the completed project and certify in writing that the 
improvements have been constructed in conformance with the reports prepared for 
the site. 

The acoustical consultant shall conduct acoustical tests on the operation of the 
generator. The applicant shall modify the generator vault, if sound levels at the 
property line exceed 60 dB overall with hourly LEQ (average noise level) of 50 dBA. 
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The acoustical consultant shall certify in writing that the noise levels at the property 
line does not exceed 60 dB overall with hourly LEQ (average noise level) of 50 dBA 
during the operation of the generator. 

V. Operational Conditions 

A. In the event that hture 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. 

Outdoor display of stock-in-trade and/or merchandise is prohibited, except for that 
contained entirely within the garden center fence. 

One small food vendor booth or cart (144 square feet or less) is allowed at the front 
of the Home Depot store. 

The use of the mezzanine area is for the display purposes only and limited to bulky 
items such as appliances, cabinet examples, flooring samples, and similar display 
items. Actual stock shall not be kept in this area. 

Outdoor supplemental advertising such as banners, streamers or balloons is 
prohibited. 

The hours of business for the Home Depot shall be between 6 AM and 10 PM. 
Internal stocking of shelves and displays are allowed during non-business hours. All 
external doors are to remain closed during non-business hours. 

Outdoor operation of forklifts is limited to the hours of 7 AM to 10 PM. Outdoor 
forklifts shall be electric, “smart” forklifts equipped with sensors and beacons (no 
backup beepers). 

Unauthorized access to the truck lane behmd the Home Depot, the existing Safeway 
store and the new Safeway store or at loading docks in the same area shall be 
prohibited between 1O:OO P.M. and 7:OO A.M. Truck activity shall include trash 
removal, deliveries, idling, staging, and parking lot vacuuming. 

If deliveries and truck access is determined to create excessive noise impacts to the 
adjacent residents during certain hours or if truck traffic is occurring outside of the 
allowed delivery hours, then the operator will be required to close and lock the access 
gates during the required hours. 

Delivery trucks shall only enter and exit the shopping center fiom 41” Avenue. The 
use of Soquel Drive, Cottontail Lane and other access roads through the Soquel 
Village by delivery trucks is prohibited. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 
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K. 

L. 

M. 

N. 

0. 

P. 

Temporary use permits for the parking area shall not be gantedunless an amendment 
to this use permit is obtained. 

Security guard(s) shall be on-site at a minimum of 6 AM until 5 PM to minimize day 
laborers from congregating on the site. The hours shall be extended, as needed. 

Should trespass across the 41” Avenue landscaped area cause substantial damage to 
the plantings, the owner/operator may erect a barrier fence with the approval of a 
Minor Variation to this permit. Any fencing shall be open in design, shall not exceed 
4 feet in height, shall not provide a smooth top rail and must be integrated and 
compatible with the shopping center architecture and landscaping. 

All landscaped areas and related imgation systems shall be maintained. A drip 
irrigation system shall be installed in all landscape areas shown on Exhibit A. All 
irrigation shall conform to the required water conservation measmes as regulated by 
the Soquel Creek Water District. Dead plant material shall be removed and replaced 
consistent with the approved Exhibit A. The owner is responsible for the ongoing 
health and care of all landscaping on the site. 

All runoff shall be filtered through silt and grease traps prior to leaving the site. The 
traps shall be maintained according to the following monitoring and maintenance 
procedures: 

1. The traps shall be inspected to determine if they need cleaning or repair prior 
to October 15 of each year at a minimum. 

A brief annual report shall be prepared by the trap inspector at the conclusion 
of each October inspection and submitted to the Drainage Section of the 
Department of Public Works within 5 days of inspection. This monitoring 
report shall specify any repairs that have been done or that are needed to 
allow the trap to function adequately. 

2. 

All uses allowed the “Home Depot” buildmg shall consist of general 
retail/commercial uses as permitted in the C-2 commercial zone district. Changes in 
use shall be processed at Level 1 review provided that: 

1. 

2. 

The use is permitted in the C-2 zone district. 

The use complies with the limitations and conditions of Condition N.C.  of 
CDP 00-0127. 

VI. 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, 
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void, or annul this development approval of the COUNTY or any subsequent amendment of 
th is  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. COLTTY shall cooperate fully in such defense. If COUNTY fails 
to notify the Development Approval Holder within sixty (60) days of any such claim, 
action, or proceeding, or fails to cooperate fully in the defense thereof, the 
Development Approval Holder shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, 
indemnify, or hold harmless the COUNTY if such failure to notify or cooperate was 
significantly prejudicial to the Development Approval Holder. 

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

I .  

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 modifqing or affecting the interpretation 
or validity of any ofthe t m s  or conditions ofthe development approval without the 
prior written consent of the County. 

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

Within 30 days of the issuance of this development approval, the Development 
Approval Holder shall record in the office of the Santa Cmz County Recorder an 
agreement that incorporates the provision of this condition, or ths development 
approval shall become null and void. 

B. 

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

COUNTY defends the action in good faith. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

VU. Mitigation Monitoring. The mitigation measures listed under this heading have been 
incorporated in the conditions of approval for this project in order to mitigate or avoid 
significant effect on the environmental. As required by Section 21081.6 of the California 
Public Resource Code, a monitoring and reporting program for the above mitigation is 
hereby adopted as a condition of approval for this project. This program is specifically 
described following each mitigation measure listed below. The purpose of this monitoring is 
to ensure compliance with the environmental mitigations during project implementation and 
operation. Failure to comply with the conditions of approval, including the terms of the 
adopted monitoring program, may result in permit revocation pursuant to Section 18.10.462 
of the Santa Cruz county Code. 

A. Mitigation Measure: Noise (Conditions II.E and IV.B) 
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Monitoring Program: The applicmt has submitted an addendum to the noise study 
which indicates that additional sound dampening measures are required to prevent the 
vaulted generator from exceeding the noise standards established bythe General Plan 
and provided options for achieving these limits. The project planner and building 
plan check staff will review the building plans prior to approval to ensure that sound 
dampeningmethods have been incorporated into the plans. Prior to building permit 
final, the generator must be run and tested to ensure that the dampening methods 
have achieved the required sound levels. These results of this test must be submitted 
to the project planner. The project planner will not release the zoning hold on the 
building permit until the acoustical consultant certifies in writingthat the operation of 
the generator will not result in sound levels exceeding the General Plan thresholds at 
the eastern property line. 

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

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

Approval Date: 

Effective Date: 

Expiration Date: 

Cathy Graves Cathleen Carr 
Principal Planner Project Planner 

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

Supervisors m accordance with chapter 18.10 of the Santa Cruz County Code. 



CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

CERTIFICATE OF FEE EXEMPTION 

De minimis Impact Finding 

Project TitlelLocation (Santa Crus County): 

Application ?Timber: 04-0440 
The project i s  a proposed Amendment to Commercial Development Permit 00-0127. The 
proposal consists of removing an 84,143 square foot retail building and a 10, 500 square foot 
garden center (formerly occupied by K-Mart), deleting a planned 8,000 square foot building, and 
construction of an 82,735 square foot retail building to include an 11,741 square foot display 
mezzaiiine, 15,110 square foot garden center, and 800 square feet of outside display of stock-in- 
trade, for a net increase in commercial area of 7,743 square feet over that proposed in C.DP 00- 
0127. The project is located on the east side of 41'' Avenue, between Soquel Drive & State 
Hig5w.y 1 in Sequel, Ca!ifomia. 

Home Depot USA, for McNellis Partners, Inc. 

APY: 030-131-37, -42, -44, -45, & 030-192-01, -02 
Robin Bolster-Grant Sr John Schlagheck, Staff Planners 

Zone District: Community Commercial (C-2) 

Findings of Exemption (attach as necessary): 

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

Certification: 

I hereby certify that the public agency has made the above finding and that the project 
will not individually or cumulatively have an adverse effect on wildlife resources, as 
defined in Section 71 1.2 of the Fish and Game Code. 

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

Date: I O/g / 0 5 '  
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

(831) 454-2580 FAX (831) 454-2131 TDO (831) 454-2123 
703 OCEAN STREET, 4TH FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ. CA 95060 

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION ALVD I\IOTICE OF DETER%lINATION 

Application Number: 04-0440 
The project is a proposed Amendment to Commercial Development Permit 00-0127. The proposal consists of 
removing an 84,143 square foot retail building and a 10, 500 square foot garden center (formerly occupied by K- 
?vIart), deieting a planned 8,000 square foot building: and constaction of an 82,735 square foot rerail building to 
include an i 1.741 square foot display mezzanine, 15,110 square foot sarden center: and 800 square feet of outside 
display of stock-in-trade, for a net increase in comqercial area of 7,743 square feet over that proposed in CDP 00- 
0127. The project is located on the east side of41’’ Avenue, between Soquel Drive & State Highway 1 in Soquel, 
Califomia. 
APX: 030-131-37, -12, -44, -45,& 030-192-01, -02 Robin Bolster-Grant & John Schlrgheck: Staff Planners 
Zone District: Community Commercial (43-2) 

ACTION: Negative Declaration with Mitigations 
REVLEW PERIOD ENDS: September 19,2005 
This project wilt be considered at a public hearing by the Planning Commission. The time, date and location 
have not been set. When scheduling does occur, these items will be included in all public hearing notices for 
the project. 

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

Required Miticiation Measures or Conditions: 

Home Depot USA, for McNellis Partners, Inc. 

None 
XX Are Attached 

Review Period Ends SeDtember 19,2005 

Date Approved By Environmental Coordinator 

KEN HART 
Environmental Coordinator 
(831) 454-3127 

If this project is approved, complete and file this notice with the Clerk of the Board: 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION 

The Final Approval of This Project was Granted by 

on 

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

Date completed notice fiied with Clerk of the Board: 

No EIR was prepared under CEQA 



NAME: Home Depot USA for McNellis Partners 
APPLICATION: 04-0440 

A.P.N: 030-131-37, 42, 44, 45, 030-192-01 ,O2 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION MITIGATIONS 

Note: Mitigation measures identified for permit 00-0127, which is the permit that this project #04-0440 
proposes to amend, ais0 appiy to activities described in 04-0440. 

1. In order to ensure that impacts from noise are not significant, prior to public hearing. the 
applicant shall submit a letter from the project noise consultants verifying that they have 
reviewed the current plans and that the General Plan limits on dayiime and night time 
noise will not be exceeded. The letter shall specify whether recommendations must be 
modified because of the revised location of the generator underground, and if so; the 
plans shall be revised to reflect those modified recommendations. 



COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

(831) 454-2580 FAX (831) 454-2131 TDD (831) 454-2123 
701 OCEAN S'REET, 4T' FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

NOTlCE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PERIOD 

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 

APPLICANT: Home Depot USA, for Mc Nellis Partners. Inc. 

APPLICATION NO.: 04-0440 

APN: 030-131-37, -42. -44. -45, 8 030-192-01, -02 

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

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

XX Mitigations will be attached to the Negative Declaration 

No mitigations will be attached. 

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

As part of the environmental review process required by the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA), this is your opportunity to respond to the preliminary determination before it is 
finalized. Please contact Paia Levine, Environmental Coordinator at (831 ) 454-31 78, if you wish 
to comment on the preliminary determination. Written comments will be received until 5 0 0  p.m. 
on the last day of the review period. 

Review Period Ends: September 19,2005 

Robin Bolster-Grant & John Schlaqheck 
Staff Planner 

Phone: 454-53571454-3012 

Date: August 16, 2005 
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Environmental Review 
Initial Study Application Number: 04-0440 i 

Date: August IO, 2005 &VIJed  /U-w3-- -e7S 
Staff Planners Robin Bolster-Grant and John Schlagheck 

1. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMlNATiON 

APPLICANT: Home Depot USA APN: 030-131-37, 42, 44, 45, 
030-1 92-01.02 

OWNER: blcNeIlis Partners, Inc. SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 1 st 

LOCATION: The Project is located on the east side of 41 st Avenue, between Soquel 
Drive and State Highway 1 

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Project is a proposed Amendment to 
Commercial Development Permit 00-01 27. The modifications consists of removing the 
existing 84>143 square foot retail building and 10,500 square foot garden center 
(formerly occupied by K-Mart), deleting a planned 8,000 square foot building, and 
constructing a new 82,735 square foot retail building to include an 11,741 square foot 
display mezzanine, 15,110 square foot garden center, and 800 square feet of outside 
display of stock-in-trade, for a net increase in commercial area of 7,743 square feet. 

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

__ x GeoIogyiSoils __ x Noise 

x Hydrology/Water SupplyiWater Quality Air Quality 

Energy & Natural Resources - x Public Services & Utilities 

~ x Visual Resources &Aesthetics ~ x Land Use, Population & Housing 

Cultural Resources ~ Cumulative Impacts 

Hazards & Hazardous Materials Growth Inducement __ 
__ x Transportation/Traffic __ Mandatory Findings of Significance 

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor, Santa C i U Z  CA 95060 
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Environmentel Review Initial Study 
Page 2 

DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL(S) BEING CONSIDERED 

General Plan Amendment Use Permit 

Land Division __ Grading Permit 

Rezoning ~ Riparian Exception 

X Development Permit __ Other: 

Coastal Development Permit 

NON-LOCAL APPROVALS 

No additional agencies must issue permits or authorizations 

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

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

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

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

-7) 
-1 I /  p--- cc,- 
i Paia Levine 

For: KenHart 
Environmental Coordinator 



Environmental Review Initial Study 
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11. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS 
Parcel Size: 17.93 acres 
Existing Land Use: Shopping center containing two major retailers, several smaller 
retailers, vacant commercial, two restaurants, gas station and parking lot. 
Vegetation: Landscaping in the parking lot and perimeter; large trees, bushes and 
shrubs in the undeveloped areas of the site. 

Nearby Watercourse: Soquel Creek (perennial) 
Distance To: Approximately 850 feet to the east 

ENVlRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS 

Slope in area affected by project: 0 - 30% - 31 - 100% 

Groundwater Supply: None Mapped 
Water Supply Watershed: None Mapped 
Groundwater Recharge: Yes (see 5.4) 

Timber or Mineral: None Mapped 
Agricultural Resource: None Mapped 

Biologically Sensitive Habitat: None identified 
Fire Hazard: None 
Floodplain: None Mapped 
Erosion: low to moderate 
Landslide: None Mapped 

SERVICES 
Fire Protection: Central Fire Protection 
School District: Soquel Elementary, 
Santa Cruz High School 

Sewage Disposal: Santa Cruz Sanitation 
District 

PLANNING POLlClES 
Zone District: Community Commercial 
(C-2) 
General Plan: Community Commercial 
(CC) 
Urban Services Line: X Inside 
Coastal Zone: - inside 

Liquefaction: Low potential 
Fault Zone: Nonc Mzpped 
Scenic Corridor: Yes (State Hwy 
1) 
Historic: None Mapped 
Archaeology: No Mapped 
Resources 
Noise Constraint: None 
Electric Power Lines: None 
Solar Access: Adequate 
Solar Orientation: Adequate 
Hazardous Materials: None 

Drainage District: Zone 5 
Project Access: 41"Avenue and Soquel 
Avenue 

Water Supply: City of Santa Cruz Water 
Department 

Special Designation: None 

- Outside 
- X Outside 
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PROJECT SETTING AND BACKGROUND: 

This proposal is an Amendment to Commercial Development Permit (CDP) 00-0127, a 
permit to renovate and expand an existing 17-acre commercial site hereinafter referred 
to as CDP 00-0127. CDP 00-0127 permitted the demolition of three existing 
commercial buildings (approximately 13,000 square feet), the renovation of three 
existing commercial buildings for occupancy by other commercial uses (approximately 
112,000 square feet), and the construction of four new buildings of approximately 
66,160 square feet, 10,000 square feet, 8,000 square feet, and 5,000 square feet for 
future commercial use and approximately 9,000 cubic yards of earthwork. In addition 
CDP 00-0127 authorized the reconfiguration, renovation and expansion of the existing 
parking lot, frontage improvements along 41" Avenue and Soquel Drive, and the 
renovation and expansion of site landscaping. A figure is attached that highlights the 
difference between the approved project 00-01 27 and this amendment (Attachment 15). 

CDP 00-0127 was subject to Environmectal Review and the issued Mitigated Negative 
Declaration is attached to this Initial Study as Attachment 6. It is proposed that all 
mitigations of the Mitigated Negative Declaration and all permit conditions of CDP 00- 
0127 shall apply to this amendment. 

A building permit has been issued for improvements authorized by CDP 00-0127 and 
construction may begin at any time, 

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

This description of the Project is based on plans prepared by Scott A. Mommer 
Consulting, dated August 27, 2005 (Attachment 5 2nd Attachment 14). 

The modifications to CDP 00-0127 consists of removing the existing 84,143 square foot 
retail building and 10:500 square foot garden center (formerly occupied by K-Mart), 
deleting a planned 8,000 square foot building, and constructing an 82,735 square foot 
retail building to include an 11,741 square foot display mezzanine, 15,110 square foot 
garden center, and 800 square feet of outside display of stock-in-trade (all to be 
occupied and operated by Home Depot USA), for a net increase in commercial area of 
7,743 square feet. 

Following the demolition of the existing structure, the site will be prepared for the 
construction of the new building and the renovation of the parking lot. As the new 
structure will have the same footprint as the old structure no significant increase in 
grading beyond that reviewed under CDP 00-0127 will occur. Erosion control will be 
implemented during construction to include various Best Management Practices 
(BMPs). The project requires a soils report review, which will be submitted with building 
plans. 
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The new 82,735 square-foot commercial building will be constructed as a single-story 
tilt-up concrete structure with a maximum height of 32 feet. The building will be fitted 
with an 11,741 square-foot display mezzanine. The structure is designed with 3 loading 
bays that will be located on the east end of the soufh side of the building. The loading 
bays at the existing building are located at the rear. The exterior of the structure will be 
a combination of split face block and horizontal wood siding. The roof will be asphalt 
composition shingle, slate gray in color, The 15,110 square-foot garden center will be 
constructed at the west end of the south side of the new building. An auxiliary 
generator will be installed in an underground vault at about the midpoint of the east side 
of the new buiiding, and an overhead door for lumber loading will be located near the 
north end of the east side of the building. 

Primary access to the site will continue to be from 415t Avenue and through the 
renovated parking area. While the parking area will be expanded by 32 parking spaces 
to account for the net increase in commercial area, all areas designated as parking 
have been previously paved for parkini; and there is no net increase in the area of 
impervious area. 

A 9 to 13-foot sound wall will be constructed between the new building and the adjacent 
residences to the east. The wall will be within a new 10 to 15-foot landscape buffer that 
will run from the State Highway 1 right of way to the north end of the new building. 

Drainage patterns and planned drainage facilities remain as previously approved. 

PROJECT SETTING: 

This Project is located in the western portion of the Soquel Planning Area in the County 
of Santa Cruz, California. The project site is located within an existing shopping center 
on one of six contiguous parcels entitled by CDP 00-0127 as described above. The 
project site is on the southern most parcel (030-192-02) adjacent to State Highway 1. 

The 17-acre shopping center is bounded on the south by State Highwaj 1; on the west 
by 41" Avenue; on the north by Soquel Drive; and on the east by existing residential 
uses. 

The shopping center is part of a larger commercial area that has developed along the 
41" Avenue corridor both north'and south of State Highway 1. The focal point of this 
area is the Capitola Mall, just south of the State Highway 1/4Is'Avenue interchange. 

Soquel Village, the traditional downtown of the Soquel Planning Area, is about 1,700 
feet east of the shopping center. The Soquel Village Plan, adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors in 1990, does not include the 41" Avenue commercial corridor, but does 
include the Soquel Drive right of way west of the Village to 4Ist Avenue. This right of 
way was included to provide for an approach to the planned west entryway to Soquel 
Village at Robertson. 
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BASELINE FOR EVALUATION: 

It is important to note that pursuant to CEQA the potential environmental impacts of this 
project have been evaluated relative to the baseline of existing development. The 
development proposed in CDP 00-01 27 is underway and is considered to. be existing 
and part of the baseline for the purpose of Environmental Review. Therefore, it is the 
differences between the subject project and the previously approved application that are 
evaluated in this Initial Study. A figure is attached that highlights the difference between 
the approved project 00-0127 and this amendment (Attachment 15). 
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111. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

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

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

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

8 .  Seismic ground shaking? 

C.  Seismic-related ground fai lure, 
including liquefaction? 

D. Landslide: 

Signifieant Leis than 
Or  significvnt Less than 

rotentidiy with Signiilrint 
Significant Mitigation Or YOt 

Impact lncorporati~n N o l r n p x t  Appiicable 

x 

X 

X 

X __ 

All of Santa Cruz County is subject to some hazard from earthquakes. However, the 
project site is not located within or adjacent to a county or State mapped fault zone. A 
Geotechnical Investigation was performed by Harza Consulting Engineers, dated 
September 2000 (Attachment 6). The report concluded that the potential hazards 
posed by ground rupture, seismic shaking, liquefaction and landsliding are low. 

Prior to building permit issuance an update to the investigation must be submitted and 
accepted by the County. Any design issues, including issues having to do with tilt up 
construction, sha/l be addressed. An updated plan review letter will be required, which 
states that the final grading, drainage, and building plans are in conformance with the 
recommendations made in the original investigation and the update information. 

2. Subject people or improvements to x 
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siguificant LESE thnn 
Or Sig"ifiCa"t L a s  thnn 

Potenfivliy v i th  Signiiicnnr 
Si.niiieant Mitigation 07 Not 

Impact Incorpomtioo No lmpacr Applicible 

damage from soil instability as a result 
of on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 
structural collapse? 

The geotechnical invesf/gation cited above did not identify a significant potential for 
damage caused by any of these hazards. The Project does not propose new 
structures other than the reconstruction of one building within the same footprint. and 
therefore will not affect the determination. 

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

The building envelopes and proposed road improvements are located on slopes less 
than 30%. 

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

The Project does not represent a significant increase in ground disturbance. 
Conditions of Approval of COP 00-0127 imposed standard requirements that will be 
adequate to provide erosion and sedimentation confrol on the site. 

5. Be located on expansive soil, as 
defined in Table 18-1-8 of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? X 

The geotechnical investigation did not identify any elevated risk associated with 
expansive soils. The Project does not propose new structures other than the 
reconstruction of one btiilding within the same footprint, and therefore wiil not affect the 
de termination. 

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

The Project will be connected to a sewer system master plan within the shopping 
cenfer as required and regulated by the Sanitation District. Each participating property 
owner has been required to enter into a joint sewer maintenance agreement. Changes 
to fhe systems, including new hook-ups or disconnections, will require the submission 
of an updated sewer system master plan. (Attachment 8) 

7 .  Result in coastal cliff erosion? X 
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Signinclnt LOSS than 
Or Signifirnnl Lerr than 

Potentially with Significant 
Significant Mitigrtion Or Not 

Impact Inrorparaiion Nolmprct Applicable 

The project site is inland of the Monterey Bay and will not result in or be subject to 
coastal cliff erosion. 

B. Hvdrolosv, Water SUOP~Y and Water Quality 
Does the project have the potential to: 

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

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood 
Insurance Rate Map, dated April 15, 1986, no portion of the project sife lies within a 
100-year flood hazard area. 

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

According to County GIS information, no portion of the project site lies wifhin a 
floodway. 

3. Be inundated by a seiche or tsunami? x 

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

The Project is located in a mapped groundwater recharge area. No additional 
impervious surface is proposed by the Project above existing conditions. The projected 
increase in water use represented by the net increase of 7,743 square feet of retail 
space and garden center is comparable to the addition of one or two single-family 
dwellings. This is not a significant increase in water use at this site. Additionally, the 
City of Sanfa Cruz Water Department has indicated that adequate supplies are 
available to serve the project (Attachment 7). 

5.  Degrade a public or private water X 
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Sipif iernt Lerr than 
01 significant I.E$S than 

Potantinlly wich Significant 
Significant Mitigstian Or NOt 

ImpdCf liicorparation K ~ i m p i l c f  Applicable 

supply? (Including the contribution of 
urban contaminants, nutrient 
enrichments, or other agricultural 
chemicals or seawater intrusion). 

The project is the replacement of an older retail store with a new home improvement 
store. No commercial or industrial activities are proposed that would generate a 
significant increase of contaminants io a public or private water supply. The Project 
will not result in an increase in the area of parking and driveways, and therefore there 
will be no additional contribution of urban pollutants to the environment over that 
described in CDP 00-0127t. 

Erosion Control Best Management Practices (BlvlPs), silt and grease traps, storm drain 
inlet protection and drop inlet sediment filter measures have been included as 
Conditions of Approval for CDP 00-0127 

6. Degrade septic system functioning? X 

No septic systems are proposed as part of the Project and there are no other septic 
systems in the site vicinity that could be affected by the project. 

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

The site is part of a larger watershed. which drains to Soquel Creek. According to a 
Hydrology Report prepared by CMF Consultants, dated January 2002, CDP 00-0127 
maintains the historic drainage patterns at the site and represented an increase of 7 
cubic feeiper second (CFS) for storm runoff rates. An extensive set of retention and 
storage systems was required as part of CDP 00-0127. The report determined this 
would have no effect on the flood pattern, erosion, or siltation (Attachment 6) . 

The Project will not contribute a significant amount of storm wafer runoff or alter 
drainage patterns, as there is no increase in impervious surface over that described in 
CDP 00-0127. 

8. Create or contribute runoff which 
would exceed the capacity of existing 
or planned storm water drainage ~ X 
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Sigllilieant L e x  th l"  

Potantially with SignifiCPnt 
Si~nil iEmt Mitiption OF hot 

Or Sig"ifi<."t Lots thnn 

ImpXf Incorporation No Impact Applicnble 

systems, or create additional source(s) 
of polluted runoff? 

Drainage Calculations prepared by Sandis Humber Jones, dated February 6, 2001, 
were reviewed for potential drainage impacts and accepted by the Department of 
Public Works (DPW) Drainage Section staff, An extensive set of retention and storage 
systems was required as a part of the approval of CDP 00-0127. The Project will not 
increase runoff compared to 00-0127, as there is no increase in impervious surface. 

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

As discussed in B7 and E8 above, the Project will not result in an increase in runoff or 
the rate of stormwater runoff leaving the site. Therefore, the Project will not result in 
increased downstream flooding or sedimentation in Soquel Creek. 

10. Otherwise substantially degrade water 
supply or quality? x 

As discussed in items B5 through 89, the Project wiil not result in water quality 
impacts. 

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

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

G I  

According to the California Natural Diversity Data Ease (CNDDB), maintained by the 
California Department of Fish and Game, there are no known special status plant or 
animal species in the site vicinity, and there were no special status species observed in 
the area. 

The lack of suitable habitat and the disturbed nature of fhe site make it unlikely that 
any special status plant or animal species occur in the area. 

2. Have an adverse effect on a sensitive 
biotic community (riparian corridor), x 

38 



Environmental Review Initial Study 
Page 12 

Signifirrnt La$ thin 
Or signiFleant Less than 

Potentially with Si$"iflCS"t 

significant Mitigation 01 Not 
Impact Incorporation No impact Applicable 

wetland, native grassland, special 
forests, intertidal zone, etc.)? 

The Project does not propose new structures or new parking area other than the 
reconstruction of one building within the same footprint and the renovation of 
preiviously developed parking area, therefore the Project will not affect any sensitive 
biotic communities. 

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

See C2 and B above. 

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

Conditions of Approval of CDP 00-0127 required the replacement of tail, unshielded 
light standards. Conforming shielded light standards (15 feet maximum height) will 
result in a substantial decrease in the amount of light leaving the site in ail directions 
The Project does not proposed a change to this requirement. 

5. Make a significant contribution to the 
reduction of the number of species of 
plants or animals? X 

The Project does not propose new structures or new parking area other than the 
reconstruction of one building within the same footprint and the renovation of 
previously developed parking area, therefore the Project will not contribute to fhe 
reduction of the number of species of plants or animals. 

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

The Project will not conflict with any local policies or ordinances. 

39 



Environmental Review Initial Study 
Page 13 

SiXniAcant Less than 
01 Significant Lesr thin 

Potentialiy with Signifielnt 
Significrnt Mitirrfion Or lyot 

I r n P l C I  lnrorporrtian Nolmpnet Appiicrble 

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

There are no conservation plans or biotic conservation easements in effect or planned 
in the project vicinity. 

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

1. Affect or be affected by land 
designated as "Timber Resources" by 
the General Plan? X 

The project site does not contain any designated timber resources, nor are timber 
resources present in the area surrounding the project site. 

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

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

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

The Project does not propose new structures or new parking area other than the 
reconstruction of one building within the same footprint and the renovation of 
previously developed parking area. The Project will further result in a use (retail) that 
is similar to the prior use of the property. Therefore the Project will not encourage 
activities that result in the use of large amounts of fuel, wafer, or energy, or use of 
these in a wasteful manner. 

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

The Project will not entail the extraction or SL- rtantial consumption of minerals, energy 
resources, or other natural resources. 
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Significant Less than 
Or Sig"ifiCa"t Less th:m 

Pmentidly with Sianiticint 

1mpilet Incorporation No Impact 
Significant Mitigation Or Not 

Applicable 

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

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

Portions of the subject properiies are visible from State Highway 1: a designated 
scenic corridor in the County General Plan. This portion of the corridor is dominated by 
older commercial and industrial structures which 'were constructed prior to the adoption 
of scenic protection in the General Plan, and the quality of the scenic resource at this 
location poor. 

Conditions of Approval of CDP 00-0?27prohibit new signage at the shopping center 
from being oriented toward the highway, and require that any new sign be limited to 4 
fee! in height and 200 square feet in area. This is a considerable reduction from the 
existing Woof, 300-square-foot Kmart sign. The amendment does not propose 
changes to the specific sign conditions of CDP 00-0127, or relief from those conditions 
by an exception or Variance. Further the new 8,000 square-foot building in CDP 00- 
0127, which was to be located adjacent to and potentially visual from the Highway. is 
proposed to be deleted. These two facfors reduce any potential negative affect on the 
Highwsy 7 scenic corridor. See Attachment 5. 

The project does include a new sound wall behind the new building, up to 13 feet high . 
This wall, and most of the building, is lower than the ramp of the Highway, which 
blocks views from the Highway itself. See Attachment 15 for cross sections and 
location of the wall. The change in grade largely screens the building from the 
Highway, and the building largely screens the wall. 

The smaller signs: change in grade, 2nd landscaping together will either improve the 
visual conditions over CDP 00-0127 or, at minimum, create no change. 

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

The project site contains no additional scenic resources such as trees, rock 
outcroppings, historic buildings or similar resources. 

3. Degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its 
surroundings, including substantial 
change in topography or ground X 

Yr 
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surface relief features, and/or 
development on a ridgeline? 

CDP 00-0127 was designed to be a significant improvement to the visual character of 
the site and surroundings. Formerly the site was characterized by a deteriorated 
commercial shopping center with fragmented landscaping and a lack of architectural 
cohesion. The Project design is compatible with the architectural concept of CEP 00- 
0127, and will contribute to the enhancement of the surroundings. 
The proposed sound wall along the eastern edge of the property creates an acoustic 
and visual barrier between the loading area at the rear of the store and the adjacent 
residential neighborhood. Eased on discussions with the residents in the area, trees 
have been proposed by the developer on the eastern (residential) side of the wall to 
reduce the visual impact to fhe neighborhood Overall. the architectural style, materials, 
and color for the Safeway store and the Home Depot are consistent with one another 
and with the adjacent residential neighborhood. [Attachment 13) 

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

Conditions of Approval of CDP 00-0127 required the replacement of tall, unshielded 
light standards. Conforming shielded light standards (1 5 feet maximum height) will 
result in a substantial decrease in the amount of light leaving the site in all directions. 

The Project does not proposed a change to this requirement. 

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

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

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

1. Cause an adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines 15064.5? X 

No existing structure. on the property is designated as a historic resource on any 
federal, State or local inventory, nor is any existing structure deemed by the County to 
be historically significant or Significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, 
economic, agrlculfural, educational. social, polifical, military, or culfural annals of 
California. 

1F 
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2. Cause an adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines 15064.5? X 

According to the Santa Cruz Coucfy Archeological Society site assessment, dated 
April 14, 2000 (Attachment 6), there is no evidence of pre-historic cultural resources. 
However, pursuant to Section 16.40.040 of the Sania Cruz County Code, if 
archeological resources are uncovered during consiruction, the responsible persons 
shall immediately cease and desist from all further site excavation and comply with the 
notification procedures given in County Code Chapter 16.40.040. 

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

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

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

There are no known paleontological resources on the site or in the vicinity 

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

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

Conditions ofApproval of CDP 00-0127 permit retail businesses that sell materials that 
may be considered hazardous as defined by County Environmental Health Services. If 
such materials require regulation, the operator will be required to obtain a Hazardous 
Materials Management Permit from County Environmental Health Services, and to 

43 E D 
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organisms or chemical agents. 

H. TransportationlTraffic 
Does the project have the potential to: 

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

A Traffic Impact Analysis and two addenda were prepared by Fehr and Peers 
Associates Inc. datad January 12, 2001 for CDP 00-0127 (Aftachment 6), which 
evaluated 10 key intersections in the vicinity of the shopping center. The analysis 
concluded that CDP 00-0127 would result in impacts to three signalized intersections 
(Soquel Drive/Potfer Street, 41'' Avenue/Gross Road/SR I Southbound Ramps, and 
4 Is' Avenue/Clares Street), and one unsignalized intersection (Soquel Drive/Robertson 
Street). lmpacts to these four intersections were either mitigated or the impact was 
found not to exceed the adopted threshold of significance (less than one percent 
increase in the critical movement for intersections at LOS E or Fj.  

To determine if the traffic generated by the replacement of the Kmart with the Home 
Depot creates additional impacfss, Fehr and Peers Associates Inc. have prepared two 
supplemental analyses. (Those analyses do not take into consideration the elimination 
of the 8,000 square foot retail building approved as part of CDP 00-0127, and they use 
traffic count data from 00-0127 which is much higher than more recent count data in 
this area. Therefore the analyses are conservative in projection of impact.) They have 
evaluated weekday as well as Saturday afternoon traffic conditions. Regarding 
weekday trips, according to the analysis by Fehr and Peers Associafes Inc. dated 
January 11, 2005 (Attachment gj, the weekday daily trip rate is expected to increase 
by a net 738 additional daily trips, including 44 additional AM peak hour trips and 13 
additional PM peak hour trips. 

The only location expected to operate at or near an unacceptable level of service 
(LOS) in the AM peak hours as a result of CDP 00-0127 is the Soquel Drive/Porter 
Street intersection, projected to operate at LOS E. That impact was shown to be 
mitigated by construction of a westbound right turn lane on Soquel Drive. The 
proposed Home Depot will exacerbate the LOS E operations during the AM peak hour 
according to the Fehr & Peers memo dated January 11, 2005, However, also 
according to Fehr and Peers, this contribution will not equal or exceed 1% of the 
capacity of the intersection, which is the threshold that must be exceeded for mitigation 
to be required, pursuant to the County General Plan. The addition of 44 AM peak hour 
trips is not expected to significantly affect any other locations as the remaining 
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prepare and implement a Hazardous Materials Management Plan 

The Project does not propose any changes to the kind of uses permitted, nor does it 
propose any uses that would be more likely to have materials that would be a 
significant hazard to the public. 

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

A review of federal and state environmenial databases for CUP 00-0127 included the 
California Depariment of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) and the Substances Site 
List.-, which lists two entries for businesses previously operating on the site of the 
shopping center. but not in the portion of the site where the Project is proposed. 

I 

3. Create a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area 
as a result of dangers from aircraft 
using a public or private airport located 
within two miles of the project site? X 

There are no airports within two miles of the project site, and no airport use plan 
applies to the site. 

4. Expose people to electro-magnetic 
fields associated with electrical 
transmission lines? X 

There are no high-voltage electric transmission lines in the vicinity of the site. 

5 .  Create a potential fire hazard? X 

The Project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code requirements and will 
include fire protection devices as required by the Central Fire Protection District. The 
site is in the urban area of the County and is not near areas of high fire hazard. 

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

The Project will not involve processes that could result in the release of bioengineered 

45 
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intersections are operating at LOS C or better during the AM peak hour. 
The 13 additional PM peak hour trips are not expected to create impacts. 

In summary, although the project is expected to generate an increase of approximately 
29% daily trips then the former use (K-Mart), the differences in weekday peak hour trip 
generation are negligible due to the distribution of the trips throughout the day. Further, 
the trip generation data used was conservative and the trips from a retail building that 
was already approved but will not be constructed were included in the daia. Overall, 
additional trips would not result in any new significant impacts beyond those identified 
for COP 00-0127. 

Regarding Saturday trips, according to the analysis by Fehr and Peers Associates Inc. 
dated April 20, 2005 (Attachment IO), the Saturday daily trip rate is expected to result 
in a net increase of 192 additional peak hour trips. The analysis concluded that the 
additional Saturday peak hour trips would not result in any new significant impacts 
beyond those identified in the January 2001 traffic study prepared for COP 00-0127. 

The Road Engineering Section of the Department of Public Works has accepted the 
methodology of the traffic analyses performed by Fehr and Peers Associates. 

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

Based on the uses and floor areas proposed, a total of 839 on-site parking spaces 
were required for CDP 00-0127. The Project results in a net increase in commercial 
space of 7,743 square feet, which increases the parking requirement by 27 spaces for 
a total of 866 required spaces. The submitted plans indicate that the parking area will 
be expanded to 871 spaces-five spaces in excess of fhe required amount. In addition, 
a percentage of spaces will be oversized to accommodate larger vehicles asscciated 
with a lumber and hardware business. 

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

COP 00-0127 provided for a considerable increase in safety to motorists, bicyclists 
and, pedestrians thought the installation of dedicated walkways through the parking 
area, frontage improvements to include bike lanes and dedicated vehicular right turn 
lanes, and a reduction in the number of driveways serving the site. 

The Project includes minor changes to the site layout that will affect some pedestrian 
movements. Specifically, The two pedesfrian walkways connecting 41"' Avenue to the 
shopping centers will be moved. The southern walkway will be moved from just north 
of the planned commercia/ pad to the extreme south end of the parking lot (Attachment 
5). This change will actually reduce the potential conflict wifh motorist, as the former 
location required two driveway crossings while the new location requires only one. The 
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other walkway will be moved from a point about midway between the south boundary 
of the site and the main vehicular entrance, to a point just south of the main vehicular 
entrance. This move will allow pedestrian to walk directly to the midpoint of the 
shopping center. Since both walkways remain within 200 feet of the bus stop on 41'' 
Avenue, and since the number of drive crossings is reduced, the impact of these 
changes is considered to be positive. 

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

See section H-I. 

X __ 

1. Noise 
Does the project have the potential to: 

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

An Acoustical Study was prepared by Wilson, lhrig & Associates, dated September 4, 
2002, to evaluate noise impacts of CDP 00-0127 on the residential units in the vicinify 
of the project (Attachment 6). According to the report trucks and rooftop equipment 
' W I  tend to increase" the ambient noise. Implementing noise control provisions such 
as the installation of noise control packages for rooftop equipment, restrictions on 
delivery trucks using the rear drive aisle and loading dock area between 9PM and 
7AM, construction of a sound barrier and no trucks left idling overnight, will enable the 
project to meef the limits specified in the General Plan. Those ljmifs are, a maximum 
level of 60 dB overall with a maximum LEQ (average noise level)_of 45 dB at night. 

In order to determine if additional noise attenuation is needed as a result of the Project, 
an additional Acoustical Analysis of Noise Impact was prepared by Wilson, lhrig & 
Associates, dated November 16, 2004 (Attachment I I). The analysis determined that 
the main sources of additional noise from the Project would be truck deliveries at the 
lumber loading area af the north end of the east side of the reconstructed building, the 
proposed 3-bay truck dock at the east end of the south side of the building, and truck 
movements around the east side of the site. 

The analysis concludes that the chain-link fence located adjacent to the residential 
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neighborhood should be replaced with a sound barrier wall at least 13 feet high from 
the northern end of the reconstructed building to approximately 50 feet south of the 
lumber loading area, and 9 feet high from that point south to the Highway 1 off-ramp 

With the implementation o f  these noise mitigations, in conjunction with the truck 
delivery time and idling restrictions already imposed on CDP 00-0127, the Project will 
be in compliance with the requirements of the General Plan and will not generate any 
significant noise impacts. 

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

The Project has been design to meet county st,-nd-?rds for separation of new 
commercia/ acfivifies from adjacent residential uses. Specifically a new 10 to 1 5  foot 
landscape buffer and sound wall along the eastern edge of the Project that will act to 
buffer sound between the delivery areahading bays and adjacent residential uses 
(Attachment 5). These protections are consistent with Zoning Ordinance 
13.11.O75(a)(I)(ii) requirements, which are intended to reduce impacts between new 
commercial development and existing residential areas. 

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

Noise generated during construction will increase the ambient noise levels for adjoining 
areas. The potential noise impacts associated with site preparations are controlled by 
limiting the hours of construction activity to between 8:OO AM and 500 PM on 
weekday, and ensuring that equipment is properly maintained and muffled. Given the 
standard limitations above, the impact is considered to be less than significant. 

J. Air Quality 
Does the project have the potential to: 
(Where available, the significance criteria 
established by the MBUAPCD may be relied 
upon to make the following determinations). 

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

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

738 additional daily trips are unlikely to emit greater than 100 pounds of both VOCs 
and Nox, and therefore the Project will not exceed Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution 
Control District (MBUAPCD,! thresholds for these pollutants and there will not be a 
significant contribution to an existing air quality violation. 

Construction will result in a short-term: localized decrease in air quality due to 
generation of dust. However, sfandard BMP's, which are part of the Projecf, such as 
periodic watering, will be implemented during construction to reduce impacis to a less 
than significant level. 

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

The Project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the regional air quality 
plan. 

3 .  Expose sensitive receptors to 

-__ 

substantial pollutant concentrations? X 

Dusf generation may occur during construction, however the increase in grading 
volume attributed to the Project is negligible. 

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

The Project will not generate any objectionable odors. 

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

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

i 

a. Fire protection? X 

49 



Environmental Review Initial Study 
Page 23 

Significant Less thrn 
Or Significant LPES than 

Patentioily with Significant 
signiliront Mitigation Or Not 

impact Incorporntion No Impict Applicable 

b. Police protection? x 

c. Schoois? x 

d .  Parks or other recreational 
activities? X 

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

While the Project represents an incremental contribution to the need for services, the 
increase will be minimal. Moreover, the Project meets all of the standards and 
requirements identified by the Central Fire Protection District, as applicable, and 
school, park, and transportation fees to be paid by the applicant will be used to offset 
the incremental increase in demand for school and recreational facilities and public 
roads. 

In addition to fees paid for road maintenance, CDP 00-0127 resulted in the 
development o f a  Plan Line for 41"'Avenue between Highway 1 and Soquel Drive. The 
Board of Supervisors adopted the Plan on June 4, 2002. The Plan Line will include the 
dedication of approximately I O  feet of right-of-way along 4 Is' Avenue, the construction 
of improvements including two right turn lanes, a bus pullout, a bus shelter, curb, 
gutter, 6-foot separated sidewalk, pedestrian paths across four driveways, and a 4-foot 
planting strip the entire length of 41"Avenue from Soquel Drive to Highway 1 .  
Installation of all improvements, except those on the west side of 41" Avenue, is 
required to be competed before occupancy of any new building in the shopping center. 

The Project, as a result of the additional trip ends affributable to the Project, will pay 
additional road maintenance fees at a rate of $400 per trip end. 

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

On-site storm water detention will maintain post-development runoff rates at pre- 
development rates. Downstream capacity of existing infrastructure has been 

50 
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The project will not require additions to existing water and sanitary sewer mains. 
Wastewater treatment facilities and public sewer facilities are adequate to 
accommodate the incremental increase in demand created by the Projec:. 

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

The Projecf will not cause a violation of any wastewater treatment standards 

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

- 
I he water mains sewing the project site provide adequate flows and pressure for fire 
suppression. Additionally. the Central Fire Protection District has reviewed and 
approved the project plans (Attachment 12), assuring conformity with fire protection 
standards that include minimum requirements for water supply for fire protection. 

6. Result in inadequate access for fire 
protection? X 

Access to the Project meets County standards and the Central Fire Protection District 
has approved the preliminary plans. The final site plan and construction plans will also 
be subject to review and approval of the Central Fire Protection Distrlct. 

During construction one lane around the building will remain open at all times. Fire 
trucks, ambulances and other emergency vehicles will not be blocked from using the 
road at any time. 

7.  

__ -~ 

Make a significant contribution to a 
cumulative reduction of landfill 
capacity or ability to properly dispose 
of refuse? X 

The Project will make an incremenfal contribution to the reduced capacity of regional 
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landfills. However, this contribution will be relatively small and will be of similar 
magnitude to that created by the former use of the property (K-Mart). 

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

The Project will make an incremental contribution to the production of solid waste. 
However, this contribufion will be relatively small and will be of simiiar magnitude to 
that created by the former use of the property (K-Mart). 

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

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

The County of Santa Cruz General Plan was reviewed for conformance with policies 
directly applicable to the Project. Those policy areas that are germane to this project 
are noted below: 

Land Use Element - The proposed project is consistent with the C-C Community 
Commercial land use designation covering the proposed development area. 

Circulation Element - The Level of Service policy (3.12. I )  establishes LOS D as the 
minimum acceptable LOS, and requires that projects provide mitigation for traffic 
generafion which results in service levels falling below D; or which results in a I 
percent or greater increase in volume for critical movements where LOS is already 
below D. As detailed in section H7, LOS reductionsk$bbe addressed/mitigated to a 

Communitv Desiun Element - As detailed in section E, CDP 00-0127 represents a 
major improvement to the area. The site will be designed to be more functionally 
integrated into the 41"'Avenue commercial corridor, and the proposed modernization 
will be more harmonious with surrounding land uses. The Project is an extension of the 
modernization of the site and introduces a vital anchor to the center. 
Conservation and ODen SDace Element - As detailed in section B, the Project 
represents a small increase over current water demand. The Project will not create 
additional runoff or loss of recharge. While the project is not located within a Primary 
Groundwater Recharge Area, the retention and storage systems that are proposed 
provide an additional mechanism to convey a portion of the increased runoff into 
recharge. 

b less than significant level. -+hei/e are h 0 -!+~+wvY+ be: 

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

The Project does not conflict with any regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect. 

3.  Physically divide sn established 
community? X 

The land uses surrounding the project site include predominantly commercial uses 
north, west and south of the site, wirh residential uses to the east. Since the project 
site is on the border between these land uses, the Project would not introduce new 
physicai division in the community. 

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

The Projecf is designed at the density and intensity of development indicated by the 
General Plan and Zoning designations of the subject parcel. The applicant has not 
requested exceptions or variances that would result in an increase in intensity that 
would otherwise be prohibited by Countypolicy. The Project does not involve 
substantial extensions of utilities such as water, sewer, or new road systems into areas 
previously not served, and is therefore consistent with the County Generzl Plan. The 
project site is in an existing commercia/ area that is nearly built out, and therefore the 
Project will not induce significant growth. 

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

The Project will not result in the loss of housing units and will not involve demolitions of 
any existing housing units. 

M. Non-Local Approvals 

Does the project require approval of federal, state, 
or regional agencies? Yes No X 
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3. Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable ("cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, 
and the effects of reasonably foreseeable 
future projects which have entered the 
Environmental Review stage)? 

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

4. 

Yes No x 

No X ___ __ Yes 

Yes No X 

Yes No X 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

REQUIRED COMPLETED* - NIA 

Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission 
(APAC) Review 

Archaeological Review 

Biotic RepoiVAssessment 

Geologic tiazards Assessment (GHA) 

Geologic Report 

Geotechnical (Soils) Report 

Riparian Pre-Site 

Septic Lot Check 

x 411 4100 __ 

x 12120101 
~ 

Other: 
Traffic Study X 
Supplemental Traffic Study X 
Suppiemental Traffic Study (41"iGross) X 
Trip Generation Memo for Home Depot 
Trip Generation Memo (Saturday Trips) 
Noise Study X 
Supplemental Noise Studv X 

X 
X 

ATTACHMENTS : 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. ZoningMap 
3. General Plan Map 
4. Parcel Map 
5. Project Plans by Scott A. Mommer Consulting, Inc. dated May 2, 2005 
6. Mitigated Kegative Declaration for CDP 00-0127 
7 .  InformatiordComment Sheet from City of Santa Cruz Water Dept., dated September 14, 2005 
8. Memo from Santa Cruz County Sanitation District, dated June 30,2005 
9. Trip Generation Analysis-Home Depot by Fehr and Peers, dated January 11,2005 
10. Trip Generation Analysis (Saturday)--Home Depot by Fehr and Peers, dated April 20, 2005 
11. Acoustical Analysis-Home Depot by Wilson, Ihng &: Associates, dated November 16, 2004 
12. Letter from the Central Fire Protection District, dated September 28,2005 
13. Visual Simulation of Safeway and Home Depot store front and parking area. 
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Significant Less thao 
Or Signifleant Less than 

Patsndiiiiy with Sirniiiernt 
Significant Mitigatioo 01 Vot 

Impad h C O r p O r J 6 O n  N O  LmpaCf Appliclble 

14. Cross sections showing proposed sound wall at rear of building. 
15. Overlay drawings showing differences in site plan and front elevation between CDP 00-0127 

and 04-0440. (Color versions of these f igres  are on file at the Planning Department). 
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A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

NAME : Dave Johnson, for Johnson-Lyman 
APPLICAtlON: 00-01 27 

A.P.N: 30-131-37,42,44,45 and 30-192-@1,02 

NEGATIVE DECLARATiON MITiGATiONS 
'/I 

in order to ensure that mitigation measures B though G are communicated tG the variou 
parties responsible for constructing the project and are properly implemented,; be zppjica 
shall organize a pre-co,xtructon meeting on the site to re'iiew the mitigation mbeasures. 
fcliowing p a r k  shail atter,d: contrac:or, grading contractor supervisor, and Envi:onme.n 
Fianning staff. The tree protection fencinc will be inspected and the destinaticn for the 
excess fill shaii be identified a i  that time. 

In order to prevent ercsion during ezrthrnoving orera;ions and construction. prior to issu 
of grading or building permits the applicant shall: 

1. 

. ,  ., . 

Submit a dekaiied erosicn conirol pian for revielw and approval by Envl:onmental Pia 
staff. The plan shall icchde the fcliowing e!e;nents: A clearing and sradiris sct,edvle, 
clearly marked diskurbafice envelope, reve@ation specifications, temnpcr8iy 'drive&' 
suriacing 2nd ccnstructioo ectry s:abiiizstion, details cf temporary dralnage ccntroi 
inciuding lined swales and erosion protec:ion at the outlets of pipes, ,aad s;e+iiiczj 
revesetaiion of bare areas, both temporary ccver durins construction an$iernaren, 
planting; . ,  

Identify the recelving site for the approximateiy 5000 yards of excess fill. The Eli shali,be 
exported onlytc the municipa! landfill or a slte(s), which h6s a vaiid grading permit. 

' 

2. . .  
~ 

In orcer lo mitigats impac?s associated with increased traffic, the applicant shall, prior to 
pubiic hearing, revise Sheet A2 of the project pians so that the frcntase iir?roYements o 
Avenue cmfarn to the approved pian line. 

in orderto mitiga:e impacts from noise generated by :he project the recommendations of 
noise study as listed cn p a p  12 of "Acoustical Study', Wilson, lhrig and Associates, Inc., 
September 4, 2002, skaii be irnpiemented. To enscre impiementation, prior to pubiic he 
the Eippiicant shali submit revised project pians thct show th-s recommended sound 'wall 
enciasure of the rooftop equipment acd a revised project ststameni that implements the 
recommendations, incicding prohibition citruck activity in the truck lane and at the loading I 

dock be!ween 10 PM aGd 7:OO AM. Further, prior to issuance of permits, the app1icar.t shail 
sdbrnit a plan review ietier from the project acsusiicai ensineer verifying that the 
recomnendaticns are properly reflected on tne pians. 

In order to minimize the !oss of grouidwater recharge caused by instailation of irnoerv 
suface to a lessthan signifmnt levei, prior to issuance of building or grading permits 
apjiicant shall revise the plans to show specific methods io coiiect and conveyrunoff i 
retentix system. The system shail be desigr.ed to retain runoff associated wi:h up 14 a 
year storm event, Parking lot runoff shall be filtered prior lo introduction into thk grothd 

in order to prevent degradaticn of water qualibj as 2 restiit of urban poiiutants in runoff, the : 
applicant sha!! instal! a silt and grease trap(s) that fiite: runoff before it leaves the site. The 
trap(s) snail be maintained according to the following monitoring and maintenance 
procedures: 

i 

, t! ,> , 

I. The traps sha!i be inspected to determine if t iey  need cleaning or repair prior to 
October 15 each year at a minimum; 

2. A brief annual report shall be prepared by the trap inspector at the 
I 

c 



G. 

ATTACHMENT 

i Ociober inspection and submitted to the DrainaGe Section of the Depaflnen! o 
Works within 5 days af inspection. This monitoring report shall specify any repairs tha 
have been done or that are needed io allow the trap to function adequately. 

In order to mitigate impacts from the loss af mature trees that were removed from 
applicant shall inpiement the landscape pian (Soquel Retail Center, Sheets L1 ar,d L2, dated 
15-02). However, prior to public hearing the project landscape design& and project engineer '. 
shzll verifj that the proposed placement of 72 cedar and redwood trees aiong t 
boundary behind and north of the Safeway building is compatible with the exist 
and with the proposed rekining wall and sound walls. If the placement is not c 
public hesring the landscace plan snail be revised to sjow the same nurr.ber of c 
redwood trees sccornmodaied e!sewhe:e on the properky 

6E06 O E 6  S Z S  513a??<3d~ u e w q  uosuqoy 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date: August 23, 2002 (5120) 
Staff Planner: John Schiagheck 

ENVIEONMENTAL REVIEW 
INITIAL STUDY 

APPLICANT, Dave Johnson-Johnson Lyman APN: 030-131-37,42, 44,45 

OWNER: Safeway, Irc. 
Application No: 00-0127 
Site Address: 2730 41" Ave., 2650 41" Ave., 2600 41"Ave., and 4100 Soquel Dr 
Location: E& side ofSI5' Avenue, between Soquel Drive a i d  State Hishviay 1 

030-1 92-01, 02 
' USGS Ouad: Soquei 

Supewisorial District: 1 

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS 
Parcel Size: 17.93 acres (six parcels) 
Existing Land Use: Shopping center containing twii rnajor retailers, several smaller 

retailers, vacant cornmsrcial, two restacrmts, gas Gation, and parking. 

Vegefaiion: Landscaping in the parking lot and perimeter; large trees, bushes and 

Slope: 0-15% 1 7 . 9 3 ,  16-30%-, 31-509/0-, 51+%- acres 
Nearby Watercourse: Scque! Creek 
Distance To: Approximate!y 850 feet to the east 
RockiSoii Type: Soil 177 - Watsonville ! o m ,  2-15% slopes 

Soii 178 - Watsonville loam, 0 to 2% slopes 

shrubs in the undeveloped xeas  of the site. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS 
Groundwater Supply: None mapped 
Water Supply Watershed: None rnappec 
Groundwater Recharge: Yes (see 8.4) Scenic Corridor: State H w j  1 
Timber or Illineral: None mapped 
Agricultural Resource: None mapped 
Biolcgically Sensitive Habitat: None identified 
Noise Constraint: None 
Fire Hazard: None mapped 
Floodplain: None mapped 
Erosion: Low to Moderate potential 
Landslide: None mapped 

Liquefaction: Low potential 
Fault Zone: None mapped 

Historic: None mapped 
Archaeology: No mapped resources 

Electric Power Lines: None 
Solar Access: Adequate 
Solar Orientation: Adequate 
Hazardous Materials: None 

Environmental Eeviw s ' dY 
SERVICES A n A C H M E N T 6 3  - J 61 

Fire Protection: Central Fire District 
Drainage District: Zone 5 
school District: Soquel Elementary, Santa Cruz High School 
Project Access: 41"Avenue and Soquel Drive 
Water Supply: City of Santa Cruz Water Depaicment 
Sewage Disposal: Santa Cruz Sanitation District 

APPLICATION -&--@W - 
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PLANNING POLICIES 
Zone District: Community Commercial (C-2); 
Special Designation: None 
General Plan: Community Commercial (CC) 
Special Community: Soquel Village 
Coastal Zone: No 
Within USL: Yes 

PROJECT SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

The applicant ?reposes to demolish three existing commerciai buildings (approximately 13, 000 
square feet total), remodel three existing comrnerciai buildings (approximately 112,000 square 
feet total), and ccnstruct four n e N  commercial buildings of approximately 66,160 square feet, 
70,000 square feet, 8,COO square feet, and 5,000 square feet. Additionally, the a?plicant 
propcses to reconfigure the existing parking lot and landscaping for the 41" Avenue 
SafewayiKmart shopping center. i ne project requires a Commercial Deve1opr;ent Permit, 
Preliminary Grading App:ovai for approxir,ately 9,000 cubic yards of earthwork, and a Soils 
Report Review. 

-1 

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

This project description is based o n  the plans by Johnson Lyman Architects, dated January 15, 
2002, and conceptual grading and dra inqe p ims prepared by SLS Associates, inc., dated 
September 1, 2001. 

The project consists of the demolition of 12,971 square feet of existing commerciai retail space 
or pads, the renovation of 112,138 square fee: of existing commercial shopping space, and the 
new construction of a 66,1E3 square foot, 10,000 square foot, 8,000 square foot, and 5,000 
square foot commercial building. The project resuits in an increase from the current 131,676 
square feet 3f commercial space to a proposed 207,866 square feet of ccmmerci2l space. The 
proposed shopping center will consist of a new Safeway grocery store, a Kmart store with a 
10,500 square foot garden center, two restaurants, one gas station, and an unknown number of 
small retailicornmerciai spaces in the remaining area of the center. Parking will be provided for 
843 cars. 

The shopping center will be constructed or renovated as coordinated, single-story masonry 
development with hsrdboard siding and tile roofs. The height of the buildings will vary between 
20 and 38 feet. 

Primary access to the site will be from 41'' Ave at a poir;t approximately half way between 
Soquel Drive and Highway 1, with three secondary access points also from41"Ave. Additional 
site access will be avaiiable from Soquel Drive, approximately 280 feet east o f  the intersection 
'of Soquel Drive and 41" Ave. 

A P P LIC AT1 ON 
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Grading is required to prepare the site and to process undocumented fill which covers pofiions 
of the site at depths generally ranging from or,e to two feet. Undocumented fill wlll be screened 
to remove debris (e.g. roots, building materials, etc.) and reused if appropriate. Based o n  the 
conceptual grading plan, earinwork quantities for site grading are estimated to be approximately 
9,113 cubic yards of cut and 3,405 cubic yards of fill, with the excess 5,708 cubic yards of 
excavated material to be exported frcm the site. Approximately 1220 cubic yard of asphalt will 
be demolished, ground, and reused as base material if appropriate, with the remaining asphait 
to be exporied to landfill sites. (These estimates are preliminary). 

The applicant wiil dedicate approximately 10 feet of risht of way aimg 41stAve and construct 
imprcvernents includinc two ricjh; turn lanes, E b u s  pullout, curb, Gutter, 6 -foot separated 
sidewalk, and a 4foot planting strip the entire length of 41" Ave from SGc;Uei Drive io Highway 
1, Im2rovenents will also be made to the median area of 41':Ave to facilitzte any additional 
traffic changes as required by the County. 

Erosion control wilj be irrplemented during consiruction, to include various Eest Management 
Practices (EMPs). 

Storm water flows will run from north to south, with all runoff passing under and along the 
CALTWNS right-of-way into Soqusl Creek as it does cur:ently. Detention ar,d recharge of 
storm water wiil designed into tb,e plan to meet policies of the County General Plan and to 
insure ti-at the post-deve!opment runoff rate will not exceed pre-development levels at the 
entrance to the CALTRANS culvert under Highway 1. 

Extensive new landscaping is proposed throughout the project site. Over 300 new trees are 
included in the plan that zlsc includes severai thousand new shrubs, vines and perennials. The 
street frontage of the site (41st Avenue and Socuel Drive) will be planted in accordance with 
the County streettree program. The southeast corner of4I5'Avenue and Soquel Drive will be 
designed and construcied as a decorative ladscape accent featuring coast redwoods and 
Cape Myrtle trees. Thicktree plantings are planned for tha eastern portion cf the site adjacent 
to tile existing residential areas. 122 trees have been rernoved from the site. 

Lighting for the project parking areas will consist of approximately 125 metal halide standards 
and approximately 25 decorative lights adjacent to pedestrian areas. All .metal halide light 
standards are planned to be  15 feet high in order to reduce off-site illunination. In addition, 
cut-off shields are planned on the light fixtures nearest the site perimeter to prevent direct 
illumination of adjacent off-site areas. 

The application is for a Commercial Development Permit. The project also requires a 
preliminary grzding approval, site, architectural and landscape design review, ar,d a soils rePOri 
re vi e w , 

81 
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PROJECT SETTING: 

The project site is iocated in the western portion of ihe Soquel Planning Area. Tne site consists 
of six contiguous parcels with a total land area of approximately 17.93 acres. The site is 
bounded on the south by Highway 1; on thewest by41”Ave; on the north by Soquel Drive and 
existing commercial and residential uses; and on the east by existing residential uses. 

The SafewayiK-l\dart Center is part of a larger commercial area that has developed on  the 41 
Ave corridor, both north and sou?h from the interchange at Highway 1. The focal point of this 
area is th,e Capitoia Mall, jus: south of the interchaqe. While the Safeway/K-Mart ceste: is 
technically within the Soquel Village Planning Area, the center has a much stronger 
relaiionship, in both form and function, to the 41” Ave commercial corridor than it does to  
Soquel \/illage. i he Soquel Village Plan, adopted by the Board oi Supervisors in ?ago, dces 
not include the property involved in the project, but does include the Soquei Drive right of way 
to 41” Ave. The main focus of the Soquel Village Plan is the intersection of Porter Street End 
Soquel @rive and the o!cier commercial area of Soquel Viilage within about a 600-foot radius of 
that intersection. Tke SafeiwayiK-Mart Center is not within this a:ea. 

The majority of the site is currently developed with a variety of commercial and retail uses 
including large and small retail uses, restaurants, ofiice uses and a gas station. The vacant 
northwest poi?ion of the site had been previously developed wiih similar uses, including a dry 
c!eaning business. 

Land uses surrounding the prcject site include a mixture of small retail and residential uses. 
Generally, the surrounding retail/ commercial is south and west of the site, while the 
surrounding residential Is north and east of the site. 

- 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLlST 

A. Geolaqv and Soils 
Does the project hsve the potential to: 

1 .  Expose people or structures to potential 
adverse effects, incluc!ins the risk of 
material loss, i~ jury, or death involvir,cj: 

a. Rupture of a known eahhquake 
fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo E a r t h q u ~ k  
Fauii Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geclogist for the area or as 
identified bv other substantial 

NO 
Impact 

The project site is nof located in a fauit zone mapped by the Stsfe or the County. The 
nearestfau!t zone is the Zayante-Vergeies, iocated 5 miies to the nodhas t  of the project. 
Since there is no evidence cf active faulting in the immediate vicinity oftbe sife, potenfial 
for giound rupture at the sife is low. (See Atiachment 7) 

- - x- I 

b.  Seismic groucd shaking? 

The project will iikely be subject t~ seismic shaking during the Me of  the structures. The 
structures shall be designed in accordance with the Uniform Budding Code as weii as 
s-ddiii’onai requiremenis dictated in the Geoiechnical investigation prepared by Hana 
Consulting Engineers, dated September 2000, (Attachment 7) such that the hazard 
presented by seismic shaking is reduced to a less than significant levei. 

C. Seismic-related ground failure, 
includjng liquefaction? - x .  - I - 

According to fhe ‘Map Showing Geology ana‘ Liquefsciion Potential of Quaternary Deposits 
in Santa Cruz County, CA”(Dupre, W.R., 19753, the projecf is located in an area of low 
liquefecfion potential. Additionaily, the Harza Geotechnicalinvestig~tion found the clay and 
clayey soils of the site to be reiativek dense and cohesive. Considering the absence of 
groundwater within the upper soil strata and the character of the soiis, the potentia\ for 
ground failure due to liquefaction is considered low. 

ATTACHMENT 
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Significant Less Than 
0; SigniRcan: 

PolenBally Wi:h Le% Than 
Significant Mitigalion Sadilcanl NS 

impact Incorporation lmpac: h p a c t  

- x d. Laridslides? - - - 
The project site does not lie within a lan'dslide area mapped by the County. The site 
topography is essentially level. There are no indicaiions on the project site that the parcel 
will be subject te an elevated risk from landsliding. 

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

As discussed above, the site is not subject io IandsWes orliquef8ctiori. The site 1:s a k 0  not 
subject to lateral spreading or subsidence, which are ,&eromena typically associated witj+ 
par;icular soil types and groundwater conditions. , Due to t,$e cohesive nature of the 
underlying clay and ciayey sandsoils, significant impact due to differential settlement is not 
an ticbated. 

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

The building efivelopes and proposed road improvements are located on sbpes less 
than 30%. 

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

The Watsonville loam soiis iifideriying the site possess slight to moderate eros'on hazard, 
although erosicn potential is generally reduced because the site is relatively level. 
Potential for erosion is greatest when ex,cosedsoils are suhjectto rainfalland concentrated 
stormwafer runoff. Thus, erosion potential will be minimized by confining site c!earing, 
grading and excavation activify to the dry season, as generally required by the County. 
Prior to the onset of the rainy season, any exposed soils will be protected by permanent 
vegetation in accordance with the project landscapingplan. Prior to approval of a grzding 
permit, the project must have an approved Erosion Controi Plan, which willspecify detailed 
erosion and sedimentation control measures. (See also 5. Hydrology, Water Supply and 
Water Quality below). 



in Table 18-I-B of the Uniform Building 
Code(l994), creating substantial risks 

- X - to  property? - - 
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5. Be located on expansive soil, as defined 

Significant Less Than 
0, Significant 

Potenlialiy wilh Less Than 
Signihcm: Mitigat.ron Signiflcanf NO 

Imp~c: lncsrporatian Irnpac! impac! 

According to the Geotechnical Investigation prepared by Harra, dated September 2000, 
podions of the project site are underiain by soils of high expansion potential. Potential 
impacts due to soiis expansion will be  mitigated through or/erexcavaiion ofthe uppernative 
soils and heir re,olacemenf wiin non-expamilie engineered fill ,  P,ddirional preventive 
rneasLv-es c m  be found in the foundatjon design parameters, also specifieci in the Harza 
report. Exported material (Est. 5000 cy) wiil be reused as base material or depcsiied in 
approved lmdr'iiis or sites. 

6. Place sewage disposal systems in areas 
dependent upon soils incapable of 
adequately suppoiiing the use of  septic 
tanks, I E Z C ~  fields, or alternative wzste 
watsr disposal systems? - - - x. 

The project !vi11 be served by sanitary sewers maintained by the County Sanitation 
Cistrkt, and wiil ncf induce individual septic and leachfield systems. 

X I - - I_ i .  Result in Coastal cliff erosion? I 

The project site is inland of the Monterey Bay and therefore will not result in or be 
subject to coastal cliff erosion. 

8. Hyaroloqy. Water Supply and Water Quality 
Does the project have the potential to: 

1 I Place development within a 100-year flood 
hazard area? - x ,  - - - 

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood 
Insurance Rate Map ,  dated April 15, 1986, no portion of the project site lies within a 100- . .  
year flood hazard area. Envii 

ATTACHFV 
APPLiCAl 2.  Place development within the floodway 

resultins in imedance or redirection of 

ronmentai Review @tal Stud :  

- X .  flood flows? ' - I - 
According io the FEMA National Flood lnsursnce rate map, dated April 15, 1986, no 
portion of the project site Iies within a floodway. 

r 
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Study Signincan: LesTblan 
Oi Signiscad 

Polert1a:Iy With Less T k n  
Significant Mitlsaliao Signrican: NO 

Impact Inmrporoi'oo IrnFac; Impact 

X - - 3. Be inundated by a seiche or tsunami? - - 
4. Deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 

substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit, or a 
significant contribution to sn existing net 
deficit in avzilable supp l y ,  or a significant 
lowering of the local grwndwater table? - - - 

The project's water usage is projected to increase over exlsting use by 4,838,708 gallons 
per year (GPVj or 14.85 Acre Feet per Year (AFY) (Affachment 19). The Cify Ware; 
Department has issued a wiii serve M e r  (;l.ttachment 18) and has stated that the existing 
water meters are adequati;. to handie the additional demand. 
The 'water suppiy forthe projjcct comes from multiple sources within the City of Santa Cruz 

'Water Districtjurisdiction, including a reiatively small contribution from weils that pump from 
the aquifer in which the project is located. Given the relativeiy m a l /  increase in use and 
the fact that the source is outside the basin, the impact of increases water use on local 
groundwater ievels wiil be less than significant. 

The project will resoit in a loss of approximately 5.5 acres of permeable ground, which 
corresponds to a 40 percent increase in the amount of impewious surface on h e  propei?y 
Tnis new impermeable area wiii coniribufe to a decrease in recharge of the underiyining 
aquifer. The applizant has prcposed a combination of retention and stcrage techniques 
that wiii convey some of :he new runoff into a recharge system (Attachment 19). The 
retention/storage system wili be required to be designed to recapture the amoun! of water 
that would ordinarily runof i n k  the storm drain system up to the IO year storm. With this 
partiai recharge, the loss of recharge due to additional impewious surfzce is considered 
to be less than significant 

. 

5. Degrade a pubiic or private water supply? Environmental Review lnital 

(including the contribution of urban 
Contaminants, nutrient enrichments, APPLICAT~ON &-nLfW 

c 4 - r ~ > . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ U d  a 

or other agricultural chemicals or 
- - x seawater intrusion). - - 

Silt in storm waterrunofffrom the project site during grading operafions could confribute to 
siltation in Soquel Creek. The potential for erosion and downstream sedimentation wU/ be 
minimized by confining site clearing, grading, and excavation for the project lo the O ' V  
season, and by implementing the provisions of the County-required Erosion Control Pian 
and the statemandated Storm Water pollution Prevention (SWPPP) to be prepared forthe 
project. 

Upon project completion, urban pol/ui'ants such as oil, grease, heavy metals, sediments 

. 
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The s'te is part of a larger watershed, which drains tG Soquel Creek. According to the 
Hydrobgy Report prepared by CMF Consultants, dated January 2002, the proposed 
project would maintain the historic drainage patterns at the site. Further, the tota!increase 
Of 7 cubic feel per second (CFS) (Attachment 70) is smaii compsred io the 100-year 
discharge of Soquel Creek, and is projected to enter t,he creek shead of pesk storm 
discharges. There should therefore be no efect on the flood patrern (Attachment I O), I 

and debris can be carried off-site in runoff from project parking areas resulting in potential 
pohf ion of downstream water bodies, and uliimateiygroundwater supplies. According to 
the projeci grading and drainage plan, and the Hydrology Report, prepared by CMF 
Consulianis, dated January 2002 (Attachmefit IO), ihe off-sde transport ofthese non-point 
source pollutants wouic' be minimized by the insial!ation of an sdditionai silt and grease 
trap n m h o l e  (SDMH-I) located on-site and dc'vvnstream cf manhole 14-MH. Siii snd 
grease filtering wili aiso be necessaty for water being directed into the recharge syslem. 
Additionally, the p.ropel?y owr?er will si;bmit a siii and grease trap maintenance agreement 
to assure annual maintenance of the silt and greass trap. 

X 6.  Degrade septic system fumtioning? - - - - I 
No septic systxrs are proposed as Fafi of the project and there are no oiher sepfic 
systems In the site vichity that could be affected by the project. 

7 .  Alter the existing drainage patern 
of the site or area, inc!uding the 
alteration of the course of a stream 
or ri,ver, in a manner which could 
result h flooding, erosion, or siltation 
on or off-site? - 

8. Create or contribute runof; which wouk 
exceed the capacity of existing or pianned 
storm water drainage systems, or create 
additional source(s) of polluted runoff? - 

Environmental Review ln l ta '  5: ATTACHMENTH 1. ir/ 
APPLICATION $4 .qd 
- - x - 

According to fhe Drainage Report prepared by Sanais Humber Jones, dated February 6, 
2001 {Attachment 9), the project wiil add approximately 5.5 acres of imperdous surface to 
the existing 12.47 acres of impervious area on the site. in order to prevent increases in 
downstream flooding resulting from the intensificaiion of  development at the site, the 
project stormwater drainage system will be designed to result in no increase in the rate Of 
storm water floivs leaving the siie relative to pre-development conditions. This will be 
accomplished through a combination of retention and storage techniques sufficient to 
reduce the additional post-development runoff rate (29 CFS) to pre-development runoff 
rates (22 CFS) (Attachment 79). 

I 
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Pateldaiiy With Leas ihao 
Signfficant Mitigation Significant N O  

IhpaC: lowrporalion Impact lmpact 

These techniques will be required to be installed as a condition of the permit. Any 
proposed drainage faciiities wiil be subject to approlval by Department of Pubiic Works 
Drainage Section. 

9. Contribute to flood levels or erosion 
in nstural water courses by discharges 
of newly coilected runoff? - - x - 

As clisciscussed in 8.7 and 5.8 above: the project wili not result in an incresre in the rate of 
stormwater runofi ie2ving the site once a retentionktorage sysjem is implemented. 
Therefore, the project wiii not result in increased downstream flooding or ercsjon in Soquel 
Cre e k. 

10. Otherwise subs:antialiy degrade water 
X supply or quality? - - - - 

AS discussed in iiem 8.5 and E .  8 above, any potential water quality impacts resuiiing from 
the project wiil be mit@ted by measures incorporatedinto the project to rninimizb erosion 
and siltation during grading (Final Erosion Controi Plans), and to minimize contamination 
by urban pollutants d u ~ n g  project operation (Silt and grease traps with maintenance 
agreemenis). 

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

1. Have an adverse effect on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species, in iocal or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game, 
or U S .  Fish and Wiidiife Sewice? - -  - - X 

According to the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB), maintained by the 
California Department of Fish and Game, there are no known special-statusplant or wildlife 
species in the s2e vicinity. 

ATTACHMENT 
2.  Have an adverse effect on a sensitive 

biotic community (riparian corridor), 
wetland, native grassland, special 

X - forests, intertidal zone, etc.)? - - - 
According to the Countyresource mapping and CNDDB mapping, an approximately 2-acre 
Portion of the project site is designated as native grassland, a sensitive biotic communitY. 
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Signidcant Less Thio 

Potencaiiy With Less Than 
Or Signidcant 

Signiiicant . k'iligation Sknifi.caP.1 NO 
lmpaci Incorporation imssct Impac: 

Signidcant Less Thio 

Potencaiiy With Less Than 
Or Signidcant 

Signiiicant . k'iligation Sknifi.caP.1 NO 
lmpaci Incorporation imssct Impac: 

This area is completely surrounded by existing deveiopment. The County Environmental 
Planning Staff has not noted any good quality grassiand habitat, and that this area is 
infested w2h nonnative pampas grass. The latter species should be eradicated as a 
condition of the project. 
According io the' reports submitted by the appkanf: Mitigation for Trees 'Removed ai 
Soqiiel Viilage, prepared by Plant Health Diagnostjcs, daredJune 3, 2001 (Attachment I I ) ,  
Soquei Wage Tree lnventoiy updated 1/12/02 (P.ttachment I IB ) ,  122 trees have been 
removed from the site to faciiiiate fhe development. Whiie this r?pct? states, "Many ofthe 
trees removed provided little or no vaiue to the slie due io poor siruciure or health." the 
County' En~~~~ronnienfal ?/anniny Sectjor; noted thaf many of the trees hzid "significant 
habita; vslLie for urban wildidiife" and further, that the loss must be mitigatsd. 

1 o mitigate the loss of the trees the applkani has proposed replacement trees st a rate of 
3 to I, or 375 new trees inciud;',qg 74 ,naf?vfes. In addition, both the redwood trees at tile 
east end of the projecf and.fhe redwood in i,he northwest corner of the property will be 
retained (Attachment 5, Landscape Plan). Specifically, the tmv t:ees wiil inciude: 48 
cedar, 8 cjpress, G! piitosporum, 34 pianetree, 28 plum, 69 pear, 51 coast redwood, 28 
brisbane box. 18 coast iive oak. 

- 

3. Interfere w?h the mcvernent of any 
native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species, or with estab!isi-ed 
native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of 
native or migratory wildlife nursery 
sites? 

See C. 2 and 5 cibove 

4. 

- X - - __ 

Produce niGht time lighting that wili 
- X illuminate animal habitats? - - - 

Whiie the project does invoive an increase in commercial space and parking area, it is 
essentiaily a renovation of an existing deveiopment tnat has existing at this iocation for 
several years. The renovation includes replacement of nonconforming light standards 
(overheightandunshielded) with conforming light standards (15feetmaximum height and 
shie!ded from adjacenf properties) throushout the projecf site area. This lwiil resulf in a 
substantial decrease in the amount of light ieaving the site area in all directions. 

Environmental Review lnital tudy 

the reduction of the number of APPLICATION 4ym 
5 .  Make a significant contribution to ATTACHMENT II J (4 

- x" . - * -  species of plants or animals? - - - 
As discussed above, there is no indication that any rare or threatened plants or animals 
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Significant Less Than 
Or Signi5cant 

Patenlially Wl!h Lenrna" 
Sicnilicent Mlggalion Signiffcant NO 

impact incc:pratian impac! Imp==: 

occur on the site. 

6. Conflict with any loca! policies or 
ordinances protecting biological 
resources (such as the Significant 
I ree Protection Ordinznce, Sensitive 
Habitat Ordinance, provisions of the 
Design Revievv ordinance protecticg 
trees with trunk sizes of 6 inch 
diameters or greater)? 

- 

- X - - _. 

The County D e s i ~ n  Review Ordiinance does require th#, where feasible, mafure trees 
shouic' be incorporated into the design of the project. Given the form and function of  
the existing development, and the form and anticipated function of the proposed 
development the retention of the majority of existing trees was not praciicd. However, 
some of the mature native trees were in good condition and there was a ioss 
associated with their removal. The loss is required to be mitigated by replanting of 70+ 
native trees, with a commitment to permanent maintenance. 
High priority has been given to retaining the mature vegetation between the project site 

and adjacent resfdentiai areas, as is intended by the County General Plan. On 
baiance, although native trees where losf.(including 6 mature redwoods), the retention 
of the remaining mature rec'woods and the pianning of 51 ne'w redwoods, reduces the 
loss of the frees to less than significant impact. 

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

There are no conservation pians orbiotic conservation easements in effect orpianfled in 
the project vicinity. 

D. Enerqv and Natural Resources 
Does the project have the potential to: Environment * 

ATTACHMENT 
p,p p C\CAT\ON 1. Affect or be affected by land designated 

as Timber Resources by the General 
Plan? - x .  - - 
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2. Affect or be affected by lands currently 
utilized for agriculture, or designated in 

X the General Plan for agricultural use? - - - _. 

The project site is not currentiy being used for agficuitural resources and no agricultural 
uses =re proposed for the s/:e. The site is not zoned for agriculturai use and contains no  
kVi1liamson Act lmds. Therefore no c o n f k k  will, occur. 

3 .  Encourage activities which result In 
t i le use of large amounts of fuel, water, 
or energy, or us? of these in a wasteful 
maner? - x - - - 

The project site is currently developed with a large shopping center. As a result of the 
Project, water use wiil increase by 4,638,708 GPY, or 14.85 AFY {See 84). No other 
resource use will be significantly increased by t.he project. 

4. 
I 

Have a substantial effect on the potential 
use, extraction, or depletion of a natural 
resource (i.e,, minerals G: energy 
resources)? - - - x. 

I 
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Sigriricanl Less Than 
Or Sisnificanl 

Paiential!y With Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Signi6cant NO 

Impac: lncaporalioo Impact lmpaci 

instituted dominate this section of the highway. 

Of the four new structures planned for the siie, three will be in the nolth portion of the 
project and out ofsight from Highway I .  The fourth structure (Building B, see Attachment 
5) will be located in the south portion of the site 10 feel north of ihe CALTRANS rigbt of 
way. In acccrdance with the County General Plan, the project design wili include 
landscaping to reduce the Ivkual impact of Building B on views from State Highway; to a 
iess than significant /eve/. The proposed iocation ofBuila7ng B is favorable for screening 
from Highway 1 due to the presence existing mature trees, and the existing exit ramp that 
is higher than Highway 1, which blocks the view of Building B from the h ighwy.  
Additionally, site inspectioiis have coniir;ned fhai ?he CALTRANS i;:ght of way 
(approximately 45 feet of open space) adjacent io Buiiding 5 has been planted 
(summerifali 2001) with new kndscaping in accordance with ongoing h i g h m y  
beautification efforts. 

The renovations will include the incorporation ofpitched roofs and pitched roof accenis to 
more visually infegrate with adjacent residential areas. The tops ofihe pitched roofs wiil be 
a maximum of35 feet from grade. Currently the height of fhe fiat roof structures is about 
25 feet, Tie proposed exterior finishes will be horizcntai wood siding with much greater 
'window detail compared to the very simple csmmercial style that currently exists. The 
colors will be pale blue with whife trim. 

2. Substantially damage scenic resources, 
within a desigtiated scenic corridor or 
public vieivshed area including, but not 
limited to,  trees, rock ouicroppings, 

- X and historic buildings? - - - 
AS discussed in E. I above, the 8project area is within a scenic corridor. The submitted sign 
program proposes two s i p s  on the south elevation thaf may be visible from the corridor. 
These signs will be conditioned to be /ow enough so as not to be visible from the highway. 
The project site contains no additional scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, 

historic 6uildings or similar resources. 

3. Degrade the existing visual character 
or qualityof the site and its surroundings, Environmental Review 

inciuding substantial change in topography 
or grourid surface relief features, andlor 
development on a ridgeline? - - - 

ATTACHMENT&: 
APPLICATION 13 

X - 

Generally, the current site can be characterized as an uncoordinated group of dated 
commercial structures, circa I9  70. The existing landscaping is fragmented and far below 
modern standards. The proposed renovation will architecturallyjoin all the structures on 
Site with common detailing, building materials and colors. The proposed landscape 

. 



Envi:onmentai Review Initial Study 
Pase 15 

Sigaiiicant Less Tinanan 
Or Significan! 

Potentially With LesThan 
Significmt Mit.satico SiSni5:art NO 

impac! 1nco:poiaticn Irrpact impac: 

renovation wiiiadd 375 traes to the site, along with thousands of smallerpiants and shrubs 
to ecectively reduce the impact of fhe entire development on the surrounding area. The 
plan is in conformance with Ccunty requirements for perimeter and street tree plarifings. 

4. Create a new source of lisht or glare 
which V/GUIC adversely affect d2y  or 
nighttime views in the area? - - A - 

The project inciudes the repiacement of the existing parking area iightjng system, circa 
:970, which features tail, umhieided light s:andaruk. Lighting forthe projectparking aress 
wiil consist of me%/ halide standads, which have a reiatively low intensity. All standards 
are required to be no higher than 15-feet in order to reduce off-site iilumination. In 
addition, cut-off shields are planned on the light fixiures nearest the site perimeter to 
prevent direct iliuminaticn of adjacent off-sire areas. Thus, although the project will result 
in an increase in commerc,’al floor area, the planned Iightifig system wiii not resuit in 
excessive iliuminatio,? of the site or surrounding areas. The project design does nof 
include refiective windo:vs or metal detailing that could produce glare, and enough parking 
lot trees have been planted to rneetthe General Plan requirement ofone tree per5parking 
spaces. Thus the project will not include sources of light and glare fhaf would adversely 
affect day and nighttime views of the area. 

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

There are no unique geologicai or physical features O~I  or adjacent to the site that v/ould 
be destroyed, modified or covered by the project. 

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

1. Cause an adverse change in the 
significance,of a historical resource 

x .  
as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
15064.5? - - - - . ,  

According to the Santa Cruz County Survey of Historic Resources the project site area is 
not in the vicinity of any sfrucfures thaf are listed cr eligibie for listing on the CahfOrnia 
Register of Histcric Places, any State historical landmarks, points of hisforical interest, 
historical resources Identified in hisfork resource surveys, or locally designated historic 
propetfies or districfs. 

2 .  Cause an adverse change in the 
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significance of an archseological 
resource pursuant to  CEQA Guidelines 
15064.5? X - - - - 

According to County resource maps (Santa Cruz Archaeological Society lnventorf, 1992), 
a portion ofthe projec: site lies within an area of archeoiogical sensitivity. Given that the 
site has been preihus!y deveioped, and that the siie has had a high degree of ground 
disturbance, it is uniikely that intact cuiturai deposits are present. The County on 4/i'4/00 
conpleie:' an Archaeologicai Site Reviel(v-no resources were discoversd. 

3. Disturb any human remains, including 
thosa interrsd outside of formal 
cerne?eries? - x .  - - - 

As discussed in F.2 above, if is unlikely that prehistoric orhistoric-era cultural materiais are 
present, inciuding human remains. However, pursuant to Sections 1 E.40.040 and 
16.42. I00 of the Santa Cruz Counfy Code, if ai any time during the site preparation, 
excavation, or other ground disturbance associated with this project, any adifact or oti7er 
evidence of an historic archeological resource, or a Native American cuiturai site is 
discovered, the responsible persons shaliimmediately cease and desist from ailfut?her site 
excavation and notify the sheriff-coroner if the discovery contains human remains, or the 
Planning Director if the discovery contains no human remains. 

4. Diractly or indirectiy destroy a unique 
pa!eonio!ogical resource or site? - - - A. 

There are no k n o w  paleontological resources on tne site or in the vicinity. 

G. Hazards a n d  Hazardous Materials 
Does the project have the potential to: 

Environmental Revlew lnkd St dv 

&& 
I. Create a significant hazard to the public 

or the environment as a result of the 

disposal of hszardous materials, not 

ATTACHMENT 
routine transport, skorage, use, or 

including gsso!ine or other motor fuels? - I - x , -  

APPLICATION 

The project is planned to contain retail commercia/ businesses that sei/ materials needed 
for household cieaning, gardening, or similar activities. These materials may be 
considered hazardous as defined by the County Environmental Heaith Services. If such 
malerials require regulation, the operator will be required to obtain a Hazardous Materials 
Management Permit from County Enivlronmental Health Services, 2nd fo prepare and 
implement a Hazardous Materiais Management Plan. The existing gas station will not be 
modified in operation or in a physical manner as part of this project. Therefore, no 
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additional hazardous materials will require regulation other than the continuation of the 
exisfing regulatoiyprogram thet implements Chapter 7. I00  of the County Code “Hazardous 
Materials and Underground Storage Tanks”. 

2. BE iocated on a site which is included 
on a list of hazardous materiels sites 
cxnpi!ed pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would 
it create a sicnificant hazard to the 
public or the environment? - - x - 

A review of federal and state environments: databases revealed fivo entries forbusinesses 
previously operating on the site. ‘Master Cleaners’, formerly located at the south’west 
portion ofthe site, was noted oi;ly as a haiardoh’s wasts generator. No hzzardous waste 
has been identified on the sife. 

A second business, Shell Service Station No.88, now USA Gas, operates ai  27GO 41“ 
Avenue and is listed with t,be State Water Resources Control Board as the site of a 
f3rrnei-V leaking underground storage. EHS also stated that monitoring wells on site have 
canfimed leiiels of perroleurn hydrccarhons ai the site are below significant level. The 
/oca/ oversight agency, Environmental Health Services (EHS) indicated that no 
documentation exists for these sites, but that no unsafe conditions exis: at this time. A 
closure letter for asssssment and remediation has been issued by the County 
Environmental Heaitn Sewices Department (Attachment 21). 

3. Create a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the prcject 
area as a result of dangers from 
aircraft using a public or private 
airport located within two miles 
of the project site? - 

There are no airports within two miles of the project site. 

4. Expose people to electro-maqnetic APPLlCATiON m y c ?  
Environmental Review 

ATTACHMENT 61 ., 
fields associated with electrick 

X transmission lines? - - - - 
There are no high-voltage electric transmission lines in the vicinity of the site. 

- X .  5.  Create a potential fire hazard? - - - 

45 
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Signikaol Less Than 
07 Sisnificar,t 

Paler,;iaiiy Wilh LessTnan 
SignWcan! Milipstion Significant N O  

impac: lncorpcratlcn IrnPPC! Impac1 

The project design will incorporate all applicable fire safety code requirements and will 
include sprinklers and fire hydrants as specified by the Central Fire Protection District. 

6 .  Release bioengineerad organisms or 
ctmnicals into ttle ai: outside of project 
bdilcings? - - - 

The propose pruject wr'll not involve processes which couid resuii in the release o f  
bioengineered organisms or chemical agents. 

H. TransDortationlTraffic 
Does the 2roject have the potential to: 

1. Cause an increase in traffic which is 
silbstantial in relaticn to the existing 
traffic load and  capacity of the s:reet 
system (i.e., substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capaciry ratio on roads, or I 

congestion at intersections)? - - x - 

The project is required to p a y  standard development fees intended io mitigate the impac: of 
new development on the County roads. These fees, Transporiafion Improvement Area' 
( T i 4  fees, are calculated by using an estimate o f  the increase in irip-ends generated by 
the project. According to the Supplemental Analysis for the project as it is now proposed 
p i e p a r d  by Fehr A Peers Associates, Inc., dated July 8, 2002 (Attachment 22), the 
proposed project is estimated to generate approximately 82 net new AM peak-hour trips, 
226 net new PM peak-hour trips, 225 net new Saturday midday trips. Based on these 
numbers, TIA fees would equai $986,000. 

In addition to payment of  TIA fees and in accordance with County policy, the applicant has .: 
been required to sponsor the development o f  a plan line for 41" Ave Highway I to Soquel - 
Drive. The results of this study, a detailed engineering plan for both sides of the road, .5 
median improvements and futurs signalization, was adopted by the Board o f  Supervisors E 

On June 4, 2002 (Affachment 6). The applicanf will be responsible for the installation ofall 2 
improvements except those on the west side of the street. According to the pian line this 5 I- 

construction of impro,vements including tl,vo right turn lanes, a bus pullout, a bus shelter, 5 2 
curb, gutter, 6-foot separated sideiivalk, pedestrian paths across 4 driveway, and a 4 foot 5 5 0 - 
planting strip the entire length o f  41"Ave from Soquel Drive to Highway 1. Improvements 

- 

will include the dedication o f  approximately IO feet of right of way along 4Is t  Ave, the € 2 0  5 UJ - 

4 2  La  <a will also be made to the median area o f  41''Ave as show on the approvedplan line. 
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While the traffic report indicated a frafic signal at the intersection of the main shopping 
center entrance and 41"Ave would improve the turning movements at the entrance to the 
center, it is not needed to mitigate an unacceptable level of service. The approved pian 
line aria' the main driveway entrance to the site were designed to function with or without 
the prcposednewsignal: aliowing the Countythe option ofinsfaliiflg ofthe signal at a M e r  
date without the need for additional improvemenis. 

On Soquel Drive the applicant will add a bus shelter to the existing bus turnout and 
pedestrian a pat,+ acrass ihe existing driveway to the project. 

2. Cause ar. increase in parking demand 
which cannot be acconrncdated by 

- x .  existing parking facilities? - - - 
Based on the uses a,7d floor areas proposed, a total of 970 on-site parking spaces would 
be required per the parking requirements fcuna' in Section 13.10.552 ofthe Santa Cruz 
County Zoning Ordinance. County parking regulati'ons allow a 15 percent reduction for 
shared uses when five to seven uses with non-correspondins peak business hours exision 
the same site. With a f5percent reduction, 825 spaces are required. The project site plan 
shows a total of 843 parking spaces provided. Therefore, the projectprovides thz required 
on-sife parking. 

3 .  Increase hazards to motorists, 
- x .  bicyclists, or pedestrians? - - - 

c 
h 

The project as proposed will increase pedestrian safety by providing addifionalpedestrian 
pathways and by more clearly defining exisfing pedestrian crosswaiks at ii7tsrssctions with 
vehicularlsnes. Spccificalidv, a continuous sidewalk will be provided along the entire 4 ls t  
Avenue frontage from the Northbound SR I off-ramp to Soquel Drive, and along Soquel 
Drive from 4Is1Ave fo the eastern extent of the project. Three dedicated pedestrian paths 
wili be provided fhrough the parking lot between 4IS'Avenue and the nelw Safeway and K- 
inart stores. These paths provide cross walks through vehicular lanes and wili be cleariy 
marked <with striping and decorative stamped concrete. Two of the paths are coordinated 
to function with the locations of the two adjacent pubic transit bus pullouts on Soqueland 
4IS1Avs. 

Bicycle lanes sling the Soquel Drive and 41st Avenue frontages already sewe the site. A 
exiss:ing bicycle facilities wj// be maintained and on-site parking forbicycies wili be provided. 

The locations of the lvehjcular access to the site Wil l  not differ from the existing site 
configuration, however, each driveway, with its associated pedestrian crossing will be 
brought LIP to Counfy staridards. In three of the five driveways this will include the 

- 
- 

4: 
,+. ::L 
:k. 'a 
'kz -3: 
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installation of driveway medians to separate incoming and outgoing traffic. At the main 
entrance two exisf lanes wiii replace one to facilitate easy left exiting and right exiting 
movements. This fhree-lane driveway will also coordinate with the future installatl:on of 
new traffic signal at the main enfrance. 

4. Exceed, either individusliy (the project 
alone) or cumulatively (the project 
combined viiih other deve!opment), a 
level of sewice standard established 
by the county congesfion manzgement 
sgency for designated intersections, 
roads or hichwsys? - - - - x 

The subrnit:~dtriiffic analysis @ttachment 12) evaiuated ?Okay intersections in the vfcinity 
of the projact and stated that the project would resuilin significant cumulative impacts to 
three signalized intersections Soquel DrivdPotfer Street, 4Is'Avenue/Gross Road-SR I 

(Soquel Drive/Roberfson Street). All other intersections operate at an acceptable ievel of 
serdice underproject conditions and therefore are not significantiyimpacted by the project. 
The trafic study was updated by Fehr and Peers, (Attachments 22 and 23) to include 
revised traffic counts thaf reflect the methodoiogy that was requestedby Calfrans stzffand 
to reflect the change in the plans that eliminates the gas station, which generated a large 
porfion of the expected new trips. The updated analysis established that two ofttie problem 
intersections, 41r1Avenue/Gross Road-SR I Southbound Ramps and 4is'Avenue/Clares 
Street, will be affected by a less than one percent increase in the critical movement. The 
impact therefore does nct exceed the adopted threshold for significance, which is an 
increase that exceeds 1%. The periinent analysis for these intersections and - 
lnfersecfioii of Soauel Drive and Porter Street: Tnk intersection functions at LOS E for AM 
peak hour under background conditions. The projecf is expected to have a significant 

This 
improvement is in the Counfy CIP, and wi!i be compiefed In the summer of 2002. This 
mitigation wouldreducefhe AMpeak hour delay from 69.5 (LOS E) to 55.0 (10s E), Jhe 
TIA fees paid by the project are sufficient to cover'the cost of this improvemenf. 

Intersection of 4Ist Ave/Gross Road/SR 7 Southbound ramps: Regional TransPOrtafion 
Improvemenf Program for Fiscai Years 2002/03-2006/06, published by the Santa CruZ 
County Regiona! Transportafion Commission the City of Capifoia has access to 
programmed funds totaiing $200,000 to widen the Gross Road intersection, instali a left 
turn lane, bike lane, and sidewaik, and re-phase signal on Gross Road at 4 I s t  Avenue. 
This work is expected to be underway by Spring 2003 (Personal communication, Mr. Steve 
Jessburg, City of Capifoia Director of Public Works). With this improvement assumed for 

Soufhbound Ramps, and 41' i AvenuelClares Street) and one unsigna!ized intersection 

recommended mitigations, taken from the traffic studies, are detailed below: d 

, ,  

.' 

impact during AMpeakhourdelay (from 67.7seconds[LOS Ej to  69.5seconds[l.OS E]). 
The recommended mifigafion is to provide a separate wesfbound right turn lane. .- - 

- 
5 l - z  
E Z C  - 
& 5 c: 

m 

'5 2 $i 

98 



Envirmmenral Rsview!niBal Study 
Page 21 

Significant Less Than 
Gr Signincant 

Paten!ially With Less Than 
Signifcwt Mit ipcon Significant NO 
bpi: tkccrpoiation lmoacf Impact 

the project conditions, the proposedproject would have a less than I percent impact on the 
intersection critical movement. 

Specifically> this intersection functions i t  LOS F for Saturday mid-day hour(41"and Si? I 
SB  Ramp), and LOS C for AM, PM, and LOS D for Saturday mid-day,oeak ,hour (41" and 
Gross) under background conditions. The percent increase in critical movement volumes 
for these parameters underpmject conditions is 0.7 (10s F), and 0.2, 0.7, and 0.7percent 
(LOS C, C, and D). Therefore ;he project wouldhave 2 IESS than significant impact on this 
intersection. (See Attachmefit 23, page 5, Tabie I) 

lntsrsection of41S'Ave and Clares Street: Thisintersection functions at LOS DforPMand 
Saturday mid-dsy peak hours under background conditions. Res,oectively, t i ie percent 
increase in delay forthese times underprcject cond;tions is 0.64 (LOS E), and 0.53 (LOS 
E). Therefore the project would have a less than sjgnificant lm,cacf, on this intersection. 
(See Attachment 22, page 2, Table I) 

Intersection of Soauel and Robertson: This infersection func?ions at LOS E for PM peak 
hour under background condiiions. The project is expected io have a significant impact 
during PM peak hour delay (from 44.9 seconds [LOS E] to 52. I seconds [LOS Ej). The 
recommended mitigation is the installation of a traffic signal. This improvement is in the 
County CIP, a five-year plan. The TIA fees paid by :he project are sufficient to cover the. 
cost of this improvement. The final deckion to instail the signai will be made by the 8oard 
of Supewisors, based on the recommendation of the Depai?ment of P ublic Works Traffic 
Staff 

1. Noise 

Does the project have the potential to: 

1. Generate a permanent increase 
in m b i e n t  noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without 
the project? - - - - X 

There are residential units i17 the vicinity of the project. These homes are considered 
sensitive receptors, and the noise associded with ihe project was analyzed forimpacts on 
these homes. According to the Acoustical Study prepared by Wilson, lhrig & Associates, 
InC., dated September 4, 2002, (Attachment 25) "the introduction of nearby swrces, such 
as frucks and rooftop equipment, will tend to incresse the ambient noise.'' The study also 
states that implementing noise control provisions such as the installation of an eight-foot 
high architectural screen, a noise control package for rooftop equipment, restrictions on 
delivery frucks using the rear drive isle and loading dock 'area to the hours of 7AM and 
I'OPM, implementation of a sound barrierparallel fo and higher than the rearretaining Wall, 
and no trucks left idling overnight, will enable the project to meet the County of Santa Cruz 
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Significant LesThan 
C i  Signiiicaol 

Po!entially Wi:h Less Than 
Significant Mitigalion Si~nificcanl NO 

lmpai: Inc3fpara:ion Impac! Impact 

noise impact limits given in the General Plan, which is a maximum /eve/ of 60 dbl overall, 
with a niaxirnum LEQ of45 at night due to HVAC equipment. The highestnoise level, with 
mitigations in place wiii be an LEQ of approximately 54 decibek at homes adjacent to the 
truck route (points 1, 2, and 3 on map, page 13 ofilttachment 25, Table 3 page 9). 

AdcVtionai/yr the truck loading area, current/y east of the existhg Sa fewy  store and 
adjacent io existing resic'entiai areasJ will be moved to the northwest corner of the new 

to the existing configuration. 

2 .  

snip,  aivL/cy - store. Tnis wil/ cause a reduction in noise impact to the residentia:a-eas re!atiive 

Expos2 people to noise levels in exess 
of standards estzklished in the General 
Plan, or applicable s:adards of other 
agencies? 

I - - I X 

See 1-1. In addition to t,he structuraland operations mitigation mezsures given in the noise 
report, the project site plan shows a 15 to 20 bufer and a E-foot retaining wall along the 
eastern and northern edge of the project that wili act to buffer sound between the mobiie 
home park and the &lively area for the new Safeway store. These protections are 
consistent with Zoning Ordinance 13.1 l.O75(a)(l)(ii) requirements, which are intended to 
reduce impacfs between new comniercial development and existing residential areas. 

3. Generzte a temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise lev& 
in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? - - - 

Noise levels at the project site wiil be temporarily elevated during site clearing, grading and 
consfrucfion. Noise will be generafed by deinolifion equiomenf, excavatators, earth-moving 
equipment, dump trucks, paving machines, and other equipment and activity associated 
with construction of a commerciaiproject. The noise generated during construction wiil be 
particulariy noticeable to the residenfs adjacent to the site on the east, as we// as io the 
commercial users in the immediate area. The potential noise impacts associafed with the 
site preparations and construction will be mitigated by limiting the hours of consfruction 
activity to between 8:OO AM and 500 PM, and ensuring that equipment is properly 
maintained and muffled to reduce engine noise. ' Approximately 9,113 cubic yards of 
grading is anticipated, which will take place in phases. 

J. Air Quality 
Does the project have the potential to: 
(Where avaiiabie, the significance criteria 
established by the MBUAPCD may be reiied 
upon to make the following determinations). 



Signincant Less Than 
or Slgnificznl 

Palen6ally With LasrTnan 
Signifsat . Mili~aBon Significant NO 

I m ? ~ c l  IncoiporaCOn Impact Impact 

1. Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantizlly to an existing 

- X or projected air quality vio!aiion? - - - 
The North Central Coast Air Basin as 2 whoie currentlymeets federal ozone standards, but 
does not meet state ozme standards or particulate matter standards (P1Mlo}. Therefora, 
the regional polhiants of concern that viould be emitted by the project are the ozone 
precursors ('~/olatiie Organic Compounds and Nitrogen Oxides) and particulate matter 
(PM,*). 

The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control Dist,kt (MBUAPCD) applies a significance 
threshoid of 137 pounds per day for both Volatile Organic Compounds {VOCs) and 
Nitrogen Oxides (/Vox); and a threshold of 82 pounds pei day for PM,o. If is estimated that 
the trafic generated by the project, pius minor on-site emission from fhe natura) gas 
combusfion, would emit less than IOOpoundsperday ofboth VOCs 2nd NOx. Therefore, 
the project wouid not exceed the MBUAPCD emissions thresholds forthese pol!utants, and 
thus would not be considered to contribute substantia& to the regional emissions oithese 
poliutants. 

In caiculating PM,o emissions, the Air Distt7ct applies en emission rate of ?O to 38 pounds 
of Phlioper dayper acre ofgrading, with the actualrate depending on whether the 2ctiviiy 
involves minimal grading or earthmoving and excavation. Based on the level of grading 
activity for the proposed projecf, PM;o emissions will constitute a less than significant 
impact to air quality standards. 

2 .  Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
- x .  of zn adopted air qua!ity plan? - - - 

The project wouid not be iike/y to conflict with or obstruct impiemenfation of the Air Quail'ty 
Management Plan for the Air District. 

3 .  Expose sensitive rexeptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? - - - X - 

Dust generation may occur during project construction. Final grading and erosion control 
plans wili inciude methods to control dust, and should be submitted to the Depaitmect of 
PUbk  Works and i%vironmental Planning for review prior to issuancf of anJ&eJi@.iew ,nital 

4. 
dy nviron 

A ~ ~ A C H  MEN -r%q a& 14 - 
substantial number of people? - - A P P LI C ATN - N - 
Create objectionable odors affecting a 

The proposed project includes 5,000 square feet of new restaurant space. This space 
wiil be located in the portion ofthe project that is adjacent to 41"Ave and away from 
nearby residences. 

I 
.:- ".j 

/N  'LA 
- 

- 
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Significmi Less Than 
Or Significal;: 

Potentially With Less Than 
Slgnificanl Mitigation Significan: NO 

Impact incar?oraUon Impac: Impac: 

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

1. Result in the need for n ~ w  or physically 
altered pubiic facilities, the canstruction 
of which could cause significant environ- 
rnenral hpacts ,  in order to maintain 
2cce;tabIe sewice ratios, response times, 
or other performaxe objectives for any 
of the public services: 
a. Fire prctection? - - X - - 

While the project represents an incremental contribution to the need for sewices, this 
project meets all the standards and requirements of the CentralFire Protection District The 
fire stations in the sewice are3 that would se,rve the site Include the Fire Station iocated 
approximateiy ?,EO0 feet to the e&. The project wiil inc1ude all fire safety ieztures 
required by the Central Fire Protection District includhg hydrants and sprinklers. 

- X - I_ - b. Police protection? 

While the project represents an incremental con?ribution to the need for sewices, the 
Project will not create a significant demand for new seivices, nor wiii it require additional 
personmi. 

X - I - _ -  C. Schools? 

Since the project does no include a residential component, it wiilnotgenerate school-aged 
children, so there will be no impacts to area schools. The project will b e  condition to pay 
standard development fees  intended to support Iocai schools. 

- x .  

Without a residential component, the project will not generafe demand for parkland or 
recreations1 facilities. Commercial projects are not required to pay park supporling 
development fees. 

d. Parks or other recreationai kciiities? '_  - - 

e. Other public facilities; including the 
maintenance of roads? - 
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Signincant Less Than 
Or Signidcant 

Potertiai1y With tesr Thzn 
s ign ihn i  Misgaticn Sigoizican; NO 

Impact Incorporaion 1m:ac: lmpsct 

The project will not create demand for ofher public facilifies or services usually associated 
wifh residentiai uses such as libraries or social services. 

The project wili be responsible for frontage improvements along Soquel Drive and 41" Ave 

The a,cplicsnf has pariicipated in the deveiopment of a Plan Line for 41" Ave behveen 
Highway 1 and SoqGel Drive. The Board of Supemisors adopted the Plan on h i e  4, 
2002 (Affachmenf 6). The sp,olicant wili be responsible for the ifistslla!ion of all 
improvoments ~%c~pt?hose on fhe west side Of the street. According ta the pian line 
this will inciude the ded:cati:on of spproxirnsieiy I0 feet ofrighi of way aloiig 41" Ave, 
the construction of improvements including bvG right turn lanes, a bus pullout, a bus 
shelter, curb, gufier, 6 -foot sepsrated s,'delwalk, edesthn paths across 4 drbeway, 
a:ld a 4 foot plznting strip ?he en ti:^ lengih of 41'. Ave from Soquei DrilJe to Highway i .  
lmprovenients will aiso be made to the median area of 41"Ave as shown on the 

approved plan line. 

2. 

P 

Result in the need f o r  construction of 
new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
Constiuction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? - - x - 

As discuss jn item E. 8, on site storm water detention wiii maintain post-development runoff 
rates atpre-development rates. Downstj"eam capacity of existing infrastructure has been 
demonstrated to be adequate. As such, no off-site drainage improvements are needed, 
and the Depariment of Public Works Drainage Division has requested none. 

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

The project willnot require additions to existing waterand sanifarysewermains, which are 
adequate to accommodate the demands ofthis project. The proiect will not necessitate . .  . I  

expansion of wastewater treatment faciiities. 

4. Cause a violation of  wastewater ATTACHMENT 
AP P LI CAT1 0 N treatment standards of the 

Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? - - - x .  - 

The allowed uses for the project as proposed are not difierenf than current uses and Wi/l 
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not cause a violation of wasfewater treatment standards. 

5. Create a situation in which water 
supplies are inadequate to serve 
the project or provide fire protection? - I - - x .  

The water mslns sewing the project site provide adequaie fire flows andpressure for fire 
suppression at the site. The risk of fire at the site is low and would not impair the'capabiliry 
Of the systsm to provide adeqiiate fire i;olr/s to otnerpropefiies. Additionaliy, the Central 
Fire Proiection Dis:~c: has reiviewed the prsject plans to assure confcrrnity ?with fire 
protection standards. 

6. Result in indequate access for fire 
protection? - - - 

The project enrrances 6nd access roads &Ilprovide adequate access for fire equipmenf 
throughout the site. The final site pian will be subject to the approval of the Central Fire 
Prolecticn Disirict with res7eci to fire access. (See PVtachmsnt 15) 

7. Make a significant contribution to a 
curnuiative reduction of landfiil capacity 
or abiiity to properiy dispose of refuse? 

I - - 

The regional landfiils in the area have suficient capacity to seNe the project for the 
foresesable fufure, although the additional solid waste generated by the project would 
reduce the remining life of the existing landfiiis incrementaliy. 

Excess soil material, approximately 5000 cubic yards, wiil be removed and disposed of as 
psrl of the development. It is expected that most of this material may be sultabk as fill 
materia! elsetwhere or could tie used on farmers fields (such disposal would require a 
Permit from the County,). Of the 5000 cubic yards of material, approximately 1220 cubic 
yards wil; consist of asphalt, which according to, the Buena Vista Landfiil Disposal Site 
Recycling Policy is eligible for recycling. The applicant has indicated that some or all of the 
old asphalt will be ground and reused on the site as base for the new parking lot paving 
(Attachment 24). The debris and construction material sifted from the undocumented fill on 
the site would also likely be disposed of at fhe County's Buena Vista Landfiil. The disposal 
of this material would result in an incrementalreduction in the remaining life of the landfill. 

8.  Resuit in a breach of federal, state, 

related to solid waste management? - - APPLICAUON 
Envirgnmental Review lpita] Study 

and local statutes and regulations  ATTACHMENT$^-%^^ 
The 5000 cubic yards of solid waste generafed by this project wiil nof include any 
hazardous waste. The solid waste will be characterized by material thaf is eligible for 
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Slgnihan! Lesa Than 
Or Signincant 

Potenllaiiy With Less Tnan 
SigciScant Mitigation Significant Na 

impact Incarpmiion impact lmpiict 

recycling and/or reuse in the form Of landfiil cover, landfill road maferial, and winter pad 
COnStrUCtiOn. Therefore, the project will not result in a breach of federal, state and \oca/ 
regulaiions related to solid waste management. 

L. Land Use, Population. and Housing 

Does the  project have the potential to: 

1. Conflict with any policy of the  County 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or rniiigathg a n  environmental effect? - X - - - 

The County of S a n k  Cruz General Plan was reviewed forproject confor;nai;ce with 
policies directly applicabie to the project. 7’hose policy areas that are germane to this 
project are noted beiow: 

Land Use Element-The proposed projeci is consistent with the C-C Community 
Commercisl land use designation covering the proposed develojoment area. 

Circulation Element-The level  of Sewice poiicy (3 .127 )  es:ablishss LOS D as the 
minimum acceptable LOS, and requires that projecfs provide mitigation for traffic 
generation which results in sewice levels falling below D, or which results in a 1 percent or 
I areaier increase in volume for critical movements where LOS Is already bE-!ow D. As 
detailed in section H- I ,  10s reductions will be addressed/mitigated to a less than 
significant le vel. 

Community Desian Element-As detailed in section E. the renovation of the shopphg center 
lwVl be a major improvement to the area. Specificaily, the site will be redesign to be more 
functionally integrated into the 41”Ave commercial corridor, and, by virtue of the resulting 
modernization, will be more harmonious with surrounding land uses. 

Consewation and Ooen Soace Element- As detailed in section B, the project represents 
and small increase over current water demand. The project will create additional runoff 
with a correspondent loss of recharge. While the project is not located wifhin a Primary 
Groundwater Recharge Area, the applicant has’proposed to install a combination of 
fe ienf im and storage systems, which will convey some of fhe runoff into recharge 

Environmental Review In (Attachment 19). 

2. -  ATTACHMENT^ I 
APPLICATION @ nU\cQ Conflict with any County Code regulation 

adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? - - - x .  - 

The project does not invohe any requests fhat would represent a diversion from County 
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Signiiicanl LessThan 

POlentiai!)' Wit? LSSI Than 
Or signficant 

Signidcant Mitigation Signiflcanl NO 
Impact Inc3pcraiion lrnpac: Impac: 

environmental poiicy. 

3. Physically divide an established 
x community? - - - __ 

?he /and uses surrounding the project site inciude preciominateiy commercia! uses. Under 
current condifions, the project wouid not introduce a new physical division in the 
cornrni:niry. 

4 .  Have a potentially significant growth 
inducing efiect, either directly (for 
exmple,  by proposing new homes 
and businesses) or  indirectly (for 
exmple,  through extension of roads 

- x or other infrastructure)? . -  - 

The proposedproject is designed at the density and intensity of development indicated by 
the Gefieral Plan and Zoning designations oi the paicei. The appiicant has not requested 
exceptions or variances that wouid result in an increase in intensity thaf would otherwise 
be prohibited by County pol ty .  ?ne proposed project does not involve substantia: 
e x t m s h s  of utiiitjes such as iyater, sewer, or new road systems into areas previousiy not 
served, and is therefore consistent with the Counry General Plan. The project will not 
induce substantia/ growth thhat is nof consistent with County planning goals. 

5 .  Displace substantia! rdmbers of 
people, or amount of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of 

- - x. replacemefit housing elsewhere? - 
The proposedproject wiil entaji no loss of housing units and wiil not invohe demoiition of 
any existing housing units. 

M. Non-Local Approvals 
Does the project require approval of 
federal, state, or regional agencies? Y e s X  NO- 

Which agencies? Reqional water qualih control board 
Environmental Review lnital Stud 

 ATTACHMENT^ rH 
APPLICATION 
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Yes- N OX 
N. Mandatory Findinqs of Siqnificance 

1. Does the project have the potential to degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wiidlife species, 
C ~ U S B  a fish or wildlife population to drop beiow 
szli-sustaining h e i s ,  threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endansered 
plant, animal, or Eatural community, or elirniriate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? Yes- N o X  . 

2. Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumuiatively considerable 
(Acumulaiively considerablez means that the 
incremental effects of  a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, and the effects of  reasonsbly 
foreseeable future projects which have entered 
the Environmental Review stage)? 

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

3. 
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TECHNICAL REVlE W CH E CKLlST 

APAC REVIEW 

ARCHAEOLOGIC REVIEW 

8 I OT I C A S S  E SSVE NT 

GEOLOGlC HAZARD ASSESSVENT 

GEOLOGIC REPORT 

RIPARIAN PRE-SITE 

SEPTIC LOT CHECK 

SOILS REPORT 

OTHER: 

Traffic Siudv 

Supplemental Traffic Stud!/ 

Noise Study 

REQUIRED COMPLETED* 

x 

x 

4/14/00 -. 

12i20101 _ _ .  

1/12/01 - . 
91402 __ . 

9/4/02 ~. 

*Attach summary and recommendation from completed reviews 

List any other technical reports or information sources used in preparation of this icitial 
study: 
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ENVIRONMENTALJREVIEW ACTION 

On the basis ofthis initial evaluation: 

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

- J I find that although the proposed projekt could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there wiil not be a signifibant effect in this case because the 
mitigation measures described below ave been added to the project. A 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATI b N will be prepared. 

I find the proposed project MAY have 6 sigrificant effect on the erivironmentl and 
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPQRT is required. 

~ 

- 

Date 

For: \ X t b z .  $&'A- 
Environmental Coordinator 

Attzc h men ts : 
1 .  
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

E. 
7. 

9. 
10 
11. 

12. 

13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

a. 

I la .  

Vicinity Map 
Map of Zoning Districts 
Map of Ger.eral Pian Design-" 6;ions 
Assessor's Parcel Map 
Site Plan by Johnson Lyman Architects, dated ~1/15/02, Eievations by Joh,nson Lyman, dated 
1/15/02, Landscape F!an by Thomas Baak, da(ed 1/15/02, Preliminary Grading Pian by SLS 
Associates, dated 9/1/01, Erosion Control by SLS Asscciates, dated 1/28/01 
Bozrd ieiter for 4Ist Ave P i a  Line, Approved by BOS on June 4, 200'2 
Geotechnicai Investigation, Harza ConsultinG ifngineers, dated Septe?: 
Letter from Rachei Lather, Senior Civil Enginedr, dated P&rch 28, 2001 

.[I/? ~f p/LI H P I ) ~ , ; ,  LJ fp;b 
( oLi ,L/,/f-lL.& +Q,< r?a,,ML 

J 
Drainage Repori prepared by Sandis Hurnberqones, dated February 6,2001 
Hydrology Report prepared by CMF Consultant&, dated Janmry 2002 

by Plan: Health Diagnostics, dated June 3, 2001, 
Project, dated 1113102 

Summary and 

Letterfrom Chris Shaeffer, 61 
Le!ter from Central Fire District, dated Septemqer 28, 2001 
Letter from Chris Shaeffer, CALTRANS, dated parch 8, 2002 
Letter from John Schlagheck, Santa Cruz Coun 
Will-sewe letter from City of Santa Cruz Water &partmen:, dated Aprii3, 2001 
Letter from Chris Long, SLS Associates, dated $uiy 15, 2002 (revised 9/4/02) 
Signage Plan by JSJ Electrical Dispiay. dated February 28, 2002 
Closure letter from Environmental 
Supplemental Traffic Analysis for 
Supplemental Traffic Analysis for 
Letter from Chris Lono, SLS 

Planning Department, dated March 22, 2002 

41 00 Soquei Drive, dated January 25, 2002 
Pesrs, dated Juiy 8 ,  2002 (revised 9/4/02) 

by Fehr and Peers, dated July8, 2002 
dated Auous: 5. 2002 

19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25,  Acoustical Study, Wilson, lhrig 8 Associates, In ,, dated July 16, 200-2 (revised 9/4/02) 

dcLb) Memo from Jack Sohriakoff, Department of ic Works Traffic Engineer, dated 10-02-02 

I I / o f  
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County of Santa Cruz 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

701 OCEAN S?/RE:T, SJITE 400, SANTA CRUZ, C A  $5060~073 

(831) 454-25PO FAX. (831) 454-2131 TOD: (831) 454-2123 

iALVlN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR 

-March 28, 2001 

Dave Johnson 
1375 Locust Street, Suite 222 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 

SUE JECT: Review of sci l  report by Hat ia Consulting Engineers and Scientists, 
dated 911 5/00, PROJECT NUMBER: 17622-CA. 
APPLICATION NUMBER: 00-0127 
APN: 030-1 31 -3i,42,44,45j030-192-C1,02 

D e r  Mr. Johnson, 

T h m k  you for submitting the soil report fon the parcel referenced abcve. The repori 
was reviewed f,or conformance with Coqnty Guidelines for Soils/ Geotechniczl 
Reports and also for compieteness regardin~g site specific hazards and accompmying 
technical reports (e.g. geolocic, hydro logic, etc.). Tile purpose of this letter is to 
inform you that the Planning Depaflment has accepted the report and the ioll'2winc 
recomxendations b e c m e  permit conditions: 

I .  

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

All report recommendations musk be failowed. 

An engineered foundation plan is rqquired. This plan must inczrporate the 
design recommendations as detziled Ifor each proposed strilciure in the soils 
report 

Final pians shall show :he drainage system as detailed in ;he soils engkeering 
report including outlet locations and aopropriate e n e r ~ y  dissipation devices. 

Final plans shall reference the approved soils engineering report and state that 
a/ !  development shall conform to the rqport recomnendaiions. 

Prior to building permit issuance, ;he oil engineer must submit a brief building, 
grading and drainzge plan w i e w  lett r to Environmental illanning stating that 
tne plans and foocndaiion design ar 1 in generd compliance with the repori 
recommendations. If, upcn plan rediew, 'the engineer requires revisions or 
additions, the applicant shall submit 10 Environmental Planning two ccpies of 
revised plans End a final plan reviewi letter stating that the plans, as revised, 
conform to the report recommendation$. 

The soil engineer must inspect all i/oundation excav~!icns and a letter Of 
inspection must be submitted to E.r$ronmental Planning 2nd your bui!ding 
inspector prior to pour of concrete, 
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7. For all projects, the soil engineer must submit a final letter report to 
Environmental Planning end your building inspector regarding the compiiance 
with all technical recommendations of the soil report prior to final inspection. 
For 211 projects with engineered fills, the soil erigineer must submit a final 
grading report (reference August 1997 County Guidelines for 
SoilsiGeotechnical Repofis) to Envirbnmenial Pianning and your building 
inspector regarding the compliance with 3!1 technica! recommendations of the 
saii report prior to final inspection. 

The scil report acceptance is only limited to the technical adequacy of t-le repoii. 
Other issges, liks planning, building design, septic or s e v m  approvzl, etc., may gill 
require resoluiicn. 

I n i  F’lsnnitq GepErirnsnt wii! check final develcpmerii D!ZT to verify project 
cznsisiency with report recarnmend&c:,s and perinii corditions prior to building 
permit issuzncs. If nct already done; please submit two copies of the approved soil 
report a: the time cf buiiding permit appiication for attachnent to your builaifig plans. 

Please call 454-327 0 if we can be of ar,y assistance 

-, 

Sincere!y, 

Rzch$l Lather 
Senior Civii Engineer 

cz: John Sckiagheck, Project Planner 
Beth Dyer, ire%,.~ree p k i ? n N  
Senta Cruz Shoas 
Hena Consultir;g Engineers and Scientist 

Environmental Revi 
 ATTACHMENT^, - * L  APPLICATION 





The purpose of this repof. is to present the  results of a drainage snalysis rihlch meets 

the objectives cf  policies as set forth in the County of Santa Cruz Design Criteria. This 

analysis is to deternine the adequacy of the existing on-site ar,d state highway drainage 

systim to convey the increased runoff associated with the proposed develo,zrnent of the 

project site. Storm water calcuiations were preformed for 10 year and 25 year storm 

P E E t S .  

-. 
1 ne Scc;s?.l Celt?: przjsc! slie is iccated E L  the ssuthwes; inter:?ciicn of 41” k e n u e  

2nd SGqLIC! Drive. E6sed cn Sania Cruz cour,v Public Works Depaflment Orthophoto 

P,/la?s,.the prcjsct site enmmipassis an area of approximZte!y 25.76 acr is  6s shown on 

Exhibit A and is part 3f a larcjer water-shed which drains to Sccuel Creek. The existins 

cn-site area was deteimined io have a totai impewicus area of 543,356 SF or 

ap0roxima:ci;~ 12.47 Acrss. 

The pro?oszd project depicted or, Exhibit B is to remodel a d  e x x n c  the existing 

Safeway and Kmad Sbtcppinc Center, to include ccnstrx t icn of 2 new %:way Store, 

cmvi rs ion of the essting Safeway Store to anoiker retail use, and construction of hyo 

new retail stores of 8,010 and 11,250 square fed. The tot21 propcsed consi:uction 

encompasses an area of 9.2 acres as shown on Exhibit 5. 

It has been estimzted that the proposed project will add approximate!v 5.5 acres of 

impenvious area to the Soquel Center site. 



The on-site water Shed Map for the 10-year.return period is indicated cn Exhibit C and 

the 25-year rehin period is indicated on Exhibit D. The  total site aiea Of25.76 acres was 

broken dosvn into the appropriate sub-shegs accordingly for the dekrninatizn of this 

study. Tne off-site sior-n system across dnd adjacent to Highwsy 1 is indicated in 
~ 

Exhibit E. ~ 

The psi-development f lm/s fcr 10-year $ o m  event w r e  calctilated for. this are? 

utilizing a "c" v a l w  of 0.e3 x d  a rainia!l intensity of 2.2 inc;ies 3i.r hour as outlined on 

Exhkit C for the IO-Year Eehjrn Period. A "C" value of 0.85 and a rainfail intensity of 

2.64 inches per hour csed for the 25-ye@ re tu r i  piricic as outiined on Exbibit D. 

Drainage system calculations and correspodciirig fcl! flow pipe capasity calcuia4ons are 
I 

a!s3 included. The storm system modeling $as pe?o rmd  using St 'xnCAD by Haestad 

Methods Inc. 

Eased on the results of tile "on-site" ca!cl/lations f3r the IO-year ar.2 25-year storm 

events, the "on-site" sysrem is adequate to apcornmcdste the future flow 

Storm water is conveyed from the "on-site" sj/s:em to Soquel Creek via an existing State 

of California storm drain system. Our anaqysis of 10-year and 25-year storin events 

indicate; that the existing State of Califoirnia. stcrm drain system is adequate to 

accommodate the future flow. 
j 



CMF 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 

At the request of SLS Associates, CMF Consultants has performed. an hydrologic 
analysis and storm drain review of the 41" Avenue Safeway project ("project") located 
in Santa Cruz County, CA. Information abod the site and/or project was provided by 
SLS Associates; Santa Cruz County Public Works; State of California Transportation 
Department; Sandis, Humber, e: Jones, Civil Engiceers; and the United States Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Geoffrey Casburn, C. E., made an 
inspection of the site and surrounding properties for CMF. 

The results of the fie!d and engineeriq investigation, rslated wcrk and the engineering 
designs art contained in this report. Our conclusions and recommendations stated 
herein are based on the results of our work, as described in this report and our 
experience as civil engineers. See the full report for supporting data and  limitations 
regarding the scope of our work. 

2.0 SITE AND PROPOSED PROJECT 

The existing Safeway and K-Mart commercial property located at 41" Avenue snd 
ifighway 1 is to be improved by the proposed project. The project will include, without 
limit, a new Safeway store building, the conversion of the existing Safeway store to 
Other uses, the construction of additional parking areas and the construction of 
improired stoirn drains. The' site is roughly rectangular in shape. The average width of 
the site is about 600 feet. The average length is about 1,400 fset. The long axis of the 
Site runs parallel to 41"Avenue. 

The site is bordered by Scquel Drive' on the north, residential development on the east, 
Highway 1 on the south and a commercial area on the west. Storm water flow runs 
from north to south, with all runof-; passing under and along the CalTrans right-of-way 
into Soquel Creek. An area map is shown in Figure I. 

Current Land Use: 

K-Mart, Safeway and other tenants now occupy the shopping center. A portion of the 
site is open and undeveloped. The existing site is shown in Figure I .  

j 
Proposed Land Use: I 

! 

! The current Project Pian calls for substantial imprcvements. The project plan is 
contained in Appendix A. 

j22 
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3.0 SCOPE O f  WORK 

CMF Consultants will provide professional services to your firm as defined in the 
following Scope of Work: 

1. Piovide hydrology rnapfs). 
2. Provide design calculations for storm drain system layout developed by SLS 
3. Provide report containing the results of oui work, with calculations attached 

4.0 LIWTATIONS 

Findings, observations and conclGsions have been made using that degree of care and 
skill ordinarily exercised, under similar circumstances., by reputable civil engineers 
practicing in Noeheril California. No other warranty, exprssed or implied, is made. 
Our opinions stated herein are based on the resu!ts of our work, as described in this 
repori, and cur experience as eivii engineers. See the full report for supporting data 
and limitations regarding the scope of our work. 

Exclusjons from Basic Services: 
1. Water quality analysis and related submittals 

5.0 FINDINGS 

d. HVrdroloqk Description the Site and Adjacent Propedies: 

General: 

The hydrology standard applied to a development is determined, in part, by the size 
of the project watershed. For this project, a IO-yezr design flow was used for the 
sizing of the on-site storm drains and to determine the adequacy of the ofi-site storm 
drains. The operation of the storm drains was also checked for the 25-year storm to 
determine the magnitude and location of overflow, if any. 

The 100-year flows were also determined for the project for USE in determining the 
impact of the project on Soquel Creek:The IO-year and 100-year flows in Soquel 
Creek were taken from a FEMA publication, as discussed later in this report. 

Hydrologic and hydraulic calculations for this analysis were made using Hyfra#ow 
2000 modelin- --A,,-.- 

. 
Environrnen ai evlew.$al 

& 
t t  1y ~ U ! L Y " P ,  0. 

APPLICATION Rajnfzll: ~ 

1: 
' . . i i  

,i 

The site is localed in the Soquei area of Santa Cruz County. The 100-year 60-min 
rainfall depth is 1.5 inches. Design Rainfall information is contained in Appendix 5. 

/I 
. .I 

41'Avenue Safeway 

I 

Page 3 of*/; CMF File No. 01-006 
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1 41''Rve. & Highway 1 1 /it intersection 1 2 
1 Across41"Ave. I 21 West Area 

Highway 1 West of 41"Ave. 9.6 

Soquel Creek At Highway 1 25,60O(t) 
j Intersection 

Bridge 

Historic drainage patterns: 

Prior to development of the  existing shopping center, the  site was developed as low 
density residential. Drainage was generally from north to south. Construction of the 
current project maintained the historic drainage patterns. The proposed project 
wouid also maintain the historic drsinage patterns ai t h e  project site. 

Watershed locations, points of discharge and sizes: 

The project sits and adjacent properks have been divided into several watersheds. 
Four of these watersheds define areas that drain into Soquel Creek through existina 
storm drains that also drain t+,e Droiect site. Each watershed has been evaluated to 
determine its size, and the location and point of discharge for the storm drains 
se8ving the watershed. 

A summary of watersheds is shown in Table 9 .  The first four watersheds listed in 
TS.SIe 1 are shown in Figure 2 .  The Soquel Creek watershed is shown in Appendix 
C. Due  to the great difference in size behveen the Soquel Creek watershed and the 
other watersheds, a separate plot was provided for the Soquel Creek Watershed. 

Portions of the properties located to the east of the project site drain onto the site. 
These areas have been included as  part of the on-site watersheds. 

Table 1 -Watersheds 

Inlet 12-1 i 
Headwall-45 1 
Headwall-42 

CalTrans Outfall 

.. 

~~ 

Watershed I Location 1 Size (ac) 1 Point of Discharge 
Proiect Site 1 - 1 21 1 Manhole 14-MH 

6. Existins Storm Drain Facilities: 

General: 

The existing storm drain system is shown on Figures 3 B 4. On-site sub-  

f 2 Y  
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Off-Site Facilities: 

Soquel Creek: 

Tne FEMA Flood Insurance Study for the City of Capitola was reviewed as part 
of our work. This study was completed in June 1996. Data for Soquel Creek was 
taken from this report. 

The project watershed discharges to Soquel Creek just downstream of the 
Highway I Bridge. The project watershed is about 21 acres in area. The Soquei 
Creek watershed at the Highway 1 Bridge is ribout 26,500 acres in area. 
Information on Soquel Creek, including a watershed map, is contained .in 
Appendix C. 

The 100-year flow in Soquel Creek at the Highway 1 Bridge is 14.700 cfs. Water 
depth in the channel at peak flow is about 20 feet. The 100-year flow from the 
CalTrans discharge for pre-oroiect conditions is approximztely 114 cis. This 114- 
cfs flow is included in the.Soquel Creek flow of 14,700 cfs. 

CalTrans Siorm Drain System: 

Storm water runoff is currently conveyed under and along the Highway 1 to 
Soquel Creek in underground storm drains. The system is shown in Figure 3. 
The hydrologic and hydraulic analysis of this sysiem is included in the on-site 
analysis contained elsewhere in this report. 

The three off-site watersheds drain into the Ca!Trans system in the vicinity of the 
project, as discussed below: 

41" h e .  and Highway 1 Intersection: 
Runoff from the paved area at this intersection is collected in the roadway 
gutter and then conveyed to the CalTrans storm drain system at point 12- 
1. 

Highway I west of 47"Avenue: 
A portion of the Highway 1 right-of-way located west of the intersection 
with 41"Ave drains easterly and is conveyed to point HW-42. The runoff 

I 

. i  
,. I ,  

.. . I . :  
t i  . ,  . .  

is then collected at HW-42 and conveyed to 
storm drains. 

:... West Area: . . !  

. I  ~ 

;; I 
The commercial area located across 41" Avenue from the project is fully 

. '  ~ 

I. 
. ,  developed. This watershed is drained through a combination of overland 
; j  

I 4IStAvenue Safeway 
4 

Page 5 of $1 
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CMF 
flow, storm drains and open ditches. Runoff from this area collects at the 
northwest corner of Highway 1 and 41'' Ave. Runoff is collected by the 
CalTrans storm drain system at point HW-45 and then conveyed to 
Soquel Creek in tine CalTrans storm drains. 

East Area: 

The area located to the east of the project is fully developed. Land uses are a trai!er 
park and an attached-rssidential development. A portion of h e  traiier park and 
residential property drains into t he  project site across the common boundary. These 
areas are shcwn on Figure 2 and they have been included in the on-site watsrshed 
area calculations. 

Qn-Sits facilities: 

The existing on-site storm drain pipes and sub.-wi.ershed areas are shown in 
Figure 4, 

The existing on-site drain system is not suitable for use in the final development due 
to location and/or size. The system would be modified during construction. The point 
of discharge from the property would not be changed. 

Pre-Project Hydroloay: 

Peak pre-project flows at selected points are shown in TaWe 2. A summary of the 
pre-project hydrology for a IO-year stcrm and detailed computer generated analysis 
for the 10-year, 25-year and 100-year storms are contained in Appendix D. 

Pre-Project Hydrausics: 

A summary of the pre-project storm drain system perYormance during a IO-year storm 
and detailed computer generated hydraulic analysis for the IO-year, 25-year and 100- 
year storms are contained in Appendix D. 

The summary is modeled after County Form SD-2. An indicator of adequate storm 
drain perfcrmance is the value of freeboard, as discussed below: 

* The first column contains the Line ID numbers, as shown on Figures 3 8 4. 
The last column in the summary shows the freeboard calculated for each 
structure. Freeboard is the distance between the water surface in the structure 
and the top of the grate at the structure. A positive value means that the runoff is 
contained in the structure, A negative value means the runoff is overitowing at 
t h e  structure. 

.. . 
41 st Avenue Safeway Page 6 o f r j l  CMF File No. 01-006 
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Wafershed 

I 

site 

41"Ave 
Eighway 1 

West Area 

Location 
Size (ac) 

14-MH 1 21 1 22 29 42 

A7 

21 1 50 1 E6 1 93 

I 

33 i At intersecticn 2 23 

I 

Across 41" Ave. 1 

Ccrnbined ai 
Sequel Creek 

Highway I 

Soquel Creek 

6. New On-Site Storm Drain Faciiities 

New on-site facilities and sub-watershed sreas are shown on Figure 5. 

Hydrology: 

Peak post-project flows at se!ected points are shown in Tabie 3. A summary of the 
post-project hydroiogy for the IO-year and 25-year storms and the detailed computer 

Appendix E. 
generated analysis for the 20-year, 25-year and 

APPLICATION 

I14 

At Mghway 1 53 61 81 114 

West of 4?"Ave. 
Intersection 

Bridge 

Bridge -- I 14,700 

At Highway 1 25,6005 8,200 

- 

41"Avenue Safeway P a g e 7 o f l l  - CMF File No. 01-006 
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I ' Site ! 14-MH ~ 21 I 29 
2 31 

I *' 
! At intersection 

5'4 
I 4lSL Age. & 

WSS~A:~;? Across 41" ~ v e .  

i Hi.;h\r\,ay 1 

l 39 ?. 1..1 ' , 
42 60 

i 
71 1 99 

55 

I 
I 

Post-Praject Hydradics: 

Off-Si te: 

Soquel Creek: 

No change would be made to Soquel Creek by t h e  project. 

The post-project 100-year flow in the CalTrans sysrern at Soquel Creek exceeds the 
pre-project flow by 7 cfs. Following is a discussion of Soquel Creek during a 100- 

E5 1 86 I 121 
I 

Highway 1 West of 41"A'de. 9.6 I 
Intersection 

year event: 

Magnitude of peak flows: 

The increase in flow in Soquel Creek d u e  to the project 
of the peak flow in Soquei Creek. By anv measure, this magnitude of chanse in 
the peak flow would not cause any change in t h e  flow depth in Soquel Cresk.  
tilers is no way to quantify t h e  effect of such a small change in flow Using 

! 
j 

i generally accepted engineering practices. j 

12' , I 

I 
Page a O?I 1 CMF File No. 01-006 4I5'Avenue Safeway .. . . 
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Timing of peakflows: 

The  Soquel Creek watershed is 26,500 acres.  The  total watershed draining 
through the CalTrans system from the  project site and vicinity is 53 acres. . 
The peak flow from the CaiTrans system would reach Soquel Creek much 
earlier then the peak flow from the Soquel Creek watershed would reach the 
Highway 1 Bridge. Accordingly, the peak flow from the CatTrans system would 
.have “come and gone” prior to the peak fiow in Soquel Creek resching t he  
Highway 1 Bridge. 

Calirans  Storm Drains: 
T h e  Calirans storm Grain system, as shown on Figure 3 ,  would convsy the IO-year, 
25-year and I@@-year post-prcject peak flow from t h e  site and  the other three 
tributary areas. The results of t he  hydraulic calculations for this system W ~ : E  
included with the on-site calculations. 

Wesf Area: 

No change  to the  drainsge system for the West Area would b e  made  by the project. 

On-Sik Storm Drain System: 

System Performance during a IO-Year Storm: 

The on-site storm drain system would be rncdified as part of tine project. The 
proposed system is shown in Figure 5. 

A summary of the post-prc;ject storm drain system performance during the  1 0 - y ~ ~ ;  
storm and the detailed computer generated hydraulic analysis for the  10-year and 
I@@-year storms are contained Appendix E. 

T h e  summary shows that for a 10-year storm all values of 
system are  posithe and exceed the County standard of 0 67 

25-year Project Operation: 

A summary of the post-project storm drain system performance during the 25-year 
storm and detailed computer generated hydraulic analysis for the  25-year storm are 
contained Appendix F. 

; 

i 
P a g e  9 of-31 CMF File No. GI-GO6 41’~Avenue Safeway i: . 



CMF 
The 25-year hydraulic summary shows that: 

An overflow would occur behind K-Mart. The runoff from this area (apprcx. 1 cfs) 
would accumulate at inlet 52-1 and would then be collected at that point. 
Ponding would occur at inlet 50-1 to a depth of 0.2 fe& 
At all other structures, including the CalTrans system, the water surface would 
be a i  or below the grate for a 25-year event. 

Water Qua!@: 

A silt and grease trap nmhole  (Ccuniy Standard: SD-75) would be instal!e& It would 
be located on-site and downstream of manhole 14-MH. The locdion of this new 
manhole (SDMH 1) is shown on Figure 5 .  

6.0 SUMMARY O f  EMGlNEERlPdG OPlNiONS 

It is our professional opinion, to a rezsonable desree of engineering certainty, that: 
The proposzd project wou!d maintain the historic drainage p2t;erns at the project 
site. 

* The proposed project would not have adverse hydrologic impacts on adjacent 
properiies. 

0 The proposed project is feasibie from a hydrologic and hydraulic engineering 
standpoint. 
The proposed storm drain system would meet the requirements of Sank '  Cruz 
County. 

These opinions are based on the results of our work, as described in this report, and 
clur experience zs civil engineers. See the fuil report for supporting data snd limitations 
regarding the scope of ou r  work. 

Thank you for the opportunibj to provide this report and anaiysis. Please call Mr. 
Casburn if you have questions or require additional information. 

415' Avenue Safeway Page I.$o~ I I CMF File No. 01-006 



PLANT HEALTH DIAGNOSTICS 
327 Nancy Lane Pleasant Hill, CA 94523-2824 

Ofice:(925) 825-8793 FAx:(925) 825-8795 
E-mail to: PHDAbep@juno.com 

June 3,2001 

Mr. Dave Johnson 
Johnson Lyman Architects 
1375 Locust Street #202 
Wdmt  Creek, CA 94596 

Re: 
Environmental Review initai sTuc 

1 Q ATTACHMENT 
APPLICATION 

Mitigation for Trees Removed at Soquel V i h g e  
Snfeway/K-,Mai-t project 

Assignment 
Since t L h t  t,he the majorit; of  trees on &e site were renoved. The counq has now asked far a 
rni?igation plan to attempt to replace the tree canopy at thk site, in particula- the mature blue gum 
trees tFi t  were 10 be retained. 

Background 
My hitnil reports contained the following idornation as requested by the county planning 
department: 

1) a cornpiete inventory afthe trees by loc&on, size and species, 
2 )  comments on the potential for transplanting or revitahins oak trees as mitigation, 
3 )  convnents on r2:aSng redwood trees 
4) comments rega-ding the possible modification of the construction plans to include 

5 )  tree inventory corresponding to the accurate survey map of tree locations. 
retention of eucalyptus (blue gum) trees and 

Trees included in this mitigation report 
I reviewed the site recently and found only a handful of the trees rernainin g. The remaining trees 
are shonn on the inventory sheets in bold italics while the reimved trees are indicated by 
strhuut. Trees removed that were recommended for retention is indicated by Iarge bold font. 

Many of the trees removed provided little or no value to the project or site due to poor structure 
or health. I recommended these trees for removal after my last site review in July 2000. These 
trees arc not included in this mitigation plan 

The trees I recommended for retention or transpianting ire those for which I am submitting plans 
for mitigation. These trees which have been removed include: 

1. Live oak trees suggested being transplanted - 218, 219,220, 221,222, 223,224,225, 
226, 227, 234, 235. 

2 .  The blue gum trees to be retained by creating two larger parking iot islands to provide 
adequate root zone space. On the west end of the commercial driveway it was 
recommended to retain tree #269 and 270. On the east end of the commercial driveway a 
cluster of three treesiX248, #249, #250) were recommended for retention. 

mailto:PHDAbep@juno.com


Report for Johnson Lyman Architects 
Mitigation for Trees Removed at Soquel Village 

SafewayX-Mart project 
Paze 2 of 3 

Discussion of mitigation procedure 
Twenty-three of the original one hundred foorty-five trees in the inventory still remain. Only the 
Six redwood trees at the east end of the site remain ofthe original trees with any value. These 
redwood trees should ‘be reramed. To recreatc the tree canopy provided by the blue ,gun I 
suggest US% native trees t:ut grow rapidly and will eventually attain the size and s.a<ure of the 
blue gcm. The coas; live should be replaced w ? b  the same species. 

-4lthough methois =e now avaihble to transplant specimen size trees to create an “&ant tree 
ca~~opy,” I believe it is not practical or ecologically sowd to do so in this setting. Commercial 
sites are typically too harsh an environment for large specimen traasplmted trees to thnve. In my 
o p ~ o ~ i  i: is bette; to initially plant small trees that c m  easily adapt to this envkoment and 
scri.:-ie well. 

My proposal for mitigation involvcs planting Zurge canopy trees singly ard m clusters where 
possible. Large canopy trees %ill eventually provide the valuable tree presence on this sire that 
was once pro\ided by the removed blue gum and live oak trees. Large canopy trees include coasi 
five oak, redwood, sycamore, ash, some ofthe new American elm varieties, etc. Examples of 
s d e r  canopy trees are pktache, celtis, flowering pear and crape myrtle. Smaller canopy trees 
are better sui?ed TO the small parki~g lot cutouts in front of K-M&. 

To achieve &e canopy development there must be adequate root zone and air space. Spaciig k 
critical to developing larger tree canopies. A minimum of 20’ between each tree is needed for 
these larger canopy trees. Tne trees should be no more than I 5-gallon size when installed since it 

well documented that 15-gallon size or smaller establish and grow large more rapidly than box- 
s u e  trees. 

The same size tree canopy created by the blue -m can be restored in several years time by 
utilizing the large: plantkg islands in the parking lot for clustered plantings and the 10’ x 10’ 

fo: single large canopy trees. These larger parking lot islands arc reflecied ir, the latest 
drawing you provided to me. I have marked up that drawing with suggested locations for the 
clunered tree plantings. In addition to  these new plantings, I suggest an attempt be made to 
retam the existing redwoods 

Recommendations 
1. 
2. 

3.  
4. 
5. 

Attempt to retain. the existing redwood trees at the east end of the project. 
Remove the hst two remaining coast five oak trees. The structure of these two small trees 
is very poor. 
Remove the acacia at the comer next to the bus stop because of rts poor suuctxe. 
Remove the wilIow next to the Goodvcill Station. It is in very poor condition. 
Remove the two Raywood ash trees and two liquidambar trees planted between h e  
existing redwood trees. These trees are in poor condition. 

Plant Health Diagnosiics June 3,2001 

f 3 2  



Report for Johnson Lyman Architects 
Mifigation for Trefs RemOVed at &que1 Village 

SafemyK-Mart project 
Page 3 of 3 

6. Plant sing!e redwood trees (or other large canopy tree) at the driveway entry on 41n 
Avenue. Since these are rmow planters only oae large tree can be accomodated in 
each. If these trees are to eventually be focal point trees for the project, do not over piant 
these small planter islands or the trees will not develop properly. 
Plant three redwood trees (or other large canopy tree) in each of the larger islands 
proposed for the location nea-est Beverly's. 
Plant a single large canopy tree in each of the 10' x 10' parking lot islands. 
Use the large planter strip along 41" Avenue to  replzce the coast live oak trees hat  were 
removed. There is adequate space for development of live oak trees in this larger islmd. 

7 .  

8. 
9. 

Conclusion 
1 'wleve t:wt using large canopy trees in a setting of adequate root and air space wiU eveniually 
create a canopy cover similar to t'hat lost by the removal of the blue g m  and oaks on this sire. 

I would be Mppy to review the !andscape drawings once they are availabie if you need more input 
for this mitigation pian. 

Regbered C sultmg Arborist #303 d. 

PIant Health Diagnostics 
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Tne purpose of this repcrt is to present the results of. a drainage analysis which meets 

the ocjectives of poiicies as set forth in the County of Sania Cruz Design Criteria. .This 

aa iys is  is to determine the adequacy of the existing on-site and sta!e highway drainage 

system to cor,vey the inc:eased runoff associated iviih the proposed cevelcpment of the 

projezt s'te. Storm water calculat:ons were preformed for 10 year and 25 year sior;i: 

&vents. 

The Soquel Centsf project site is /ocz.:ed at the souihiwest iniersectioil of 41'' Avenue 

and SoqueI Drive. Based on Santa Cruz Countji Public Works Department 0r;hophoto 

Filzps, the project site encompssses an siea cf appiaximately 25.75 acres as shcwn on 

Exhibit A and i s  part of a larger water-shed whicn crsins l o  S ~ q u e l  Creek. The existing 

on-site area V / E S  determined to have a total irnoervious arsa of 543,366 SF or 

apprcximitely 12.47 Acres. 

The proposed project depicted on Exhibi i .9 is :C remodel and expand the existing 

Saieway and Krnart Shopping Center, to inciude construction of  a new Safeway Stxe. 

conversion of the existing Safeway Store to another retzii use, and construction of two 

new retail stcras of 8,010 and 11,253 square fezt. Tne toial prcposed construction 

encompasses an area of 9.2 acres as shown on Exhibit 8. 

It has been estimated that the proposed project will add approximatdv 5.5 acres of 

impewious area to the Soquel Center site. 



- 
1 he on-site water Shed Map fcr the IO-year.return period is indicated on Exhibit C and  

the 25-year return period is indicated on Exhibit D. The total site area of 25.76 acres was 

%roken dcwn irto the apprcpriak sub-sheds acccraingly for tbe daterininaticn of tbis 

siudy. The cff-site storin system ac:oss and adjacent to Higi5w;y 1 is indicated in 

Exhibll E. 

The past-ceveiozmer.i cows for IC-yea: storm event were caiculated ici this area 

utilizing a "C" value of 0.80 2nd a rainfzll int-nsity of 2.2 inches per hour as outlined on 

Exhijit C for the ?@'fear Raturn Period. A " C  value of 0.85 and a rainfzll iniensi?! of 

2.E4 'inches per hour use: im the 25-ye;r returri period as outlice4 on Exhibit D. 

Drainsee system calculations 2nd correspondins full flow pipe c a p c i t y  calcclaticns tiis 

S k o  inciuded. The storm system modeling was pej<ormed using SbrmCAD by H2esta.i 

Methods lnc. 

Eased cn the results of the "on-siie" caicuiations for the IO-yezr and 25-year storm 

events, tPte "on-site" system is adequate to accornrnoda:e the ftiture flaw. 

S t c r n  water is conveyed i r o n  the "on-site" system to Soquel Creek via an existing State 

of California storm drain system. Our ana!ysis of 10-year and 25-year storm events 

indicates that t i e  existing State of California storm drain system is adequate  t3  

accommodate the future fiow. 
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1 .O INTRODUCTION 

At the request of SLS Associates, CMF Consultants has performed an hydrologic 
analysis and storm drain review of the 41" Avenue  Safeway project ("projecr) located 
in Santa Cruz County, CA. Information about the site andlor project was provided by 
SLS Associates; Santa Cruz County Public Works; Stat3 of California Transportation 
Department; Sandis, Humber, & Jones, Civil Engineers: and the United States Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Geoffrey Casburn, C. E., made a n  
inspection of the site and surrounding properties for CMF. 

The results of the field and enginering investigation, relgted work and the engineering 
designs are contained in this repofi. Our conciusions and recomrnendations stated 
herein are based on the results of our work, as  described in this report, and our 
experience as civil engineers. See the  full report for supporting data and limitations 
regarding the scope of our work. 

2.0 SlTE AND PROPOSED PROJECT 

i he  existing Safeway and K-Mart commeicial propefiy located at 41" Avenue and 
Highway 1 is to be improved by the proposed project. The project will include, without 
limit! a new Safeway store building, the conversion of the existing Safeway store to 
other uses, the construction of additional parking areas and the construction of 
improved storm drains. The.sik is roughly rectangular in shape. The average width of 
the site is about SO0 feet. The average length is about 1,400 feet. The long axis of the 
site runs parallel to 41"Avenue. 

The site is bordered by Soquel Drive on the north, residential development on the east, 
Highway 1 on the south and a commercial area on t h e  west. Storm water flow runs  
from north to south, with all runoff pessing under and along the CalTrans right-of-way 
into SOqUEl Creek. An area map is s h o w n  in Figurs I. 

Current Land Use: 

K-Mart, Safeway and other tenants now occupy the shopping center. A portion of the 
site is open and undeveloped. The existing site is shown in Figure 1. 

Proposed Land Use: 

- 

The current Project Plan calls for substantial improvements. The project plan is 
contained in Appendix A, 

.41" Avenue Safeway 
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3.0 SCOPE O f  WORK 

CMF Consultants will provide professional services to your firm as defined in the 
following Scope of Work: 

1. Provide hydrology map(s). 
2. Provide design calculations for storm drain syst im layout developed by SLS 
3. Provide report containing the results of our work, with calculations attached 

4.0 LIMITATIONS 

Findings, obsewatiom and conclusions have been made using that degree of care and 
skill ordinarily exercised, under similar circumstances., by reputable civil engineers 
practicing in Northern California. No other war-anty, expressed or implied, is made. 
Our opinions stated herein are based on the issalts of our work, as described in this 
report, and our experience as civil engineers. See the full report for supporting data 
and limitations regarding the scope of our work. 

Exclusio~ from Bask  Services: 

I .  Water quality analysis and related submittals 

5.0 FINDINGS 

A. Hvdroloqic Description of the Site and Adjacent ProGerties: 

General: 

The hydrology standard applied to a development is determined, in part, by the size 
of the project watershed. For this project, a IO-year design flow was used for the 
sizing of the on-site storm drains and to determine the adequacy of the off-site storm 
drains. The operation of the s t m n  drzins was a h  checked for the 25-year storm to 
determine the magnitude and location of overflow, if any. 

The 100-year flows were also determined for the project for use in determining the 
impact of the project on Soquel Creek. The IO-year and 100-year flows in Soquel 
Creek were taken from a FEMA publication, as discussed later in this report. 

Hydrologic and hydraulic calculations for this analysis were made using Hydraflow 
2000 modeling software, 

ATTACH ME NT 
Rainfall: 

The site is located in the Soquel area of Santa Cruz Cox ty .  The 100-year 60-rnin 
rainfall depth is 1.5 inches. Design Rainfall information is contained in Appendix B. 

41" Avenue Safeway CMF File No. 01-006 
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Project Site 
41'' Ave. & Highway 1 

West Area 

Historic drainage patterns: 

Prior to development of the existing shopping center, the site was developed as low 
density residential. Drainage was generally from north to south. Construction of the 
current project maintained the historic drainage patterns. The proposed project 
would also maintain the historic drainage patterns ai the project site. 

- 21 I Manhole14-MH 
At intersection 2 Inlet 12-1 

Across 41'' AVE. 21 Headwall-45 

~ , 9.6 
Highway 1 1 West of 41" Ave. 

Intersection 
Soquel Creek I At Highway I I 25,600(+_) 

Headwall-42 

CalTrans Outfall 

6. Existinq Storm Drain Facilities: 

General: 

The existina storm drain svstem is shown on Figures 3 8 4. On-site sub- - - 
watershed areas are shown on Figure 4. Environmental Review l n b l  Stud 

I  ATTACHMENT&,-.^-^-^^^/ 
APPLICATION M w  
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Off-Site Facilities: 

Soquel Creek: 

The FEMA Flood Insurance Study for the City of Capitola was reviewed as part 
of our work. This study was completed in June 1986. Data for Soquel Creek was 
taken from this report. 

The project watershed discharges to Soquel Creek just downstream of the 
Highway 1 Bridge. The project watershed is about 21 acres in area. The Soquel 
Creek watershed at the Highway I Eridge is about 26,500 acres in area. 
Information on Soquei Creek, including a watershed map, is contained in 
Appendix C. 

The 100-year flow in Soquel Creek at the Highway 1 Bridge is 14.700 cfs. Water 
depth in the channel at peak flow is about 20 feet. The 100-year flow from the 
CalTrans discharge for pre-project conditions is approximateljj 114 cfs. This 114- 
cfs flow is included in the. Soquel Creek flow of 14,700 cfs. 

CaiTrans Storm Drain System: 

Storm water runoff is currently conveyed under and along the Highway 1 to 
Soquel Creek'in underground storm drains. The system is shown in Figure 3. 
The hydrologic and hydraulic analysis of this system is included in the on-site 
analysis contained elsewhere in this report. 

The three off-site watersheds drain into the CalTrans system in the vicinity of the 
project, as discussed below: 

.:4Is' Ave. and Highway I Intersection: 
Runoff from the paved area at tnis intersection is collected in the roadway 
gutter and then conveyed to the CalTrans storm drain system at point 12- 
1. 

Highway I west of41"'Avenue: 

A portion of the Highway 1 right-of-way located west of the intersection 
with 41" Ave drains easterly and is conveyed to point HW-42. The runoff 
is then collected at HW-42 and conveyed to Soqu 
storm drains. 

West Area: 

The commercial area located across 4Is t  Avenue from the project is fully 
developed. This watershed is drained through a combination of overland 

Page 5 of ,I 1 CMF File No. 01-006 . .  41 5t Avenue Safelway 
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flow, storm drains and open diiches. Runoff from this area collects at the 
northwest corner of Highway 1 and 4Ist Ave. Runoff is collected by the 
CalTrans storm drain system at,.point HW45 and then conveyed to 
Soquel Creek in the CalTrans storm drains. 

East Area: 

The area located to the east of the project is fully developed. Land uses are a trailer 
park and an attached-residential development. A portion of the trailer park and 
residential property drains into the project site across the common boundary. These 
areas are shown on Figure 2 and they have been included in the on-site watershed 
area calculations. 

On-Site Facilities: 

The existing on-site storm drain pipes and sub-wdiershed areas are shown in 
Figure 4. 

The existing on-site drain system is not suitable for use in the final development due 

of discharge from the property would not be changed. 
to location andior size. Tie system would be modified during construction. The point . ,  

. .  
Pre-Project Hydrology: 

. .  
Peak pre-project flows at selected points are shown in Table 2. A summary of the 
pie-project hydrology for a IO-year storm and detailed computer generated analysis 
for the IO-year, 25-year and 100-year storms are contained in App&iiQ&ental Review Inital Study 

ATTACH M E N T ~ L ~ W  
APPLICATION Pre-Project Hydraulics: 

and detailed computer generated hydraulic analysis for the 10-year, 25-year and 100- 
year storms are contained in Appendix D. 

The summaiy is modeled after County Form SD-2. An indicator of adequate storm 
drain performance is the value of freeboard, as discussed below: 

The first column contains the Line ID numbers, as shown on Figures 3 8 4. 
Tne last column in the summary shows ?he freeboard calculated for each 
structure. Freeboard is the distance between the water surface in the structure 
and the top of the grate at the structure. A positive value means that the runoff is 
contained in the structure. A negative value means the runoff is overflowing at 
the structure. 

A summary of the pre-project storm drain system performance during a IO-year storm 1 
, .  

i 

I ., . 

41"Avenue Safeway Page 6 of :i I CMF File No. 01-006 
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Watershed Location Watershed Combined Flow at Junction 
Size (ac) 

IO-Year 25-Year 100-Year I Flow Flow Flow 

j Site 14-MH 29 1 42 
1 

I 
~ i 41"Ave. & At intersection 2 25 --Frr- 

Highway 1 

i 3  

! I  

j l  
jl 

I /  

!! 

j i  

1 
1 
i 
i . ,  

C. New On-Site Storm Drain Facilities 

New on-site facilities and sub-watershed areas are shown on Figure 5. 

H yd~ology: 

Peak post-project flows at selected points are snown in Table 3. A summary of the 
post-project hydrology for the IO-year and 25-year storms and the detailed computer 
generated anaiysis for the 1 0-year, 25-year and 1 00-yea storms ere contained in 
Appendix E. 

ATTACHMENT 
AP P LIC AT1 0 N 

Ccmoined at  
Soquel Creek 

41 Avenue Safeway Page 7 of 11 CMF File No. 01-006 
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Watershed Location' Watershed 
Size (ac) 

Site 14-MH 21 

41 Ave. & At intersection 2 
Highway1 1 

Intersection 

Combined ai At Highway 1 53 
Soquel Creek Bridge 

Soquel Creek 1 At Highway 1 25,6005 
Bridge 

Combined Flow at junction 

l0-Year 25-Year 100-Year 
Flow Flow Flow 

. .  

29 39 .I 55 

54 1 71 99 

31 42 1 60 

65 86 121 

8,200 -- 1 14,700 

Post-Project Hydrauks: 

OR-Site: 

Soquel Creek: 

No change would be made to Soquel Creek by the project. 

The post-project 100-year flow in the CalTrans system at Soquel Creek exceeds the 
pre-project flow by 7 cfs. Following is a discussion of Soquel Creek during a 100- 
year event: 

Magnitude of peak flows: 

The increase in flow in Soquel Creek due to the project is 7 cfs or 0.05 percent 
of  the peak flow in Soquel Creek. Bv anv measure, this magnitude of chanse in 
the peak flow would not cause any change in the flow depth in Soquel Creek. 
There is no wav to auantifv the effect of such a small change in flow Using 

41"Avenue Safsway Page 8 0f.i 1 CMF File No. 01-006 
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Timing of peak flows: 

The Soquel Creek watershed is 26,500 acres. The tot21 watershed draining 
through the CalTrans system from the project site and vicinity is 53 acres. . 
The peak flow from the CalTrans system would reach Soquel Creek much 
earlier then the peak flow f;om the Soquel Creek watershed would reach the 
Highwaj 1 Bridge. Accordingly, the peak flow from the CalTrans system would 
have "come and gone" prior to the peak flow in Soquel Creek reaching the 
Highway 1 Bridge. 

CalTrans Storm Drains: 
The CalTrans storm drain system, as  shown on Figure 3, would convey the IO-year, 
&year and 100-year post-project peak flow from the site and the  other three 
tributary areas. The results of the hydraulic calculations for this system were 
included with the on-site calculations. 

West ArPa: 

No change to the  drainage system for the West Arsa would be made by the project 

On-Site Storm Drain System: 

System Performance during a 10-Year Storm: 

The on-site storm drain system would be modified as pa? of the project. The 
proposed system is shown in Figure 5. 

A summary of t h e  post-project storm drain system performance during the IO-year 
storm and the deta~led computer generated hydraulic analysis for the 10-year and 
100-year storms are contained Appendix E. 

The summary shows that for a 10-year storm all values of frreeboard for the on-site 
system are positive and exceed the County standard of 0.67 fset. 

25-year Project Operation: 

A summary of the post-project storm drain system performance during the 25-Year 
storm and detailed computer generated hydraulic analysis for the 25-year Storm are 
contained Appendix F. 

I 

41" Avenue  Safeway 

I 
j 

~ 

Environnlental Review inital St 

ATTACHMENTG . 3 2  - APPLlCATiON I>& 0 
i 
1 i 
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The 25-year hydraulic summary shows that: 
An overflow would occur behind K-Mart. The runoff from this area (approx. I cfs) 
would accumulate at inlet 52-1 and would then be collected a i  that point. 
Ponding would occur at inlet 50-1 to a depth of 0.2 feet. 
At all other structures, including the CalTrans system, the water surface would 
be at or be!ow the grate for a 25-year event. 

Water Quality: 

A silt and grzase trap manhole (County Standard: SO-15) would be installed. It would 
be located on-site and downstream of manhole 14-MH. The location of this new 
manhole (SDMH 1) is shown on Figure 5 

6.0 SiJMMARY OF ENGINEERING QPlNIONS 

It IS our professional opinion, to a reasonable degree of engineering certainly, that: 
The proposed project would maintain the historic drainage patterns at the project 
site. 
The proposed project wou!d not have adverse hydrologic impacts on adjacent 
properties. 
The proposed prcject is feasible frcrn a hydrologic and hydraulic engineering 
standpoint. 
The proposed storm drain system would meet the requirements of Santa Cruz 
County. 

These opinions are based on the results of our work, as described in this report, and 
our experience as civil engineers. See the full report for supporting data and limitations 
regarding ths scope of our work. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this report and analysis. Please call Mr. 
Casburn if you have questions or require additional information. 

Environmental Revie 

ATTACHMENT 
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PLANT HEALTH D1,4GNOSTlCS 
327 N a n q  Lane Pleasant Hill, C-\ 94523-1824 

Ofi ice: iW2 609-571 2 FAX:(9?S) 687-2009 
E-mail to: PHDAbeyta@jiiiio.com 

Number 
of trees 

30 

January 13,2002 

MY. Dave Johnson 
Johnson Lyman Architects 
1375 Locust Suee? #202 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 

APPLICATION c. Original recommendation Disposition 

nia Removed before January 2000 

Re: Soquel Village Tree Inventory Updated January 2002 
SafewayK-Mart project 

Tree removals 
Ln January 2000 there were one hundred forty-five (145) tree locations on the project site. These 
locations &’ere a combination of trees invenoried by Sandis Hurnber Jones and trees identified by 
Plant Health Diagnostics. All ofthe 141 tree locations on t\e original site map from January 2000 
are include with this report. 

The vast majority of the trees identitied in January 2000 were recommended for removal either due 
to poor health and structure or because of severe constmaion consrraints. The trees 
recommended for retention included five blue gum, six live oak (to be transplanted, if possible) and 
a few trees off site next to the Beveriy’s property, 

46 

33 

6 

5 

2 

8 

9 

6 

Remove - tree in poor condition 

Remove - construction constraints 

Retain - potential transplant 

Re-design to  retain blue gum 

Retain - outside construction zone 

Remove - construction constraints 

Retain - off-site 

Remove - construction constraints 

Removed between 1/00 and 1/02 

Removed between 1/00 and 1/02 

Removed between 1/00 and 1/02 

Removed between 1/00 and 1/02 

Removed between 1/00 and 1/02 

Trees in poor condiuon that remain 

Trees in fair condition that remain 

Redwood trees in good condition that remain 

mailto:PHDAbeyta@jiiiio.com


The bottom line is that there are now no trees r e m a k g  on-site which are recommended for 
retention either because the trees are very small and in poor condition or, in the case of the 
redwood trees, the trees are in the middle of a building mvelope. Ifthe de@ can be modified to 
retain the redwood trees, these are the only trees that qualify for retention as outlined in the 
mitigation report submitted June 2,2001 (see report section uttucltes). 

The modc5ed inventoly spreadsheets attached are sorted into the following three categories to help 
aid in understanding the tree losses at this site: 

1) 
2) 
3) 

Trees remaining on the site as ofJanuary 7, 2002 
Trees removed fiom the site prior to January 7,2002 
Trees removed fiom the site that were originally recommended to be retained 

The original site map showing the tree locations of the 141 trees on the project site is included 
with this report. The tree inventory on the attached spreadsheets includes every tree €rom the 
Sandis Huber Jones inventory that was located on the ori-gkal marked site map plus those located 
in the field by our staff 

Mitigation of tree losses 
The major loss is the removal of the five large-Blue gum trees -tree #269,3270, #248, #249, 
+225U. A possible way to quickly mitigate the loss 01 these larse trees is to 1) retain the find 
remaining redwood tree or 2) plant native coast redwoods that will rapidly grow to a size sufficient 
to provide wildlife habitat and screening. 

The loss of the small California coast live oak are not as significant as the loss of the blue gums 
because they were small trees. Planted coast live oak %om nursery stock will achieve the same size 
in a matter of a few years. The loss ofthese trees can be mitigated by a l a n t i n e . ~ e . ~ n . n a ~ o ~ ~ e  ' 
trees of this species. i 

Section on mitigation from Report 6/2/2001 
-4 

Discussion of mitigation procedure 
Twenty-three of the original one hundred forty-fiw trees in the inventory still remain. M y  the six redwood trees at % - 
rmeate the tree canopy provided by the bIue gum I suggest using native trees that grow rapidly and will eventually 

Although methods are now available to transplant specimen size trees to create an "instant tree canopy," I believe it 2 
[r 

the east end of the site remain af the original trees with any value. These redwood trees should k retained TO 

attain the size and stature of the blue gum. The coast live should k replaced with the same species. 

is not practical or ecologically sound to do so in this setting. Commercial sites are typically too harsh an 
eII~TorIment for large specimen uansplauted trees to thrive. In nq opinion it is better to initi&' p h t  small trees r? 
that Can easily adapt to this environment and d v e  well. 

3 
z +  

57-0 ," 
'5 2 2 
, si 

'3% 

.I - k t - Z  

MY proposal for mitigation involves planting large cnnopy bees singly an<;n clusters pihere possible. Large 
CanCpy t rees will eventually provide the valuable trez presence on this ure rhat was once provided@ the Iemwed 
blue gum and live oak trees. Large canopy trees include coast five oak, redwood, sycamore, a& some of the nm 
American elm varieties, etc. Examples ofsmder canopy trees are pistache, celtis, flowering pear i d  crape myrtle. 
Smaller canopy trees are better suited to the small parking lot cutouts in kont of K-Mart 

To achieve large canopy development there must 

I 

+ a 

adequate rmt zone and air space. Spacing is critical to I 

. 



.lree mvarory ~ u r  IIVYYWU Y J Y Y Y - - - - ~ ~ - . -  

so@ V i a g e  - updated January 2002 
Page 3 of 3 

_II 

developing larger 
trees should be no more than I5-gdlon size when installed sjnce it is well d-aented that IS-gdOn Size 01 smaller 
establish aid grow large more rapidly than box-size trees. 

The Same size tree canopy created by the blue .gum can be restored in w e d  years time by utilizing the b r g a  
planting islands in the parking lot for clustered planting and the IO' x IO' islands for single large C ~ O P Y  trees. 
These larger parking lot islands are reflected in the latest &awing you provided to me. I have marked up that 
d m h g  with suggested locations for the clustered tree piantings. In addition to these,new p l m ~ g ,  1 Suggest an 
attempt be made to retain the existing redwoods. 

Recommendations 
1. 
2 .  
_. 
4. 
5 .  

6. 

Canopies. A minimum of 20' between each tree is needed for these larger W O P Y  trees. The 

Attempt to retain the existing rtdwocd trees at the east end of the project. 
Remove tbe last two remaining coast live oak trees. The smcture of these two small trees is veiy poor. 
Remove the acacia at the corner next to the bus stop because of its poor a m m e .  
Remove the Vviilow next to the Goodwill Station It is in veq' poor condition. 
Remove the b o  Raywood ash trees and two liquibnlxr trees planted between the e~dsdng rechvood trees. 
These trees are in poor condition. 
Plant sinzle re&& trees (or other large canopy tree) at the diveway entry on 41' Avenue. Since these 
are narrow planters only one large tree can be accommodated in each. If these trees are to eventually be 
focal point trees forthe project, do not over plau: th5e small planter islands or ihe trees WiU Dot b e l o p  
proprly. 
Plant three rehood trees (or other large canopy tree) in each of the larger islands proposed for the location 
nearest Beverly's. 
Plant a single large wnopy tree in each of the 10' I 10' parkng lot islands. 
Use the large planter strip along 41" Avenue to replace the coast live oaktrees that were removed There is 
adequate space for development of live oak trees in this larger island 

" 

7 .  

S. 
9. 

Landscape Design 
The landscape design is being protided by the landscape architect's office. The London Plane trees 
included are fast growing and provide Some mitigation for loss of habitat on this site. Habitat 
mitigation should also include some clustered tree planting, such as with the pu'ple leaf plum, but 
with larger canopy trees, ifpossible. 

Registered &.&ting Arborist #303 

Environmental Review lnitai St dy 
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This report presents the results of tire transportation impact analysis (TLA) conducted for the 
proposed expansion ar.d renovation of the  existing shopping center at the southeast c c n e r  of 
tke'Soque1 Drive/i41s' Avenue irtenectio;l in an unincorporated area of Santa Cruz County, 
Cdifomiz. The existins center iccludes a total of 131,786 square feet (sf.) of retai: space 
and a ,cas stztion. The primay tenxts include Safeway (24,908 sf.), K-mar! (84,OC-0 SX), 
Taco Bell a i6  Round Table Pizza. The proposed projec:.includes the addition of '72,; 97 s.f. 
of space for a total of233,98; s.f, pius a second gas s:arion. The purpose of the analysis is to 
e:.aluate the L ~ p a c t s  of the proposed tevelopment on the surrounding transpoiiation system 
and to identi@ measures to reduce or eliminate any proje-ted deficiencies. 

ir.2 praject site is bcunded by Socue1 Drive to the north, 41" Avenue to the vest, thz SR 1 
fiorihbonnd of f - ia~p  to the south, ar.d residsrtial uses to the east. Accesi to tiie site will be 
prov ied  by fcur diveways: four on 41'' Aveaue and one on Soquel Drive (i.e., Cotton 
Lax) .  AS par; c i  the proposed development, the existing median on 41" Av.enuz will be 
extended south 2nd rhe drivmvvaj. adjacent to the Taco Bell restaurant will be closed. 

Analysis Scenarios 

h j e c t  impacts were estiiia!ed following the guide!ines of the Santa Crus County Public 
~ ~ O r k K s  Department, Santa CTJZ County Regiona! Transportation Commission (SCCRTC), 
City of Capitcia, an6 California D e o a r e n t  of Traisportatio3 (Caltrans). The znalysis 
focusd on the operations of ten (10) kej  intersections durins the weekday rnornicg (AM), 
W.&dTj evening (Phi), and Sa:urday midday peak hours for the following scenaios: 
Existigz, Background, Project, Near-Term Cumulative, a d  Yea; 201O Cumulative 
Conditions. 

-, 

. 

Projccr impacts to SX I 2nd local road~vay se-pents were also evaluated for the scenarios 
hc5:zd 2bove. Tht peak hours represent the one-hour timeframe when traffic v o l i i m ~ ~  a x  
highes: during the following txo-hour periods: 7:ud Ahf to 9:30 .4M 2nd 4:00 PM to 6:00 
P M  on wekdays,  and 11:30.4M to 1:30 PM on Saxrdays. 

Project Traffic 

Tie amouct of traffic gecerated by the proposed project was estimated based on existing 
coun ts  conducted at all of the existing driveways, transaction data provided by Safesjay, and 
tsp generation data published by the Listitilk of Tramportation Engineers UTE). The three 
c@mpOnects of new trips are: 1)  the net new shopping center area (excluding the new 
Safeu.ay store), 2) the new Safeway store, and 3) the new Safeway gas station. The number 
0;  neiv tnps generated by the expanded Safeway store was estimated based on  actual 
Emaction data kom previonsly expanded stores. This data sholved that although Stores 
th:se smes  approximately doubled in floor area, the resulting increase in the toral number of 
F e h  d Peers Associores, Inc. 
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rransactions was oriy 50 percent. Thus, the new store and services do attiact some new 
customers and vehicle .trips, but also provides more shopping opportunities for existing 
customers wihout an increase in vehicle traffic. 

I 

The proposed project included in the technical analysis for thk report is estimated to generate 
approximately 3,@% net new weekday daily trips, 3,612 net new Saturday daily trips, 135 net 
ne% weekday .4M peak-hour trips, 232 net new PM peak-hour Lips; and 308 net new 
Satuday midday peak-hour trips. It is important to note thar this rrip generation used in the 
zaffic malysis iicludes four more fielixg positions thai are currently proposed and. slightly 
different sizes for sone of the exisring building areas. Thus, the traffic analysis is consideTed 
conservative. The current project inclcded as part of the development application is expected 
to generate 218 fewer daiiy trips, and behveen 19 and 30 fewer ?e& hour trips. 

Intersection Levels of Service 

Using existifig count data and lane configmations, a list of approved aad pending 

I zenerated trips, intersection level of  senice (LOS) calculations were conducted for the five 
study scenarios using Lie SYNCHRO aaalysis progam. SYNCHRO is based on the 
methodology described ir, the 1997 Highway Cupuciy Mciiuci (Special Repor; 209, 
Transportation Research Board) for sigcaiized intersections. Ensignalized intersections were 
a!so evalurted using methodologies presented in the 1997 Highway Cupmi& M a n t d .  To 
more accurately reflect traffk operations at closely-spaced intersections on 41" Avenue, a 
nore detailed analysis o f  s i n a l  operations was conducted using the CORSIM sofiware 
a~alysis tool. The results of the intersection LOS calculations are presented in Table ES-1. 

d-velopmenrs, future traffic volumes supplied by County of Santa Cruz staff, a id  the project- . .  

. 

shown in Table ES-I, the siyalized intersection of Soqu4 DrivePorter Street is 
pojected to operate at LOS E during the 44ii peak hour under i'roject Conditions. Tne 
remaining study inwsections are 'projected to operate zt LOS D or better under all peak 
hours for Project Conditions, 

Two roadway improiwnents are assumed to be in place \\ith opening of the proposed 
project. The City of Capitola will be rc-constructing the west  leg of the 41" AvenueiGross 
Road intersection to include two  left-tuns and a siared thu:h right-turn lane. This 
improvement will also include modification of the traffic s inal  to provide split phasing on 
east-west approaches. The proposed project will include exlension of the existing median on 
41jL Avenue to the south to minimize t he  number of conflicthg timing novements across 
this street seagent. 
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The uxsigalized intersection of Soquel D:ive/Robertson Street is projected to operate at 
LGS F during the PN peak hour. This location warrants a traffic signal under Existing 
Conditions based on rhe Peak Hour Volurne Warrant published by Caltrans. This signal is 
piaxed as p a i ~  of the County's Capiral improvement Progam, but has not been scheduled 
for implementation. T!ie unsignalized intersection of Soqud Driveicotron Lane is projected 
to operate at acceptable levels. 

Intersection Impacts and Proposed Improvements 

Irnpacts at int:rsec?ior.s were i.dentified based on the operarins standards for each zppfcable 
jurisdiction: CocnBj of Santa Cmz, City of Capitola, 2nd Caltrans. All of these jurisdictions 
maintain a:? LOS C goal for traffic operations; however, both the County and Caltmis will 
accept LOS D depending on risht-of-way conskairts, physical constraints, and ove;ail 
dewlopen t  intensity. Cour.ty and Capitola operating staiduds weze used for freeway rain? 
intersections maintained by Caltrans. Since the County and Capitola are opting out 05 :h: 
CoEsesrion Mmageme3t Program (CMP) ,  ChQ operating sizldards fcr intersections wer2: 
not used in this analysis. 

Locai Intersections 

A si@kant impact is identified for signalized County intersections if the proposed project 
causes: 

1 )  Ixteisecton operations to degade from LOS D or better wde :  Background 
Conditions to LOS E or F undei Project Conditions; or 

2) An increase of one percent in the critical volume-to-capaciry ratio between 
Background to Project Conditions for intersections already operatin: at LOS E or 
F under Backgromd Conditions. 

A Si-Pificmt impact is identified for signalized Capitola intersections if the prcposed project 
causes: 

1) hersection operarions to degade from LOS C or better under Backgound 
Conditions to LOS D, E, or F under Project Conditions; or 

2) An increase of one percent in the critical volume-to-capacity iatio between 
Backsound to Project Conditions for intersections already operating at LOS D, 
E, or F under Backgocnd Conditions. 

For 211 unsignaliz-d intersections, the pioject results in a significart 
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1) The zddition of project traffic causes operations to desade from LOS D or 
bener under Sackzound I Conditions to LOS E or F wder Project Conditions; 
or 

2) Project traffic is added to m intersection already operating at LOS E or F 
u d e r  aackgound Conditions; and 

3) The Calkans Peak Hour Volume Warrant is satisfied. 
I 
i 

Based on th: impact criteS2 listed above, the proposed project -~ould  havz a sigdican: 
impac; on t he  signalized iatcrsectior. of Soquel Diive,Poner Street during the .AM peak hour. 
The reconmended mitigation measure is to provide a ssparate wesibound right-turn lane. 
Tine piopojed de!ay wouid r e r h e  Lie Ah.i peak hour delay fiom 69.5 seconds (LOS E) to 
55.0 seconds (LOS E ) .  This impro3iovernezt is included in the County's Capita! Inprovement 
P;an (CF) and is asscrned to be in place under Near-Tern Cumu!ative Condrions. 

project t r a 5 c  would yxacerbae LOS E operations during the P M  peak hour at the S o p i  
DriveRobertsor: Street intersec5on. .4s noted shove, the Calmas Peak Hour S i g a l  Wamnt  
is met at this location under Project Condirions. Thus, thc proposed project is considered to 
hav: a significant impact at this location during the PM peak hour. The improvement 
reqrired to midgate these impacts is the i,stallation of a traffic sigal .  Sacta Cruz County 
staff will evaluate the ne-d for a s igal  based on additional crireria (de!ay, dive: conhion ,  
accident data) acd nizke the final detamination on insta1:ation of this improvernenr. 

" L h  propose? project would aiso have a si@icmt impact at the $1'' AvenueIClares Street 
intersectioE during the PM and Saturfay pea4 hours. Til: addition. of an exclusive 
southbound right-tan lane would improve PM operations from LOS D to LOS C. The delay 
dming the Satuday peak Lour would be reduced iiorn 51.7 (LOS D) stconds to 41.7 (LOS 
D) seconds. i t  shocld be noted tha! this improvement could have right-of-way inpacis. 

The pro?osed piOjeCt would also have a sigificant impact at the cornbined 41" AvenueiSR 1 
SB RaxAp-Gross Rcad intersection, which is controlled by the City of Capitola and Caltrms. 
The project would exacerjate LOS E operations during the Saturday midday peal: hour. The 
impovement required io mitigate this impact is t o  re-stripe center Iaiie on the sa I off-ramp 
approach to 41" Avenue as a slia-ed left-hiright-mm lane (%is lane is currently an 
exc1csi.r.e rizht-turn h e ) .  The proposed improvement would reduce the overall i3tersectioz 
delay froill 71.3 seconds to 48.1 seconds during t he  Saturday peak hour, which v.mld be 
scbs:antially less than the 70.1 seconds of &lay under Backround Conditions. 

Freen.ay Impacts 

The California Department of Transportatior. (Caltrans) has a 5021 of LOS C operations for 
statemaintained facilities, but accepts LOS D as a goa! in more developed areas like the 

CruKapitola a;ea. Further, some freeway s e g e n t s  in the Santa Cniz are2 cumrdy 
F e h  ct Peers .;ssocia;es. inc. Puze ir 
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operate at LOS E or F during the AM and/or PM peak hwm. Si=gificant freeway inpacts 
for this azalysis were identified if the addition ofproject traffic is expected to degade ramp 
junction or weaving section operations from LOS D or betier under Background Conditions 
to LOS E 0: F under Project Conditions, or if the project is exgectzd to add more than one 
percent of the fieeway capxity to se,ments where a ramp or weaving section operares at 
LOS E or E under Backgromd Conditions. 

The results of the fieeway analysis are presented iii Ta’ole ES-2a for mergeldiverge are% and 
T.ab1: ES-2.b for weaving sec:iom. This azalysis shows that the addition ofproposed project 
to selected ramps is expected io exacerbate unacceptable (:.e., LGS E or F) operations. Since 
the pioject is not expected to add more than one percent of the fieeway capaciry :O the 
miniins segment, the ramp impacts are considered less than si=gifica.nt. 

Mitigation for the existing operational deficiencies is the addition of a third lme in each 
iirection acd wou!d provide acceJrable levels of service under Project Conditions. Caltrans 
staff !ias indicated that, since individual development projezts cannot be expected to provide 
such improvements, financizl contributions for fieeway improvem.xts inust be coordinated 
by local jurisdictions. An improvement project to add a lGzh occupancy toll lzne in each 
direction is currently being evaluated by the Santa Cruz Counv Xe$onal Traiisporiation 
Commission, but h i s  project is no: programred or funded. 

It is important to note that the project trip generation does not assume any reduction for trips 
made to he sit? by vehicles thzt are currently traveling on SR 1 during each peak hour. Up 
to 10 percent of the g o s s  project trips coilld be generated born existing t~affic on SR 1; 
however, no detailed studies are availablc to support such a :eduction. Since some vehicles 
would divxt to the site o x e  tbe prgject opens, the fieeway analysis is considered 
conservative a d  the project keeway impacts are likely overstated to some degree. 

i Environmental Review In 

.- Roadway Segment Impacts ATTACHMENT~: 99 a 
APPLICATION & 

As parr of previous tiaffic stcdies, Cou7ty of Santa C x z  has used daily volume ciiteria i o  
ideiitify the need for additional tra\:el I a n s  on zrrerial road\vay s e p m t s .  This infoma?ion 
is Used to d e x l o p  pian lines for roadway se-ments a id is an additional tool to M p  assess 
overail traffic operations. The resuits of the roadway segment analysis xc summarized in 
Table ES-3. 

The proposed project is considered to have a sigiiicant impact to the roadway se,ments if it 
causes a roadway se=ment to degade &om LOS C under Background Conditions t c  LOS D, 
E, or F under Project Conditions, or adds volume to szsments al-eady operaring at 
unacceptable levels (LOS D, E: or F). Based on these criteria, the proposed project would 
haire a significant irrpact on 41” Avenue north of Claes Street. However, widening of this 
segment is not considered feasible due to the proximity of exis:ins development. 
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Site Access and On-Site Circulation 

An assessment of site access, on-site circulation, and pa&ing was coxducted using the most 
recent site plan prepared by Johnson Lyman Architects dated October 4,2000. The proposed 
site plan would close the Taco Bell driveway a d  restrict the gas station driveway to right- 
truns in and out with a raised median island. Acceleration and deceleration lanes are 
proposed at the two southern driveways on 4l"qvenue. 

The site access and on-sit: circulation system will adequately serve the projected peak hour 
traffic volmes. 

Assessment of New Traffic Signal on 41" Avenue 

The feasibility of providing signalized driveway assess on 41" Avenue was evaluated. The 
purpose of s ipahat ion would be to consolidate turning movements into and out of the site 
and reduce the number of vehicle condicts on 41'' Avenue. The proposed trdfic Syal 
would be located at the full access driveway immediately south of the existing Round Table 
Pizza restaurant. 

The projected peak hour volumes at t he  signalized driveway were evaluated with level of 
service calculations. The results indicate that the signal would operate at acceptable levels. 
Based on the projected volumes, t w o  outbound lanes would be required to reduce on-site 
queuing. Thus, the existing driveway md the adjac&tportion of the parking lot may have to 

median striping south of the proposed s i i a l  would have to be modified to accommodate the 
proposed signal. 

. .  '. be reconfigured to accommodate two outbound lanes and one inbound lane. The existing . ..:. 

. .  
Provision of a signal at the proposed location would improve pedestrian acczss in the area by 
providing a designated crossing location between ths shopping center and the existing 
apartment complex ai the northwest comer of the 41" 

APPLICATION 
Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Issues 

According to the site plan, acceleration and deceleration lanes Will be provided between the 
two southernmost driveways on 41'' Avenue. To accommodate the existing bus stop located 
benveen these driveways and improve flow on 41'' Avenue, the curb should allow a bus to 
completely exit the northbound lane and park while passengers board or depart the bus. This 
modification would essentially provide a continuous lane between the driveways. The bus 
Stop parking area could,painted with striping to ident i j  the appropriate acceleration and 
deceleration areas. In addition, a shelter should be installed at this stop to encourage 
ridership by providing a protected waiting area. Modification of the bus stop.md the shelter 
design Will be reviewed in detail by Santa CIUZ Metropolitan Transit Distr;ct staff. 
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Tine proposed project is not expected to result in any negative of;'-site pedesman or bicycle 
impacts. A continuous sidewalk will be provided along the entire 41" 'Avenue project 
frontzge from the Northbound SR 1 off-ramp to Soquel Drive. A pedestnm'path will be 
provided throczh the parkins lot behveen 41" Avenue and the new Safeway marker jus1 
north of the existing Tam Bell building. To further encourage transit use and enhmce 
pedestriz travel, a pedestrian path between 41" -Avenue and the K-mart building should be 
considered. Tne  site will be developed so as to maintain the existing bicycle lanes on 41" 
Aveme and to provide bicyc!e racks for use by shopping center employees a d  patrons. 

Cumulative Conditions 

,An analysis of cumclative traffic conditions was condacted based on future traffic voiume 
projections and ?lamed roadway improvements included in the Cocrity's Capital 
Inprovemnt Program (CL"). C u d a t i v e  t:affic volumes were znalyzed foi new-iem 
conditions (including' pendig: dsve!opmen!s) and for far-term cozditions in 201 0 usin? an 
annuai growgi factcr b a d  on forecasts from the Cour,ry's Generzl Plan Circdation Element 
based on Land Use Alternative 2. 

. 

Near-Tern1 Conditions 

This scenaio includes other projects in the study area expected to develop in the next seiwal 
years including Home Depot at the Soquel Drivej41" Avenue inte;section and the Live Oak 
R&D development near Soquel Avenue and chanticleer Avenue). 

Intrr;.ectioizs 

Under Near-Tern Cumulative Conditions, all but one of the s isal ized intersections cnder 
Santa Crcz County control ,are projected to operate at acceptable levels during the weekday 
znd weekend pezk hours, The Soquel DrivePorter Street intersectiori is projected to opeiilk 
at LOS E during the AM peak hour under this scenxio.  

The unsi%nalized intersection of Soquel DriveRobertson Street is projccted to continue to 
operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour. LOS F operations at this irLersection would be 
funher exzczrbated by the afidition oftrafiic from near-term developments. As n o k d  under 
Project Conditions, a siga! is required to provide acceptable operations at t 'ns intersection. 

In the City of Capitola, the combined Gross RoadISR 1 ScuCibound Ramps intersection on 
41'' Avenue is projected to operate at LOS 2 during the Saturday peak hour w i t h , n a i - w m  
cUmu!ative development znd no new roadway improvements. Re-striping of the SR 1 R a p  
approach to kclude a left-run lane, shared left-tum/ngkht-tum h e ,  and right-turn lane znd 
mitigate the project impact would reduce overall delay, but wolild still Frovide LOs E 
operatiom. 

. ' 
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The intersection of 41" AvenueiClares Street is projected to operate.at LOS D during the PM 
and Saturday peak hours. The addition of an exclusive southbound right turn lane (identified 
2s a mitigation measure under Project Conditions) would improve the levei of service rating 
fiom LOS D to LOS C during the PM peak hour. The level of service rating would remain at 
LOS D during the Saturday peak hour with the improvement. 

Freeway Ramp Junctions and Weaving Areas 

The asdition of t r ~ c  f?om near-term dwelopment will exacerbate unacceptable traffic 
operations on SR 1 at all of t h e  ramp junctions or merging sections during at least one of the 
peak horns. The only improvement to eIiminzte these deficiencies is the addition of a third 
nixed-flow lane in each direction. 

Roadway Se,oment Levels of Service 

All se,aenrs wiil continue to operats at the same levels of senice as Project Conditions with 
the addition of near-term development trafiic. In the immediate vicinity of the project site, 
all segments would operate at LOS D'or bctter on 2 daily basis. 

Environmental Fievicu; Init,>' Siu?;.: 

2010 Coadirions AJ=TACHMEN?~/.~LY f 61 
APPLICATION 19 4dYqa Intersection Operations and Potential Improvemenis 

'with expected additional development in Santa Cruz County and the Cities of Santa Cruz 
and Capirola pius other regional growth, three of the signalized intersections (one in the 
County and two in Capitola) are projected to operate at an unacceptable level during one or 
more peak hours. Each intersection is listed below followed by potential measures to 
improve traffic operations. 

Sequel DrivelPorter Street (AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours)-Given the 
physicd constraints at this intersectition in the Soquzl Village, no feasible roadway 
improvemerits were identified. In addition, modified signal timings did not 
subs:antially improve operations. 

41'' AvmueISR 1 SB Ramps-Gross Road in Capitola (Saturday peak hour)-The 
proposed project improvement (restriping the SR 1 southbound off-ramp would 
not improve operations under 2010 conditions. Projected demand under this 
Scenario will exceed capacity and major interchange improvements (including 
possible widening of the overcrossing) would be required to provide acceptable 
operations. In Lieu of those improvements, signal timing modifications would be 
the plimary method of managing traffic flow. 

. 

Page xy 
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4Iy Avenue Safeway Shopping Center Expamion TU 
January 2001 

41" Avenue/Clares Street in Capitoia (AM and Saturday peak hows)-?"ne addition 
of an exclusive southbound right turn lane would improve the level of service 
rating from LOS F to LOS E during the Saturday peak hour (dso recommended 
as a mitigation mevure under Project Conditions). I: should be noted that this 
knpiovement could have right-of-way impacts. 

Freeway Ramp Junctions and Weaxing Areas 

All of the ramp junctions are projected to operate at LOS E or F under this scenario. The 
weaving.section on State Route 1 between Porter Street and 41" Avenue is also projected to 
operate at LOS F. The addition of a third mixed-flow lane in each direction on State Route 1 
would protide acceptable o?erations at all of the ramp junctions and weaving seaions. 

Roadway Segment Loels  of Service 

The roadway segment on 415'Avenue'nofi of Clam Street is projected to operate at LOS F 
under 2010 conditions with an estimated daily volume of 56,780 vehicles. In order to 
improve roadway operations, an additionz! lane on 41" Avenue would be needed. However, 
widening of this segment is not considered fesible given the proximity of existing 
development. 

The segment of Soquei Drive west of 41'' Avenue is projected to operate at LOS D with an 
estimated daily volume of 30,310 vehicies. Widening of this segment is not ccnsidered 
feasible due to existing development. 

The two remaining roadway segments are projected to operate at acceptable levels in  2010 

Transportation Impact Fees 

The County transportation Impact fees are $400 per net new daily trip. Based on th, p current 
PiOpGSed project, t he  resulting fees are $1,134,545 for the shopping center rmovztkn and 
expansion. 

Fehr & Peers A s s o c i o i e r , n m  Page xvi 



The proposed shopping center expansion is estimved t o  generate approximately 3,054 net 
new weekday d d y  trips, 3,612 net new Saturday d d y  trips, 135 net new weekday AM 
p d - h o u r  trips, 282 cet new PM ?e&-hour trips, and 308 net new Saturday midday peak- 
hour +. 

The aalysis o i  peak hour trafric operations showed that the proposed would result in 
ji-&kmt inpacts to three s inahzed  intersections (Soquel DrivePortK Sheet, 41" 
.4venue/Gross Road-SR 1 SB Ramps, and 41* AvenueiClares Street) and one unsigalized 
u*[""" ' - A a d o n  1 (Soquel DriveRobertson Street) under Project Conditioos. Tnese deficiencies 
c o u l ~  be eh ina ted  by reshping, addition of a westbound or southbound righi-lurr lam, and 
signal irsral!atior. improvemens. All other intersections operate at an acceptable level or the 
2ddidon ofproject trdfic is no: expected to si-cgiftczntly change W c  operatims. 

Several ramp jmctiGns and weaving se-meats are projected to operate unaccqtably during 
the all ped< hours under Project Conditions. The project is expected to 2dd less than one 
percent of the freeway capacity to these locations. Therefore, the project's impacts to the 
keeway s e p a t s  art less than sipificant. To provide acceptable k e w a y  operations, SR 1 
should be widened to six laies, which Caltrvls does not expect individual developers to 
fund. Contributions to freeway h i r o v m e n t  projects would have to be coordicated by local 
juirsdictions. 

A review of tht preliminay site plan showed that the projosed site access and on-site 
circulation sysim will adequately sene  project t raEic and will provide sufficient access to 
211 site dnveways. Tne feasibility of providing signalized driveway assess on 41': Avenue 

eva!uated. n e  results indicate that the signal would operate at acceptable levels and 
two OUt'O~und lanes would be required to reduce on-site queuing. The exis t iq  median 
SZipkg s o u 3  of the proposed signal would have to be modi f id  to accommodate the 
proposed sigxal. 

Unde: n e a r - t m  m d  2010 cumulative conditions, several intersections will operate at 
maccephble levels even With planned or proposed improvments. At the 41" Avenue1 + 
Gross RoadISR 1 Southbound Ranps intersection, .s~bstantial reconstruction would be * 
requked to provide acceptable traffic operations. The addition of an exciusive s o u t h b o d  3 
r igh t -w h e  on 4lS*Avenue at Clues Skeet would provide accepkble operations but could I- 2 E Z  
result in poteEtizi right-of-way impacts. C W Q  .g E 2 
An additional lane would be need on the roadway segments of 41" Avenue north of Clara 5 6 51 
Street a id  on Soquel Drive west of41" Avenue to provide acceptable operations under Year Q 2 
2010 Condition. However, roadway widening oil these two segnents are not considered Q 
feasible given the proximity of existing developments. 

Fehr & Peers Associarer. h c .  



420 CAFITOLA AVENUE 
CAPITOLA. CALIFORNIA 95010 
TELEPHONE (a3 1 )  475.7300 

FAX ( 8 3 1 1  479-8875 

County of Santa Cruz 
Planning Department 
C/o John Schlagheck 
701 Ocean Street, Suite 400 
Santa Cruz, Ca. 95060-2123 

DATE: March 13: 2001 

RE: T h e  City O f  Capitola's review of the application (#00-01'27) 
improvements to the Safeway and K-mas at 2600 through 2730 41st Avenw. 

for proposed 

Thank you for giving us the opportmity to review the proposed project. Public Works 
Director Fred Braun and I have reviewed the proposed improvements the Safeway and IC- 
mart shopping center on 41" Avenue, end are concerned with the notential traffic impacts 
of the project on the City of Capitola. The City of Capitola has a Level Of Service COS) 
;'C" for acc-ptable traffic conditions anticipated through the year 2010. The proposed 
project would add approximately 84,561 square feet of new com,erciaI siructcres and 
remodel 112,000 square feet of existing commercial structures along 41" Avence. The 
project would have a significant impact on existing traffic conditions on the Highway 
One!41si Avenue intersection and the 41" Avenue/Clares Street intersectioi. The 
h g h w a j  One s0uthbound41~' Avenue northbound onramp and the 41'' Avecue/Clarzs 
Street i2tersection operate at a substandard level of service. T n z  Highway One/4IsL 
Avenue intersection will be at a substandad level of service prior to 2010. Currently 
there is a proposed project that includes widening of the overpass to provide three lanes 
in each direction, rzmp improvements ar.d ramp mete ring^ 

L , , 5  ,.. ire. ' 
A J I : ~ L  iiiipili'i ke.s for r!ic impiovzment; et !hose t k v o  iocations wouid be reijcixd 'io 

maintain the level of service "C" and consistency with the Capitola General Plan. The 
proposed expansion of conmerciai use would be required to pay a proportional cos: of 
those improvements. Staff would request a copy of the traffic study for the proposed 

-:. 

-~ .. 
improvements, to evaluate the tilp generation of the project On&&,, 
intersections. 

If you have any questions feel free to contact me at (831) 475-7 



i.. ,I Daniel D. Chance . ,'. 
Associate Planner . ,!. ,/?' 

. .  

CC: Caltrans 
Richard H111, City Manager 
Fred Brzun, Public Works Director 

. Environmental Review lntal tudy 
A ~ T A C H M E N T ~ ~  M&&\ 
APPLICATION - 



. . . - -. . - . -- ! .~~ - 
DEPARTMENT OF T~ANSPOR~TAT I o N 
SO HIGUERA STREET 
SAN LUIS 38lSPO. CA 954E-9114 

May 3 1,2001 
SCr-001-13.62 
Safeway Project, Application 00-0 127 

John Schla,oheck, Principal Planner 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street Room 400 
Santn Crtiz. CA 95050 

Dear Mr. Scnlayheck: 

Czlrrans Dimict 5 Staff has conplered review o f  the proposed project's Transpo~ation lmpact 
knaiyris and concept p h i s .  The following co rnn~ez t~  are provided for your consideration: 

With respect to Iraffic: 

I. Staff recomme:ids that new traffic counts be taken for the 41" Ave!SR 1 interchange, to include the 
ramps. Staff has re-iewed traffic studies relative to other projec:s that impact this interchange. For 
nw.y of the reported rnovernect counis, exisring weekday t:affc volur.es from 199s are higher 
than for those in this study. Existing weekend traffic volumes for this projecf are significantly 
higher than 1998 weekend volumes. Staffrecornends reconciliation of count volumes. Near ? em 
cumulative conditions on the off-ramps indicate that volumes ~ ' 1 1  be approaching thresholds for 
major improvements. Consideration must be given and provision made for ramp improvement a 
projects con:inuc to 3e presented and approved which will increase traffic impacts on the State 
Highway. This cannot be overemphasixd; both the County of Smta  Cmz and the City of Capitola 
must work together in planning for projec:s that will affsct all thc "shared" interchanges along this 
segrcent of Highway 1, 

On page xv, there is discussion about year 2010 conditions and mitigation for the SR 1 southbaund 
off-mnp!41s' Ave. Staff does not agree that striping and signal timing modifications are 
app:opriate mitigation. As correctly discusse-l, denand liiill excecd capcity 2nd major interchange3 
Improvements wou!d be required for acceptable oFerations. Tie City of Capitole has foreseen the 3 

reconstxction. The Ciry has established a cost of$6380 per Saturday peak hour trip. For project 2 Q 
trips (Figure 10, page 34 of the TIA) impacting the interchange, Caltrans staffreconmends that the $ 

a 

inevhabilky of such a scecario and has established a funding mechanism for interchange 

project pays a pro-rata share for this improvement based on the City's cost. 

2. \ 

.- 

- m $1 L 

-. 

%t-2 

adopted LOS. $ U - -  
-5 2 2 
&Io 

G: 

3. The adopted level of service for state facilities is "C". This is consistent -+hth the City of Capitoia'sE Z 0 

4. Signals within Caltrans control have timing plans available to consultants. Signal analyses should 
be performed with these plans. It is essential rkat the existing timing plans for the SR I southbound 
rmps/41s' Ave and 41'' Ave/Gross Road signals are used becailse thev are controlled by single 
controller. 

2 2 + 



John Schlagheck 
M a y 3 1 , 2 0 0 1  
Page 2 

5. Staff agrees md is s u p p o r h e  ofthe City of Capitola's conespondence dated hlwch 13, 2OOi to the 
County of Saiita Cruz regrding this project. 

6. It appears that the 41"Ave and SR 1 off-ramp (both SB & NB) analyses include the use offree 
ri:ht txnlng m.ovemen?s. This is not correct as this allows conflicts with pedestrian movements. 
The analysis presents an incorrect LOS based on this assumption. 

7. The geonietrics at the 41" AvdGross RoadiSR i on-ramp irxiude a shared thoughhigh: tcm lane 
that becomes a ":rap" rig3.t turn law onto the on-ramp. This will affect :he ; m e  utilization factor 
wi:hin the analysis. Siaffsuggests a facto: of .70 as opposed to .91 2s currently presented. Staff 
reccrnm,en.';s the analyst review all movements at the inteichange for appropiiate Lane id izzt ion,  

S .  The tecbxica! apcendic-s did not provide a detailed queuing enalysis for the intersecrion In the state 
righ! of wsy nor were vek,icle/capeci;y (V/C) ratios provided for in the CorsimO analysis. 

Vilth i-s?szt to landscapin: and othir  issues: 

9. Ca!trans has 3 Iacdscape project planned for this summer that is s~ec ' f ic  to plantinss vvi9?in :he 
right-of-way adjacert to !he ppoposed Safeway project. Many sFecies byill be iccluded. Staff 
recommends the dre loper  &!ere planrings within Caltrans right-of-wey from the proposed plsn 

10. Calt:ans does not have setback requiremenrs. Typica!ly, the local jrrisdiction has specific 
req..lirements and rhose should be adhered to. In con juc t ion  with the City of Cejitola's 
interchange reconstruciion, staff does recommend the Trijet? priponer.t consider an inevocable 
o f f x  of i i~h t -of -way dedication adjacent the NB off-ramp. . .. 

1 .  In the event work is conduzted within the Ca:trans rigkof-way, an encroachment pemi:  must be 
obtained. I r ior  to 0btainir.g an encroachment permit, all desigi; plans must be rwi-wed by This 
office acconpanied by an approved envirormental document. This includes bioicgical 2nd 
archaeological surveys that mvst address impacts specific to the state right-of-wzy. Should you 
have further questions rep.idicg encrod-ment  permits, pleas- contact Mr. Steve Sene!: Permit 
Engineer, at (3C15) 549-:206 

Thank you for your consideration of our commenrs on this proposed project. Please contact me at 
(805) 512475:. 

Dist ict  5, Development Review Coordinator 

cc: L. Wilshiiser., SCCRTC Environmental Review 
N. Papadakis, AMBAG ATTACHMENT 
D. Chance, Ciry of Capitoia APPLiCATiON 
File, S. C.hesebrs, C. Sanchez, R. Barnes, D. Steiger, 3 .  Parker 



CENTRAL 
FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

of Santa Cruz County 
Fire Prevention Division 

930 17" Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA 95062 
phone (831) 479-6843 fax (831) 479-6847 

Date: 
To: 
Applicant: 
From: 
Subject: 
Address: 
APN: 
occ 
Permit: 

September29,ZOOl 
SANTA CRUZ SHOPS 
JOHNSON LYMAN ARCHITECTS, ATTN: Dave Johnson 
E i c  Sitzenstaiter !> 
01-0127 i 

030-131-37 ', /. .. ! '>, \ /  '._ 
2415 p< \. i 

, ..f'* .. . 2600 4lStAvenue, Soquel ,T,' L 

010374 1 I '  

We have reviewed plans forthe abcve subject project. THE FOLLOWING ARE DISTR!CT REQUIXEMENTS: 

Tihe plans shall czr,ply with California Building and Fire Codes (1 098) as amended by the Central Fire 
Protection District, 

The FIRE FLOW requirement forthe subject property is 2000 gallorx per minute 

Puhliciprivate fire hydrants meeting I h e  minimum required fire flow forthe buildin;js), shail be within 150 feet of 
any pcFiGn of the exteriorwalls of the building(s). 

Compliance wi!h the District Access Requiremects outliried on the enclosed handoui is required. 

Buildings shall be protected by an approved alltomatic sprinkler sysiem complying viith the edition o f  NFP.4 13 
currentiy adopted in Caapter 35 of the California Building Code. 

$dOTE: Newhpgiaded hydrants, water storage taniks, and/or upgraded roadways shail be injtalied ?FilOR to 
nrI during time of constructian (CFC 9C:.3). 

*r+i**r*rr..**+*.rrt~,--~.~-.*~..~".~~~~*.~~--~.~~~~~~-*~~~~.~~~.~-~~'~*.-~-~=*~~~~~~~~~~~~-~*~**~~* 

lease have the DESIGNER add appropriate NOTES and DETAILS showing the information listed beiaw to 
Ian8 that wi l l  be submitted for Permit. 

OTE on the plans that these plans are in compliance with Caiifornia Building and Fire Codes (1998) as 
mended by the Central Fire Protectioi; District. 

POTE on the plans construction classification as determined by the buiiding official and outlined in Part IV of 
the Caiifornia Building Code, 

h 0 T E  on the plans the occupancy classification as determhed by the building official and outlined in Part Ill 
bf the California Building Code. 

The FiZE FLOW requirement for the subject propeiiy is 2000 gailons pe f iTaHMENT6 
E&nmentaI Revlew lnital 

- 

I 
APPLlCATlON 41, 

Seiving the cornmimities of Cnpitola, Live Oak, mid Sope l  



I L. WI  we  p ~ a w .  tile requllea FIRE FLOW and the available FIRE FLUVV. This informaticn.can be obtained 
from the water company upon request. 

SHOW on the plans publiclprivate fire hydrant meeting the minimum required fire flow for the building, within 
150 feet o f  any portion Of the exterior walis of the building(s). 

NOTE on the plans occcpancy ioad of each area. Show where occupancy control signs will be posted. 

NOTE on the plans that an UNDERGROUND FiRE PROTECTiON SYSTEM WORKiNG DRAWING must be 
prepared by the designeriinstalier. NOTE that the WORKiNG DMWINGS shall comply with the District 
UNDE3GROUND FiRE PROTECTION SYSTEM iNSTALL4TiON POLlCY HANrJOUT. 

NOTE on the plans that the building shall be protected by an approved automatic sprinkler system ccmplying 
with the ecltion of NFPA 13 currently adopted in Chapter35 of the Caiifornia Euiidiog Code. 

Fire sprinkler density requirement for these bcildings i ordinary Hazard Group 2 Occupansy (Q.171300C) 

NOTE on the plans that the designe::instalier shail submit three (3) sets of pians and one (I) sei of caiculaiions 
for the automatic sprinkler systzr;: to this agency for approvai. lrstaiiation shali foiloa our g A e  sr,eet. 

NOTE on the plans re;uiremen!s for other fire extinguishing systems (range hoods, spray booths, etc.) 

SHOW iccation oif:e ex!inggishers, 

SHO'J/ Ocijpant Load@) afid an Exitin5 ?lzn 

SHOW iocation of exit signs 

SHOW where address numbers vi i i  be posted ar,d maintained, piainiy visible from the stree!. N'mkers shaii he 
a minimu-n of four (4) inches in height and  of a color contrzsting to their background. 

SHO'fl lGCatiGn Of  Knox Eox and key. 

NOTE roofcoverirgs to be no ies i  than Class "c" r i ted roof 

The job cocies of the building and fire systems plans and permits must be on-site curing inspecticns 

Submit a check in the amoun! of $50.00 for this particuiar pizn cneck, made payable tc Central Fire Pratection 
District. A 535.00 Late Fee n a y  be added to your pian check fees if paymen: is  not received within 30 days of 
the date of this Discretionav Letter. iNVOlCE MAlLED TO APPLICANT. Please cantac: t h i  Fire Pieventicn 
Secretary at (831) 479-6843 :or total fees due far your project 

If you should h a v e  any quesi ins c r  icir;lm;nts please pace me at (415) 699-2624, or e-mail me at 
edsfpe@sitz.net. 

Environrnentai Review lnitd Study 
CC: Fiie & County I\TTACHM 

A P P LlCAT 
Note: As a condition of submittal of these Dims, the submitter, desiqner and installer certify t 
and detaiis comply with applicable Specifications, Slandaras, Codecand Ordinances, agree that they are SCle lY  
responsibie for compliance with applicable Specifications, Stsndards, Codes and Ordinances, and further w e e  
to correct any deficiencies noted by this review, subsequent review, inspection or other source, and, to hold 
harmless and without prejudice, the reviewer and reviewing agency. 

Any order of the Fire Chief shall be appealable t o  the Fire Code Board of Appeals as established by W party 
beneficiaily interested, except for order affecting acts or conditions which, in the opinion of the Fire Chic:, Pose 
an immediate threat to life, property, or the environment as a resuit of panic, fire, explosion or ie iease.  

Any beneficiaily icterested party has the right t o  appeal the order served by the Fire Chief by filing a written 
"NOTICE OF APPEAL" with the office of the Fire Chief within ten days arier sewice of such written order. The 

mailto:edsfpe@sitz.net


notice shall state the order appealed from, the identity and mailing address of the appellant, and the specific 
grounds upon which the appeal is taken. 

2416-40 

1 f? 
~ 



STATE OF CAL F O a W  - BUSINESS, TilANSFORTATON AN0 HOUSING AGENCY G U Y  DAVIS, Gcvamcr -. 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
X ~ G U ~ R A ~ E E T  
WLUIS  OBISPJ. M w 2 - 8 : 1 4  

'L..TELEPHCHE: ( a q  wmi 
m ( e q  U r n 5 3  

I 
, March8,2002 

SCr-001-13 .52 
Safeway Project, Application 00-0127 

John Schlagheck, Principal Planner 
Counp of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street Room 400 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Ih. Schl&eck 

Thank you for the opportunity to meet wir!~ you and County staff yesterday. I ttink the discussion was 
benefi8:ial. Re,grding the proposed Safeway e.xpmionproject on 41" Avenue, we had discussed revisiting the 
tra& analysis for the SX 1 southbound off-ranp at 31"Ave. With respect to traffic andysis, please incorporate 
the following zmnpt ions  2nd methodology: 

I. 2C00 HciM methodology usins Synchro0 5 software. We discussed that due to the special characteristics 
of the intersections that are involved, percecule delay reporting b appropriate. 

2. The current sigoal timing plans are to be used for all conditions. However, the Gross Roadiii I" Avenue 
iaproyeffient project's geone.bic configuration will be used in background + project. Questions a b u t  
pctendal sibal re-phasing for that project should be directedro Roger Barnes at (805) 594-5190. 

3. The Right tumon red vGabIe can be uncertain due to the nuance caused by the close spacing between the 
off ramp and Gross Road. We request that: when the new cornu are performed, that the analyst field verify 
t h i s  movement. If field verirlcation is not done, then the analys should contact Roger Banes to discuss the 
appropriate compdona l  method. 

Environmental Review lnital Study 

4. A h a 1  tmckpercentages should beverified at the rime of data c o ~ e c t i o n A T T A C H M E N i 6 ,  1 44 0 6  \* 
APPLlCATlON&~*O~ qa) 

5 .  The peak hour factor as presented in the hose Gout data sheets for the southband ram? is .9 
peak and .90 for the Saturdaypeak. The analyst should use this. variable, or, calculate the actual peak hour 
fmor on the day of the data collection. 

6. Ptdestrian calls (where signalized) or pedestrian numbers ( w i g n a k e d  cross w a h )  must be accounted for. 

r -&e rM ' - 

7. T i e  geomhcs  at the 41'LAve/Gross R d S R  1 on-ramp include a shared througbright turn lane that 
be comes a "trap" right turn lane onto the on-ramp. This will affect the lane utilization factor within the 
aralysis. Staffsuggests a factor of .70 as opposed to .91 as currently presented. Staff recommends 
analyst review all movemeits at the interchange for appmpriate lane utilization. 

8. Tlie new report should include a complete queuing analyis for the intersectioii due to its complexity. 

Thanh you again for your willingness to revisit these issues. Ifvou have any questions. alease contact me at 
(805) 542-4751. 

ZZdY 
District 5,  Deve opment Review Coordinator 



County of Santa Cruz 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

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

ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR 

JOHN P. SCHLAGHECK, DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PLANNER 

March 22,2002 

C h i s  Shaeffer 
District 5, Development Review Coordinator 
50 Higuera Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA- 93403-8114 

Subject : Applicatior. # 00-0127; Assessor‘s Parcel +: 030-131-37 et a1 
Owner: Safeway Inc. 

Dear Chris: 

I have received your letter ofMarch 8,2002 regarding your preferred methodology for re-analyzing 
rhe SR 1 southboundoff-ramp at41”Ave. Theoriginal aialysis iscontainedinthelanuary 12,2001 
traffic report by F e h  & Peers Associates, h c . ,  which has been accepted by the County. As I 
mentioned, I will request the devsloperprovize the County this w‘alysis as supplemental information 
needed to complete the transportation impact sections of the required CEQA docrments. After I 
receive the analysis I will forward ir to Jack SoL-iakoff; DPW Traffic Engineer, f x  relview and 
comment. I will then forward both the aqalysis and Jack’s review comments to your office. 

AS we agreed in ourneeting, the re-analysis ~ a y  support the o-iginal conclusions ofthe report. It is 
also possible the re-analysis may conclude more comprehensive improvements are needed to 
adequately nkigate the impact of the project on the ramp. In either case, I consider it our 
understanding, based on our conversation on March 7 ,  that your o f i ce  would determine the new 
conclusions arid recommendations to be acceptable, provided the methodoloa and assuiptions 
listed in your letter are incorporated into the re-analysis of the’SR 1 southbound off-ramp. 

Chris, I think this course of action will both insure that the County’s CEQA documents for this 
project are accurate and complete, and allow CALTRANS to be “hyper-critical” with respect to %.e 
projects impact on the 41” Ave interchange. I hope also this is a positive step towzrd SQOnger 
communication between our two agencies, and a milestone for a project that is very importmt to the 
County of Santa C m .  



Thad; you again for your participation and cooperation. Please contact me if you have questions 
at 831-454-3012. 

Sincerely, 

Aohn P. Schlagkeck 
Project Plamer 
DeveIopment Review 

Cc Jan Beautz 
Catby Griiies 
Jack Sohriakoff 
Alvin James 

Ewironmental Review lnit I Study 
i TACHMENTL \ \G &\b \ 

APPLICATION - bq\O 
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s m k m  - 
W A T E R  D E P A R T M E N T  

Water Consenation Office 
809 Center Street, Room 101 

Santa Cniz, CA 95060 
Phone: (821) 420-5230 

FAX: (531) 420-5231 

April 3,2001 

J o k  Schlaghheck, Project Planner 
Cotin:: ofSanta C m  
Plarnmg Department 
701 Ocean Street, Suite 400 
Smta C r ~ z ,  CA 95060-4073 

Subject: Development Review ApFIication No. GO-0 127 
ADN: 030-131-37,42,4,45 and 030-192-01,02 
K-hlar; Center, 41'' and Socpel Avenues 

Dear John Schlagheck; 

Thank YOU for sending the above project to the Santa Cniz Water Department for our 
review. The Water Consemation Office has reviewed the p:oposed plm 2nd has the 
following comments: 

1. The City of Santa Cniz Water Conservation Office will need to review 2nd 
approve the construction drawings for the landscape and irrigatior, plans at ihe 
time o f t i e  building pennit application and prior to changes in water service at the 
site. 

2. We recommend that low-lying shrubs be used in narrow areas between the 
sidewalk and street, in place of huf g'ass or other ground covers. The City's 
Landscape Water Conservation Ordinacce requires landscape projects to be 
irrigated in a manner that is water efficient and minimizes water losses due to 
over-spray and run-off. Spray irrigation will not be approved for narrow z e a s  
less than eight feet in anq' direction. 

3. Drip irrigation, or the use of bubblers, is required for irrigation of all plznting 
areas in parking lot and around the perimeter of rhe site, including the entry d r v e  
planters. 



Jo'm Schlagheck letter 
April 3,2001 
?age 2 

4. If spray irrigation is used in areas where there is more than eight feet of landscape 
in al! directions, we will need to see a border of low shrubs surrounding the 
sprayed area. This will allow a buffer zone between sideqalk or pavement and 
the pound cover to be spray irrigated and elminate water waste due to ove:- 
spray. 

5.  I r  is r e c o m e r d z d  that all landsca?e be imgated frcm dedicated irr:ga:icn meters 
sxviciing the site. 

6. Our ordinance specifies t h e e  inches of mdch in con-sound cover p lz t icz  areas. 

l L T a  ., hYLld j*,,l 

Cocsenatiori requirements with the applicant to ensmz that the piax will be approved by 
o m  of;lcz wher: ~e applicant applies for water meters or changes ix water service. 

Please call me at (E3lj 420-5233 i f1  can be of assistance to you or the appiican;. Thank 
you for yor: cooperation in creatiyg a bewtiful and water-efficienr landscape at this 
iocaticn. 

a;pieci:,te i r  if yuu wou!d d i x m s  the City of Sac?. CmYs I.m.ds:ap!e WaLei 

S iac ere1 y, 

-L2, -3 & -7SLM 
Frmcesca G w a n c  
Water Conservation iissistant 

cc: Dave Johnson, JohnsodL?;man Architects 
%'ate: Enginecing 

Environmental Review i itai Study 
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54 associates, inc. 

Memorand urn 

Date: July 15,2002 [Revised 9-4-021 

To: Mr. John McNellk 

From: Chris Long +-, 

Rei: Environmental Review Apulicaiion No, 00-01 27 

SLS Projec: +: 01-1575 

As feqoested, i submiffhe fo/lowing comments in response fo paragraphs 1.4, and /I, 
J & 2 contained in the letfer dofed May 24;fi, 2002, from the Couni5. of Sonfu Cruz 
?o Mr. Dave Johnson. 

Paragraph 1.4 requests that the projsci impccts on pedestrian safety at the 'Main' 
dn'veway be assessed, with or without a traffc sigr,al, The driveLvay referenced in 
the paragraph is the location the County of Santa Cruz prefers that a signalized 
driveway be installed in deference to circulation patterns on both sides of 41" 
Avenue. The Iocafion of this driveway actually serves the K-Mart por3on of the 
project, which is undergoing little. if any, modification. Pedestrian sofefy Is 
expected to increase a? this driveway with or withcut a signa! because the project 
includes irxtallation of a detached sidewalk along :he East side of 41'; AVenU 
which would separate Ihe pedestrians from the travelway. A dedicated right tuu, 
lane is also propcsed at this driveway which will a!!ow a pedestrian to more easii 
determine iF a vehicle intends to turn right info thi! shopping ceder. Customers wti 
access the new project uses proposed ci the northerly end of the site will generail% 
enter via the next two. driveways to +he north from the driveway in question. A3 
signal would increase pedestrian safeiy ai +he 'driveway it controls by allowing: 
pedestrian crossing only duting t h e  through phase for norlh/soUth 413' Avenue: p z 

E Z C  traffic. 

The ful/owing.Hydro/ogy and Drainage Comments address County commenfs llsfed 5 6 C 
6.- 

EUJ-  
! '- > 2 G 

e 2?* 
ifl Paragraphi II. I and I / .  2 of the feffer mentioned above. 

We have refined our calculations for water usaae based w o n  actual Wafer meter 

I 

readings at both the existing Safeway Storejob6ined from ihe Soquel water district 
forfhe Period from 2/01 thru 6/02), and at a newer Safeway Etare 

P L A N N I N G  ENGINEERING S U R V E Y I N G  L A N D S C A F E  A R C H I T E C T U R E  
8QQ'YEnaclo VallaV Goad. Sulie 190 * Walnut  Creak . a  Callfcrnla FA674 9 2 5 - 9 6 3 - 5 2 2 6  Fax 9 2 5 a ? 4 3 * 5 7 1 8  

I Q Q  



Memorandum 
Mr. John McNellis 
Page Two 

similar in size to the proposed Safeway Store(obtained from the East Bay Municipal 
UWies Cisirict for the Alamo Siore for the period from 11 /01 thru 5/02). 

We have also added a separate calculation for pctentiul res'iaurant u:es within the 
new project area. Based on meter readings. we catculared the water demand 
rates for retail arid o f k e  uses, The rates are expressEd in Gallons per Year (GPY) 
and Gallons Per Year per Squars Foot (GPY/SF). Water usage rates for the 
resraurants are typically much higher than refoil/ofiice rates. For Restaurants. the  
water usage rate is ejtirnaied to be 200 GFY/SF, and for retaiiioffice the rate is  
esrirnatea ia be 47 GPY/SF. The total net additional restaurant area is estimated to 
be 5,000 SF maximum and iherefm the tokil net additional retail/oifice is  
estimated to be 73,l b4 SF. 

As a result, the annual additional retail/offm wcter usage would be 3,438,708 GPY, 
and the annual addiiionai restaurant water usage wculd be 1,000,000 GiY. 

Irrigation wafer would also increase due to the cddition of new pianting creas and 
due to new pianting and irrigation propored for the exisiing planting creas. 

Curieniiy. irrigation water usage i5 less thcn 50,000 GPY, but would increuse to 
roughly 400,000 GPY wiih the proposed project. 

In summary the iota1 additional annual water demand for this project is esrimated 
to be approximately 4,838,708 GPY, or 14.55 Acre Feet. 

The County !&er expresses a concern regarding lost recharge to underground 
water sources due to conversion of pervious existing site areas to impervious 
building and parking areat. The letter also indicated the County General Plan 
requires that post-development runoff rates shall not exceed the pre-development 
runoff rate. In my conversation with Paic Levine, Deputy Environmental 
Coordinator, I suggested that we could address both issues by incorporating a 
combination of retention and storage techniques sufficient to reduce t h e  
additional post-development runoff rate (indicated in The current hydrology report 
to be approximately 29 cfs] to pre-deveiopment rates (i-e., 22 ck). 

I recommend we do this by connecting a podion of the proposed parking lot storm 
system to an underground retenfion/storage system, which would convey some Of 
the runoff into recharge and also temporarily dore runoff to reduce the offsite peak 
discharge. This system would need to be designed with bypafs components for use 
during high flow conditions. 



County of Santa Cruz’ 
HEALTH SERVICES AGENCY 

701 OCEAN STREET, ROOM312, SAKTACRUZCA 35ob04073 

[83f) 454-2022 FAX: (831)15JJtZS no: (5.(-4123 

ENVIRONHEVTAL HEALTH 

RL. Eastenvood 
P.O. Box 94317 
Las Vegas, NV 89193-4317 

January 25,2001 

Re: Underground Storage Tank Closure for 4100 Soquel Drive, Santa Cruz. 

Dear Mr. Esterwood: 

I have revievzd the andyticai soil sample results in the Rzport ofBuilding Ueaolition, Sump 
Iiernovd, and Sod Sampling for 4100 Soquei Drive, Santa C N ~ ,  s rbe t t ed  by your consu!tants Augeas 
Corporation. 

The results of soi! szmples taken on November 18,2000 sue@ that further assessment and 
remediation is not nee6eed. Piease note this ddennination does not re!ie./e you of  other agencies’ 
reqLirements, ncr does it reiieve you or future owners ofkaving to peform additional work, shou!d 
future information indicate k a t  a contamination problem exists or shou!d assessaent or cleanup 
standsds change. 

Also enclosed is ocr invoice for the final site remediation charges. 

If you have questions or need additional assistance, please feel free to contact me a t  
(331) 454-2738, any weekday morning from 8:OO a.m. to 9:30 a.m. 

Sincerely, 

. % w k  4 

Rebecca Supplee, RE.H.S. 
Senior Environmental Health Specizlist 

RS:Iv 

Enclosure: Invoice 3 292 1 

cc: Matthew Keeling, RWQCB 
Augeas Corporation 
Joel Hecht, Darrow, Talbert Realtors 
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Date: 

To: 

From; 

Septem'ger 4,2002 

Jack SobzGkkoff, County of Smta Cruz -Public Works Department 

Sohab Rashid, P.E. 
Noman Wong 

Subject: Supplemental .4mlysis f o r  4Jst Avenue Safeway Shopping Cenrer Expansion 
Wizh Year 2000 Count Dafa 

1005-269 

Fehr Peers Associates, hc.  has prepreC; a supplemmtai analysis of the expamion of the 
existing Safway shoppilg center located at the southeast comer of the Soquel Dnvei4lst 
-4treriue intersection in Santa Cmz County. Our 3uiy 8, 2002 menorandum to you evaluated the 
impacts of the revised project description with Year 2002. couxts and more detailed hformztion 
regarding the operations of the 41" AvenueiGross Rcad and 4Ist AvenueiState Route (SR) 1 
Southbound Ramps intersections. 

Per request, t h i s  menorkdum evaluated impacts.ofthe proposed project -5th older traffic 
volumes f l e x  2000) which were used in the original traffic study that are higher than tine 2002 
data. The assumptions and the results of the supplementd analysis are presented below. 

Year ZOO0 Volumes 

A cornpasison of the May 2002 peak hoE traffic volumes to those collected in July 7.000 shows 
that some movements at the study intersections increased or decreas2d by as much as 100 
vehicles. The greatest change was a decrease of roughly 400 vehicles in the eastbound left-tun 
lane from southbound SR 1 to norhbound A;'' Avenue during the Saturday midday  peak hour 
between July 2000 and May 2002. Similaily, the eastbound right-tun movement fiom the ramp 
decreased by approximateiy 200 vehicles during the Saturday peak hour between 2000 and 2002. 

, 

255 N. Market Street. Suite zoo sa" he, CA g s i i o  (408) 278-1730 f a x  (408) 278-1717 
www.Fehrandpeers.c3m 



- . Assumptions 

The July 8, 2002 men,orandm addressed severd issces including: the number of pedestzims, 
number of  bicyclists, percentage of trucks, proportion of vehicles turning right on red eom the 
SB Off-rm?, and the lane utilization on a?proaches leading to  southbmnd SR 1 tiom 
northbound AIs:  Aveaue. Field data collected for t he  Year 2002 comt data for the issues listed 
above were applied to the Year 2000 cowt data 

The asssuxptons described above were used to re-calcclare htxsectior, operations md u p h i e  
the project's Impact aaiysis. The revised projected Litexectior operations are piesented in the 
next sscrior.. 

Intersection Levels of Service 

The upcated intersection level of s e r ~ c e  results for Existing Eackgomd,  Projcct, Neai-tern 
Curaulative, ar.d Year 2010 Cuiiulative Conditions based OL Yeai2GOC voirrnes u e  preserted 
in Table 1. The Grcss Road m d  SR 1 southbound intexec5om orL 41" Aveme are operated b y  
one tiaffic s i g ~ a l  controller that comp!etely Ltegrates the> operation. Therefore, a comjined 
.*eighted delay and level of service for both intersections is ?resented in Table 1. 

The intersection capacity rtilization ( ICV for each intesecrion is presep-ted for Backgroud and 
Project Condkiom. T i e  ICUmerhod comjares the sum of the critical movements in cornpaison 
to the sapsation flow rates and is similar to an overall intersection volume-to-capacity ratio. The 
change in ICU behgeen Backgound and Project Conditioils is used to ,i&ntify project-related 
impacts;. The detailed LOS calculation sheets a d  SYNCKR.0 ourput are contained in 
&tachmerit A. 

Tke biersection of 4is1 Ayeme!SX 1 SB Rarrps is projzcte2 to operate at LOS B daring the -a 
and Phil peak hours under Project Condi:ions. This intersection is projected to operate at LOS'F 
d,&ng the Saturday peak hour: The 41'' AvenudGross Road intersection is projected to operate 
at LOS C d x h g  &e ILM and PM pede hours and LOS D during the Saturday peak hour under 
Pioject Conditions. Tnt. combined level of senice is LOS C during the AM peak hour; Los 
CD. during the PM peak hcur, and LOS F during the Sataday peak hour. 

Under Near-Tern Cumulative Conditions, the 41'' AvemeiSR 1 SB Rm?s irtersection is 
projected' to degrade to LOS C during the Ab1 peak hour. The level of service is projected to 
degrade t o  LOS D during the PrYi pe& hour for the combined LOS rating. 

For Year 2010 Cumuiative Conditions, the 41"AvenueiSR 1 SB Ramps is projected TO operate at 
Los D &&ring the AM and PM peak hours. The projected combined levei of service ra+hg is 
LOS D, E, ull F during the Ai, FM, and Satuday peak kour, respectively. 
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Projected Intersection Impacts 

Because boih of the study intersections are located in the City of Capitols; the c i q ' s  guide!ines 
for intersection h p a c 5  were amlied. _ _  The City's main:ain5 a jzGinun~ operathng standard of  
LOS C for signalized inte:sections. Consistent with previous transportation analyses for the 
safeway skopping center expaxion, a si-pificant impact is det&ed to o c c u  if the proposed 
project causes: 

1 )  ktersecrion operatiom to degrade ,??om LOS C or better md- i  Backsound 
Condi:ions to LOS D, E, or F under Project Conditions; or 

2) An increzse of one perca t  in the intersection capacity uti1iia:ioE between 
Backgound z d  Praject Coneitions for intersecrions &ea+] operzting at L.OS D; E, 
or 7 ur,derBac!cgmund Condi ths .  

The combhet levei of seriice rating h i k g  the PM pe&I.ocr is projected to operate at LOS c 
wd:r 3 a c k g c m d  Cor.6iric-s and LOS C/D under Project Conditions. Since k e  chmge is Icu 
is less xhm one $ercert  x.L ;he combined delay is st t hc  *heshoid of LOS C D ,  h e  project is 
e s h a t z d  to have B l e s s - t h - 3 i , g i ~ c ~ t  impact. The combined LOS zatir.3 d 1 h g  t>-e Saturday 
?e& hour is IDS F, bu:, fqe increase in ICTJ is less thm one percent. Therzfore, the C W m t  
project (.xiih t k  Safeway gas starion removed) is expected to have a less-than-si-pificat impact 
zt the 4IEi AvenueiSR 1 S 3  Ramps and 41" AvenudGross Road intersections. ThIJS, no 
mitigation measure is required a: the 41" AvenueBR 1 Sa Ramps intersection. 

However, f i e  c m m t  project (w-;th the Safeway gas stat im removed) would k v e  a less-than- 
si=gi5.cmAt impact to the iltersections of 41'' AvemdSR 1 SB Ramps azd 41" Aven.ie!Gross 
Road based on the impact crhria  presented above. 

Travel Time Analysis 

To firthe: quantify the ef%ct ofpraject traf;ic in the 41" Avenue corridor, a travel t h e  ana1;isis 
was conducted for both C~ect iojs  of 41" Avenue north of Clam Street to south of the SR 1 
noi5bound off-rmp. The inc;ease in the  travel time 51; vehicies OE 41" Avenue with the 
pioposed project is presentee in Tak,le 2. As shown in Table 2, the adiiition ofproject + z a f f i C  is 
esumated to increase the nofibound travel time by one second or less d u k g  all peak hours. 
The southbomd tray-el time is projected to increase by 8.5 seconds with proposed deveiopment. 
The increase in trave! time for the southbound direction is considered to be a l e s s - h n -  
significant kpac t .  

4 



i i  Tabie 2 

Conclusions 

Based on the fndirps described ahye,  the proposed shopping center expansion is not expected 
to r e s d  i? any sipificant traffic operations impzcts based on the Year 2000 kaff ic c o m t  da:2 
and &e currerit Imd use proposal. Thus, implementation of the project does not require 
impiovements to provide acceptable LOS or to accommodate vehicle cpeues. Please let US know 
if you have any question or need zdditmnal roforrnation. 

Environmental Review lnital Study ' 
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F E H R  & P E ER S  
T R l N S P O 8 i A T I O I  C O N S U L T A N T S  

Date: July 8,2002 

To: Jack Sohri&tc$ ,~unty of S m a  Crdz -Pi 

From: S o h b  Rxhid, P.E. 
N c m m  Wong 

:Works Department 

Sirbjeci: Supphn en tal An aIvsis for 41 A venli e safeway shopping Center Exlv G ;.iSiO n 
lCO5-269 

Fehr Sr. P e m  .4ssociates, hc .  has compkted a supplemental transportation analysis of the 
exparsion of the existing Safeway shopping ceiirer located at the s o u h a s t  comer of the %que1 
Drive/4!" L4venue intersection in Santa Cruz County. The trdfic impacts of the proposed 
pro-iect m'ere orisnally identified in a comprehensive tra~sportation impact analysis (TM) 
conpleted byF& &Peers Associates, b-c, and documented in a Janmiy 12, 2001 report. 

Revised Project Description 

The proposed project evzluated in the January 12, 2001 report included a new gas station 
operated by Safeway in addition to the existkg USA station. The site plan has b e m  revised to 
delete the proposed Safeway gas station and to slightly modify the square footage of hvo 
building pads. The trip generation estimztes for the cwent project are contai?eE. in Attac?xnent 
A.. Due to the elimination of the gas station, the revised project is estimated to generate far fewer 
5 p s .  The project will generate on!y 82 net new AM peak-hour hips, 226 net new Phf peak-hou 
trips, and 225 net new Saturday midday peak-hour trips. This is a decrease of 53 net new AM. 
peakhour trips, 56 net new PM peak-hour trips, and 83 net new Sa'arday midday peak-hour trips 
as compared to the previous project description used in the ongind TU.  

Updated Interchange Analysis 

Subsequent to cornDletion of the Januar~ 2001 TU,  C a l i f o ~ a  Deu 
(CaltrAs) District J 5tzff recuested that additional a d  more detailed inforination regGding the 
operations of the 41" PivenueiGross Road and 4lSt AvenueiState Route (SR) 1 Southbound 
Ramps inte:sections. To respond to this request, a supplemental acalysis was conducted Uskg 

255 N .  Markrt St;eet. Suite io0 sari Jose. CA 95110 ( w a j  2 ? 8 - 3 3 ~ '  Fix:(taB) n % T i X  
www.fehrandpeerr.com 
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new traffic counts, detailed signal timing idomation, and the revised project trip generation. 
This memorandum documents the me~odology, assumptions a d  resu!ts of the supplemental 
analysis. 

Technical Issues 

In a M q c h  8, 2002 letter from Chris Shaeffer to John Schlagheck (Couaty o f  Santa Cruz 
Principal Phmer), Calirans-District 5 listed a series of comxnts  on the Jarxary 2G01 T U  and 
sugzested Eodifications to the Litersection analysis for the two intersections located on the south 
side of SR 1 at 41st Avmue. The letter requestes that a smplemental traf5c anaiysk be  
conducted to address several issues inchdin?: the number of pedestrians, number of bicyclists, 
percentage of bucks, proportion of vehicles turning right on red from the SB 0%-rmp, and the 
lane utilization on agoaches leading to southbound SR 1 from northbound 41'' Avenue. Each 
of the technical comments is liszed below followed by an explanation of how they were 
addressed in the sappiemental analysis ofthe project's traffic impacts: 

. Use the SYECHRO 5 software and Perter-tile Delay methodology to evaluate Ievel of 
servicc. Fehr & Peers evaluated level of service (LOS) at the two study intersections 
using the requested methodology and software. The analysis was completed using xew 
counts conducted in May 2002 for the weekday AbM, wedcdq PM and Saturday midday  
peak hours. The Taw comt data is included as Attachment B. Volumes from approved 
and pending projects plus growth were obtained directly from the Jm~uy 2001 TL4. 

A coniparison of  the &y 2002 pezk hour traffic volumes to those collzcted in July ZGOOh 
shows "hat some movements at the study intersections increased or decreased by ,as mcc% 
as 100 vehicles. The greatest change was a decrease of roughly 400 vehicles during the 
Saturday mid-day peak hour between July 2000 and M2y 2002 in the eastbound lefi-tt~$ 
lane from southbound SR 1 to northbound 41'' Avenus. Similarly, the eastbound right-? 
turn movement decreased by approximately 200 vehcies during tE,e Sahrday peak hour? 
between 2000 and 2002. 

Use the planned 41" AvenueiGross Road improvement project's lane confiwations for5 k~ z 
all scenarios except Existing Conditions ant contact Caltrans staff regarding potential o, LU - 

I- signal timing and phasing modifications. Feh & Peers contacted Tona Drewes at's 2 < 
Caltrans and agreed uson a potential signal phasing and timing plan for use with t h e L  0 - 
proposed physical improvement. This improvement includes the addition of a third lane 
to provide an exclusive left-turn lane, one shared lefi-turrJtlrough lane, and one right- 
turn lane on the eastbound Gross Road approach. The phasing for Gross Road and Auto 
Plaza Drive would be changed &om permitted phasing to split phasing. Four szconds 

$ 2 0  

5 x 0  
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from eastbound Gross Rozd and seven seconds from 41sl Avenue would be used to 
provide timing for the Auto Plaza Di?ve approach. 

Veifj, ?he number of vehicles turning right on r:d from th.: sou&boboulld SR 1 off-ranp. 
The nunbe; of vehicles turning right on rcd was vesfxd at the time of data collection in 
May 2CiO2. Approximately fifry percent (50%) of vekicles turned right OI? red during the 
AM and PM peak hours. The ?ropor;ion was only 20% during the Sa'mrday midday pedc 
zou-. 

* 

Veify number of o-iiclts. The number of t r d s  on 4lSt Avenue was obtained d n h g  
observations condxted wkile ttiniiig movement volunie drta was collected. Trucks 
reprsented two (2) pe:cent of the total traffic voiume during the AM peak hou; and one 
(1) percent h i n g  the other two peak hours. To be conservative, the percentage of trucks 
was assumed to be two (2) percent for all peak hours. 

Calculate peak hour fzctor. 
iltersections based on +e results of the new May 2002 kaffic counts. 

A wkighted peak hour factor was applied to the sbdy 

.4ccour.? for pedestrians. The maximum number of pedestrians counted during m y  one 
pealc hour was 25. The majority of these pedestians were traveling north'oound a d  
soutiYoomd on 41'' Avenue. Very few pedestrians crossed eastbound and westbound on 
Gross Road. Pedestrian cdls based on these voizmxs were coded into the SYXCHRO 
files. 

Use a lovie: ; am utilization factor for the northbound though movement at Gross Road- 
Autc Plaza Dyive because of the downstream "trap" lane at tke south'sound SR 1 r&?s 
intersection. The origin of traffic using the on-ram? from northbound 41'' Avenue was 
detem-ined by countiig vehicles from I )  the northbound shared throu:$iright-turn !me 
on 41" Avenue south of Gross Road-Auto Plaza Drive, and 2) the eastbound shared left- 
tLlrd%rougb lane from Gross Road. This information was used to calculate the lane 
utilization factor for both apuroaches. 

Include a detailed qwuing reporr. Vehicle queues were presented for those movements 
to which the proposed project will add traffic. . 

i 

- 

The methodology and assumptions described above were applied to re-calculate intersection 
operations and update the project's impact analysis: The revised projected intersection 
operations are presented in the next section. 
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Intersection Levels of Service 

The traffic vohmes, lane configurations, right-- on red factors, modified lane utilization 
factors, and detailed signal timings were inputted into the SYNCFIR0 analysis sofnvare to 
calculate the level of service for the t w o  study. iltersections. The results far Existing, 
Backgoand; Project, Sear-tenn Cumulative, and Year 201 0 Cumulative Conditions are 
presented in Tabbie 1. This table includes the existing and anticipated LOS and delay for each 
s c m x i o .  The SXVCHRO software program calculates ar. intersection capacity utilization (ICU) 
for each intmection. T h e  ICU me!hcd compares +& s - m  of the critical movements in 
ccxpz i son  to tile saturation f low rates and is similai to an intersection wide volume-to-capcity 
rario. The change in ICU between Backyouid and Project Conditions is presented to ideatifif 
project-relate6 impacts. The detailed LOS calculation sheets and SklTCHRO output are 
contained in Attachment C. The electronic SYNCRHO files will be provided under separate 
caver. 

The intersection of 41" Avenue/SR 1 SB R k p s  is projected to operate at LOS C during the AM 
and PA4 =leak hours under Project Conditions. This intersection is projected to operate at LOS D 
duririg the Samrdaji pealc hour. Tne 41" XvenueiGross Road intersection is projscted to operate 
at LOS C during dl peak hours under Project Conditions. 

Under Near-Tern Cumulative Cocditions, the 41" AvemeISR 1 SB Ramps intersection is 
projected to degrade to LOS D duringthe Saturday peak hour. Tne 41" AvenueIGross Road 
intersection is projected to continue to operate at LOS C during a11 peak hours. Both svdy 
intersections are projected io dpera:e at LOS E or F for ar least one peak hour undzr Year 2010 
Cumuiative Conditiom 

Projected Intersection Impacts 

Because both of the study intersections are loczted in the City of Capitola, the city's guidelines 
for intersection impacrs were applied in this analysis. The City's maintains a minimum 
operatkg s tadard of LOS C for signalized intersections. Cozsistsnt with the previous 
tramportation analysis for the Safeway shopping center expansion, a significant impact is 
d e t e m k e d  to O'ZCUI if the proposed project causes: 

1) Intersection operations to degrade from LOS C or better under Backsound 
Conditions to LOS D, E, or  F~under Project Conditions; or 
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2 )  bciease of one percent the intersection capacity utilization between 
Bacltground to Project Conditions for intersections akeady operating at LOS D, E, or 
F under Background Conditions. 

In the Janur j  2001 TL4, the project was expected to have a s i ~ f i c a n t  impact at the intersection 
of 41" Aveme and SR 1 SB Ramps. n e  proposed mitigation measure identified in the study 
was t o  re-stipe the center lane (right-turn lane) on the southbound SR 1 off-ramp zpproach to a 
shared left-Wright-turn lane. 

However, the current project (with Lfne Safeway gas station removed) would have a less-than- 
significant impact to the intersecttons of 4lSt AvenueiSR 1 SB Ramps and 41" A-mme/Gross 
Road based on the impact criteria presexted above. T h s ,  no mitigation measure is required at 
the 41" AvenueiSR i SB Rarnps intersection. 

Queue Analysis 

A queue analysis was conducted to detennkie i f k e  addition of project traffic would substantially 
increase esthated maximum vehicle peues at the two study intersections. Specifically, only 
the movenxits 'to which t f e  project would add traffic were evaluated. These movements 
include: both eastbound left-turns, all northbound and soiirhbound through movements, and the 
southbound right-tum to Gross Road. Table 2 presents the mxximum queue. 

As shown in Table 2, the maximum qwue for the southbound tkrou_eh movement on 41" Avenue 
would extend from Gross Road back onto the oveqmss to the intersection of the northbourd SR 
off-ramp. In ad&tion, queues on eastbound Gross Road are expected to exceed the  available 
vehicIe storase on h a t  approach, However, the proposed project is not estimated to increase the 
maxinum queue diiring all peak hours.' The maximum queue for southbound throu& movement 
at the southbound SR L off-ramp intersection is estimated to increase by one vehicle dirring the 
PM and Saturdaymidday peak hours. Given this relatively siight change, the proposed project is 
not  expected to substantially affect vehicle queues, and no physical iinproimnents are 
recommended. 

. .  

Conclusions 

Based on the findings described above, ?.he proposed shopping center expnsion does not result 
in acy sigificant traffic operations impacts. Thus, implementation of the project does not 
require iniprovements to provide acceptable LOS or to accommodate vehicle queues. Please let 
us know if you have any question or need additional idormation. 
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Table 2 
Intersection Queue Analysis 

1 1 BackorounCMar[mum Queue Length . ____ Pro& 
I 
! 

I /I ; I ! Changein I 
~ Feet I 

i 
1 ! 

! Storage 1 Peak 1 
IntersectionMovement Length Hour 1 Yehicles' i Feet I Vehicles ! Feet Wehicles) 
41"AvenueiSR 1 SB Ramps 

j 

7 
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Basad on Current Proposed Project 
Trip Generation Rates  and Estimates 

and Ura Summar, 

h a t e d  NvmberofTripr Generafadby N ~ w S a l o ~ y  
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Date: ,Jcly 8, 2002 

To: 

FiOT:: Sohmb Rasbid, P.E. 

Jack Schriakoff, Ccuni:~ of Sacta Cruz - Pizbiic Works Dcpnxen:  

Yoman Wong 

Supplemental 415' AvmrrdCIares Street AnaZpis for  Sgfeway Shopping Center 
Expansion 1CO5-269 

Subjec:: 

Tie parpose o f  this memoimdurr is to address the corrJnent r e y d i n g  the r3tiga:ion rAeasure 
for t le  intersection of 41St Avenue and Clares Street in Pzia Levine's May 24, 2002 letter to 
Dai.? Johnson. E e  Jaua ry  12, 200i irzlsportation impact analysis (TLA) for the proposzd 
Safmaji shopping center expzsion identified a Si-rmiEcant ixpacr to the intersection of 4:" 
Avenue x d  Clves Soect. Subsequent IO the T N ,  the sice pIan has been revised to delete the 
pro-zcsed Szfeway gas station. A supp!enentzl anaiysis W E S  cor,ducted for the inteisec5on of 
41'' Avecue ax! Clves S t e c t  with the revised project ti,p generatior, estinates to deternine if 
the curien: project vioul? have a sifgificmt irr.pact to this location md w h e h r  mitigation 
measures are requirei. 

Revised Project Description 

I ,., i n e  proposed project evaluated in the January 12, 2001 report included a mw gas s t d o n  
ope:ated by Safeway in addition to the existing USA station. The site plan h2s becn revised to 
delete the proposed Safeway gas station and to slightly modify the square footage o f  two 
builcing pads. The trip generation estimates for the c u e n t  project are contained in Attachment 
A. Due to the elimination of the gas station, the revised project is estimated to generate far lewer 
trips. The project will generate orly E2 net new peit-hour t~ips, 226 net new PM peak-hour 

peak-hour trps, 56 net new PM peak-hour trips, m d  83 net new Saturday aidday peak-hour trips 
2s coillpared to the  previous project descfiption used in the oripiwal ,TrA 

i: L Q S ,  and 225 net new Saturday midday peak-hour trips. This is a decrease of 53 net new A ?  < 



Intersection Levels of Service 

Januarv 12.20@1 Results 

Tabie 1 presents fie level of senice  resuits far the 41" AvenueiCla-es Street inreisection as 
reported in the Januay 12, 2001 T U .  The proposed sh0pt.k~ centc  expansion, includkz the 
prcposed Safeway gas station, was estimzted to increase the voIume-to-cqacity (ViC) ia5o by 
0.01 kom Backpound to Froject Conditions accoiding ta the LOS calculation woficsheets 
prodilced by the Synchro 4.0 sofware. 

A s i g i f i c a x  impact is itentified for sipElized City of Czpitola intersections if the proposed 
project causes an increase of one peicznt in the critical ViC ratio for intersections operating at 
L.@S D: %, or F mder Baclcgiound Conditions. Therefore, the sroposed project was estimated to 
have a sigxificant izpact to zlie 41" Avecile!Clares Skeet hasect ion.  The addition of an 
exclusive souC<uound right-Tim lane was itentifie6 to mitigate the project's impact. It should S e  
note? that this iaprovcment could have ri&-"f-way kqazts .  

Table 1 

Intersection Levels af Service Summary 

Project 
Conditions - 

I ~ Change 
~ ViC j inV/C 

Delay , LOS ~ ratio ratio 

35.9 I D I 0.74 I +0.01 
! 0.93 : + O . O l  i 

- . ~ -  

__--I-- 

D ' 0.7355 ~ +0.0064 
C!a:es Street i Sat. Mid j 49.4 D i 0.9142 i 51.1 D j 0.9195 ~ +0.0053 

I 
3.7291 j 36.1 

N o t a :  ' Avcrage ccn to l  delay per veHcle in sccands calculated using SWCHRO software analysis. 
'LOS = L:"vci Of sm5ce. 
Significant inmacs hiphiightcd in bold. 

Revised Site Plan With Removal of Safewav Gas StaQon 

Level Of service cdculations were conducted for Backgound and Project Conditions with the 
revised trip generation estimates. The level o f  sewice calculations =e contaired in Attachment 
B. 
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Despite the decrease in esthatsd trafzc generation at this inkrsection, the revised project was, 
according to the Sqnch~o 4.0 o~tput sheets, still estimated to increase the V/C ratio by 0.01 
bring the PM and Saturday midday peak hours. The impact critefia is based on an increase in 
the V/C ratio with acxuacy to two decimal places. Since the project contibution to traffic at this 
location skouid have decreased with removal of the gas station, Tiaffictvve (develooer of 
Syrxhio sofware program) was contacted to d e t e m h  how the sofiware program is rounding 
the V/C ratio since thc output she?: limits the VIC ratio to tTuo decimal pl2ces. 

Tr2fficwa.z provided z Excel spreadsheet that calculates the ViC ratio to six decimal places 
(see .4ttachent Bj. T h e  increase in the V I C  ratio, to four decimal plzces, irom Backgramd to 
k o j s c t   conditio^ is presemed in Table 1. As sho;vr in Table 1, tke proposed project is 
estimated IC incr-as: the V!C ratio by 0.C053 and 0.0i64 uder PM and S a t d a y  Conditions, 
reqxctively. Thus, the sofiwz-e is rounting both valves u:, to 0.01 OD. the outpu? shects. 
However, the mor: detailed results (0.0053 an? 0.0064) are less thax the 0.01 t h s h o l d  foi  2 

s igi5canr  irr;?2cr. Therefor?, the ?reposed project is estixatei to have no s g i f i c x t  impact to 
the 41'' i?veme!C!zes St;ert inteysecticr. and no mitiption measures zre rzquires. 

Conclusions 

Based on the fmdings,descr;,bed above, the proposed shopping cent?: expansion does not result 
in 2 significant kcpact to the List Avcnue ant Clues Street inteisection. The mititigation measure 
ioezt5ed in the J m u q  12, 2001 TIA (addition of an exclusive southbound rigit-turn h e )  is 
not required based on the reduced project trip generation without a Safeway gas siaticn and a 
n o r e  detsled re>$ew of the LOS calc~dations. Please l e t  us lcnow if you hzve any question 0; 

nee2 addi:ionz! inom.ation. 

. .  
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Based on Current Proposed Pralect 
T r i ~  Generation Rates and Estimates 1 

' A  PcakHour 897 ?25 13.17 589 4.57 
3: MlcSay Peak 'icu, 532 " I  ' e ,  ,. , ,.' -4 652 5.24 
eeitaaY N I A  . 3.7C5 i i E . 7 9  5.34: 48.10 
3iir3ay ,I/>, 9.314 i E l . i 5  5.E9l 55.12 

34.684 rt 2s EhCVIn above. 

Caim1e:ed N B w i n p l  

?eak HOW 1.53 52 
Peak HOW 4.57 158 
Mldeay Pea l  Hour 5.24 152 

ekday 48.13 1668 
UrEaY 55,':: 1912 
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We?!day .& m 
Daily I" CUI Total I" 0"l Tow I" out rat;; 

SawKay 1,297 25 19 46 Li 61 115 51 47 sa 
Rem. Shcppng Cenler 1 , i E B  21 15 ZE 53 58 iii 86 6 i  ii7 
GP. S!allon 
Total 1.465 4s 14 62 i o 8  l i i  22s 117 m e  223 I 
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John Schlagheck 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
cc: john@mcn&.corn; rnary.davi@safeway.com 
Subject: 41st Ave. Center Environmental Review (ER) 

Chris Long [chris@sisassociateS.Com] 
Monday, August 05, 2002 5:28 PM 
John Schiacheck 

John: 
I have made a calcciation of  :?.e t p - a l  a s p x l t  voLuIn? which is t o  be 
dezolished w i t h  t h e  proposed 4 1 s t  A?e3ue Cer.ter g r a d i n g .  
We czlculate a ;proxinace ly  1 2 2 0  Cubic Yards. 
."ie g r o p o s e  t o  g r i n d  i t  and r e - c s e  i t  t s  base  m a t e r i a l  ur.6:er t h e  new asphal t  
pavenent  sub jecr  t j  the  a ? p r > v a l  o f  t h e  prc j ec t  G e o t e c k i c a l  Enginee r .  
T =  - -  _ _  i t  is nor  s l i t r b l ?  f o r  re-use onsite, che a s p h i t  is praposed to be 
e x p r c e d  to a lar.d:i:l cnless a local recyc1ir .g f a c i l i t y  is a b l e  t o  b.a:.dle i t  

I. 
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ACOUSTICAL STUDY 
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I aoquei Safeway FJo. 1929 

INTRODUCTION 

This report concerns an malysis of potential noise impacts and recommended mitigation 
measLires for the n e v  Safeway Store Number 1929 in Soquei, California. Safeway, hc., 
proposes to build a new store adjacent to  an existing Safeway store. After completion, 
the original store would be leased to zn as yet unidentified tenant. The K-Mart srore on 
the south side of the existing Safeway store would remain. 

The noise impact aialysis addresses t l e  noise pioduced by delivery trucks a d  rooftop 
mechanical equipment thst aie asjcined here to be iocated near the nonh end of the 
proposed r.ew building. Potentiai noise impacts reiative to the County of S m t a  Cruz 
Noise Ordinance an:! General Plan arc identified. 

Noise levels from rooftop mechacical equipmmt would exceed the 1iri:s give?. in th: 
General P l a  of the County of Smta  Cruz without hitigation. With d i g a t i o n  in the 
fo re  of an architectura! screen, mechanical equipment noise car! be held to wi:hin the 
noise impact criteria of the County of Sania Cruz for the daJitime and evening hours. 
\v' i Itn zdditional mitigation in the form of  ;i noise barrier located on the top of the 
proposz2 retaining walls dong the eastern and northern boundxies, the noise from 
deiiverjl trucks using the r ex  wxk drive isle and hading dock would d s o  be within the 
staticnxy noise impac: criteria of the County of Santa Cruz for the daytime and wening 
hours. The Counry of Santa Cmz Planning Deparrrnent has requested that the stationary 
socrce coke criteria also be applied to truck movements. 

Tke existing Safeway store cunently restricts deliveries to the hours between 6 am and 
10 pm. For rhe proposed redevelopment of the Soquei Sore, Safeway has given special 
conside:ation to requiiernents coctained in the Saiitz CNZ Cocnty Noise Ordinaxe. 
Safeway will restrict deiive1y and vendor trucks using the loading dock to the hours 
betwezn 7 a n  and 1 0 p n  ar.d, thus, the noise from delivery tmcks using the r e x  trilck 
drive isle and loading dock would also be within the statiocary noise impx t  cr;r I e:ia of 
t~? County ofSan:a Crm for the davtime 2nd evening hours. 

Specific noise control recomtezdations are provided below. A g l o s s q  of acoustics! 
temx i: provided ia Appendix A. 

I 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

There are many residentiai properiies at the northern a id  eastern boundaries of the site. 
Multi-family residences, single-family residences; and a large field are located at the 
eatern boucdary. Single-€amiiy homes and another commercial property are located at 
the northern boundary. In a!l other directions the site is adjacent to busy commercial 
propenies. .The hones dong the eastern border of the property are at higher elevation 
than the proposed grade of the new store. The eastein property line is located several feet 
e a t  of the proposed retaiaing wall that would be constrated along the eastern side of the 
site. 

.-  

r I 
- 



i Soquei Safeway No. 1929 

State Route 1 with interchange and exit ramp is located south of the site. The street 
1aca:ed west of the site, 41" Avenue, is a major arteria!. Soquel Drive is located north of 
the site, separated by cornmercid property. 

A loading dock is proposed for the northern end of the structure. The delivery tricks 
would FWS behind the existing X-Mart store, the existing Safeway store, anti the new 
Safeway store, aiong the eastern boundaq of the property. The trucks would negotiate 
the northeast corner of the proposed store, pass beyond the loading dock, and would thee 
back into the loading dock. After unloading product or collecting refilse, the trdcks 
w u i d  exit the sit2 to the west. At the southeij end of the proposed sioie the trucks 
would have to climb a slight grade. The trucks would likely produce the highest noise 
levels at this location. Safeway's current delivery hours are restricted to between 6 m 
and 10 pm. 

COiCI;CTUhi[TY NOISE ORDJSANCE AND GENER-IL PL,AN REQUIREMENTS 

Tne project site and its immediate surroundings are governed by the County of Sanra 
Cruz Noise Ordinance (Sections 8.30.010 - 8.30.030), which specifies :hat no "offensive 
ncise" can be made berween 10pm and 8 am thlit is either 100 feet from any building 
used for sleeping or which disturbs any person of ordinary sensitivities within his or her 
residence. 

The Koise Element of the County of Santa Cruz General Plan specifies that any plct of 
land located in an area where the level of environrnectd noise is 60 Ldo o: less is suita3!e 
for comnerciai use without any special noise iilsalation requirements appiled to. the 
project (to reduce exterior noise impacts on the development). A piot of land in an area 
with an L d n  from 60 dBA to 80 dBA can be used for commercial use only after a detailed 
acousticz! analysis is cor,ducred to insure that appropriate exterior-noise mitigation 
measures are introduced in its design. The Ldn is an average of 24 hours of hourly sound 
l c ~ ~ e l ,  with a 10 dB penalty applied to noise levels between 10 pm and 7 am, 

The County of Santa Cruz Noise Element specifies ailowable noise level limits foi noise 
produced by a new commercial development. These limits are 60 Ldn in residential areas. 
Further, the General Plan specifies limits for the hourly L,, maximum levels, and 
in-ipulsive noise levels prodllceti by stationary sources, such as Portapaks, air-cooled 
condensers and stationary trucks, between 7 pm and 10 pm (which is defined as the "day" 
period) and between 10 pm and 7 am. These are summarized in Table 1, The County of 
Smta Cmz Planning Department h a  advised Wilson, Ihrig & Associates that these limits 
would also apply to noise from moving sources such as trucks traveling along the drive 
isle, entering the loading dock, or raveling in the parking lot. 

The General Plan specifies that the maximum allowable hourly Leq be lowered by 
5 decibels, if the aQhient hourly Les is more thu? 10 decibels below the limit given in 
Table 1. 
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! 

Table 1 Maximum Allowable Noise Levels for Stationary Sources (Chapter 6, 
Figure 6-2: Santa CNZ County General Plan) 

Metric Day Night 2,5 

(7 pm to 1 0  prn) (10 pm to 7 am) 

Hourly L,, (dB) 'J 50 45 

65 

60 
70 I Ma:;. level (W) 

Max impu!sive noise level (dB) 65 
dE = decite! 

3 )  As de:z:n;ixd a: the Fropezy iine of :?.e rx-ivicg lend use. 'when de:eminjng the effecdvexss of 
noise rriugation measures. the standards may be a p p k d  on tke ret-ptcr sidc oi!he noise b a s k s  CT 
~ L i e i  prcper? Iir.5 wise mitigation measures. 

2) t+p!izs o ~ l y  ?where :he :eceivin,o !and use o?era:es or i i  cccupied during nighttime hours. 
3) Souid ;eve1 x::tsu:ernents sha!! be  made with "slcv~" meter r-sponse. 
4) Sound !eve! memremcnts sFla!l k rnadc with "fast" meter response. 
5 )  A l h a b i e  leve!j shall De raised io the cnbient leve!r when the ambient levels exceed the ei1ov:abie 

!meis. Allowable lzvelj shall be r educd  5 dB if che arrbient hourly level is a t  iem 10 d 6  lower 
thar, the al:owcble level. 

1 ,  

Policy 6.10.2 of the General Plan also requires "the evaluation of mitigation measum for 
any pia$ that woul6 cwse  significant dezradation to the c o k e  environmenc by: 

a) Causing :he L,jn in existing resldentia! areas to increase by 5 dB or mort and 

b) Causing the Ld, in existing residential areas io incease by 3 dB or more md, 

cj  Cmsing :he Ldn in existing residmtid areas to increase by 3 dB or moie if th: Ldn 

rerr,ain below 60 dB; 

ther:by, excei-d an Ldn 0:' 60 dS; 

c a p - t ' .  .,L~.,' exceeds 50 dB." 
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CO,W?r’lTY NOISE SURVEY 

Unattended continuous noise surveys were condwted at IWO locations from Wednesday, 
April 1 lth 2001 through Tuesday, April 17*’ 2001. The sulvey locations are identified in 
Figure 1. 

Location 1 was near the northeast corner of the site for the proposed new facility, at a 
point where the noise environment is representa?ive of that which sumounds most 
residences with the funhest setback from 418’.4venue and Soyuel Drive traffic. 

The moritor at Location 2 was mounted on a tree at the property !in- to the east of the 
exisring store behind the trash durnpsrer. This locarion is representative of areas where 
the noise environxinent is influenced by operations at the present Safeway and K-mart 
facilities, but is shielded from most vehicuiar traffic noise aiong 41’‘ Avenue by the 
buildings Sicusing the two stores. Traffic from State Route 1 likely contributed to the 
noise at this site. Hov:-,ver, late at night, the dominant noise source was mechanical 
equipment noise from the existing Safeway znd K-Mart stores. 

Tt,e results obrainec! from the seven days surveyed at each of rh? two locations are shown 
in  Appendices B and C. The L,, is the average noise level, L ~ o  is the meciaii noise level, 
and the 

At Location 1, the L.,, (Figure B-I), Lso (Fi,oure B-2) and LW (Figure B-3) zre all 
consistent fron day to day. The L,,, LSO, and L ~ c  are also very close to each ocher, 
i q i y i n g  that the backgrouzd noise is approximately constant in each hour. 

At Location 2, the LSO (Figure C-2) and b o  ( F i p r e  C-3) are all consistenr from day io 
day bu! the Leg (Figure C-1) is not. The variation of L,, is Jikeiy due to  tmckj makjng 
deliveries to Safeway and K-Man. 

Wi th  respect to the Noise Eement,  the most important infomarion provided by the noise 
s w ~ e y  is the measured Le. duriyg evening and nighttime hours (Table 2j. The noise 
levels at Location 2 (the present Safeway sire) are always above the maximum allowable 
noise leveis for stationary sources given in Tabie 1 I The levels at Location. 1 [near the 
proposed loading dock of the proposed site) are comparable with the maximun allowable 
levels of Tabie 1. The minimun hourly L,,’s observed at night at Locations 1 and 2 were 
39 and 49 dBA, respecuveiy. The typical hourly L,, at night at Location 1 was about 40 
to 42 dBA. Because these levels are not more than ten dB below the late night criterion 
of 45 dBA, the late nighi criterion would remain at 45 dBA for stationary sources. 

The ambient noise level at Location 2 during the night was about 50 dBA. Aural 
observation indicated that this was controlled by the mechanical equipment noise at the 
rear of the Safeway and K-Mart stores. 

is the backgound noise level. 
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Evening 

i 

Night 

Table 2 Hourly Le, for Both Locations During Evening and Night 

Min May ivlin Max 

1 Location 1 145 

j Location 2 1 51 
I 55 52 39 

62 49 66 

Short-tern, (iG to 15 minutes) nearurzr;ents were also taken approximately between 3 
and 4 zn  at t h z  different locations. MeLsurement A was taken at the ncchern end of 
the proposed sire? measurement B was taken at the northeast comer of rhe store: and 
rneasurenent C was taken at the end of the residential area just to the east of f i e  existin5 
?rope;-.:$ (see map in F i p r e  I). 

At Location A, the backgromd noise level was between 30 and 35 dBA, pinctuated by 
noise from ar. occasional autoncbik. (The hourly i, is in geneial greater than the 
backgraund level.) At location B, the brxkgound level was about 42 1BA. .4t Location 
C, :he background noise !eve1 was zbout 35 dBA. The backgiound noise levels at 
Locations B znd C were contrclled by nechanicai equipment noise. Xu autonobile 
traffic noise was observed at Locatims B and C dxing  this early morning peziod. Except 
for the mchanical equipment noise, the area may be described as very quiet late at night. 

PREDICTED LEVELS 

Noise levels were predicted for each of the residentia! receivers b o n k i n g  the site, 2s 

locations and g e x d  layout of the store, !ocation of rooftop equipment, and titLC% ro’Jte, 
are show2 in FiTJre 2. Receiver positions 1 tkough 4 are rzsidences at the north end of 
the site, oppcsire the loading dock area. Receiver positions A through 0 are mobile 
homes located on the hill east of the site. 

T’ne most significant sources of noise from the Safeway store wouid be Safeway delivery 
trucks md vendor trucks and rooftop mechanical equipment. Safeway has indicated that 
there would be four Safeway delivery tmcks per  day on average, approximately six 
vendor trucks during the morning, with four vendor trucks during the afternoon and 
evering. A totai of fourteen Safeway-related trucks per d2y on average is thus assumed 
for prediction. There will also be “CTGSS tripping” of vendor trucks between K-Man and 
the new Safeway as there =e now with the existing Safeway and X-Mart stares. hr; 
additional t h e e  trucks per day are assumed for non-Sdeeway deliveries t o  other stores. 
Thus, approxinztely one truck per hour is assurned between 7 an and 10 pm. 

indicated on the site plans provided to Wilson, L!ig & Asrociaw. -. i n e  prediction 
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The trucks were assumed to produce the maximum noise level permitted in the State of 
California for trucks constructed after 1988. This level is 80 dBA at a distance of 50 feet 
from the centerline of the truck. The travel speed of the trucks was assgmed to be 
15 mph. There is no clear relationship beween the maximum noise level and travel 
speed, as the noise is primarily determined by gear, engine rpm, and load. Gsing 80 dBA 
at 50 feet avoids the problem of including these additional parameters. Wilson, Ihrig & 
Associates has observed that Safeway delivery trucks typically produce noise levels that 
are a few decibels less than the pemjtted noise emission level. The L,, and Ldn both 
depend on exposure time and thus travel speed, and could actually increase with reduced 
travel speed, all other factors remaining unchanged. As a general rule, the L, and Le, 
would increase or decrease by 3 decibels per doublins or hapiing ofthe number of trucks. 
Also, thc noise produced b y  one truck during the night between 10 pm and 7 am would 
be eqcivaleni to noise prcdcced by ten trucks during the day between 7 am and 10 pm, 
for the purpose of computing thc Ldn. 

For the roofto? mechanical equipment, noise levels ar: projected for a Pomp&, an air 
handler, acd two air-cociei condensers. Tne air-cooled condensers are assumed to be of 
the type used at cther Sa-eway stores and rr.anufactilred by Hussmann. The air-cooled 
condemrs will have low speed fms. 

Entreated Noise 

Introdcciion of nearby sources, such as trucks and rooftop equipment, will tend to 
increase the ambient noise, as discusse? below. There may be some modes! reduction of 
traffic noise from 41" Avenue due to introduction of the new Safeway store, but the 
elevated position of the homes aiong the easiern border would tend to cancel this effect. 

Resuits are provided in Table 3 for a given one-hour period during which a single 
de!ivery track uses the drive isle and loading dock area and the rooftop mechanical 
equipmen: operates continuously at maximum level. The hourly L,, for the sinele truck 
would range from abou: 44 dBA to a high of 52 dBA at homes opposite the loading dock. 

The maximum exterior noise levels produced by passing trucks would be  of the order of 
80 dBA at residential receivers bordering the site. This is a consequence of the receivers 
being at about 50 feet from the drive isle. This exceeds the day (7 pm to 10 pm) and 
night (10 pm to 7 am) limits in Table 1. 

The predicted noise levels from rooftop mechanical equipment are in excess of Genera1 
Plan guidelines given in Table 1 for homes near the northeast comer of the site, In the 
day (7 pm to 10 pmj period, the noise would generally comply with the 50 dBA limit, but 
the noise would be in excess of the !ate-night limit of 45 dBA ai most locations. 
However, the fans would not be running continuously during the evening and especially 
late at night, so that the levels produced by the condenser fans wad to a iesser extent the 
Zir handler would generally be less than indicated. For example, if the air condpnser fans 
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were operated about 50% of the time during the night, the hourly Leq would be about j 
dB less than shown in Table 3. This would still result in levels exceeding the nig:?:lttime 
hccrly Le, limit of 45 dBA at residences nearest the rooftop equipment. Noise from the 
rooftop mechanical equipment would significantly exceed the ambient beckground ( L ~ ~ )  
noise levels iatz at night. 

The total hourly Leg from the untreated rnechmical equipment and the single truck 
movement per hour wou!d exceed the 50 dBBA daytime (7 pm to 10 pm) guideline at a 
number of locations, with a m x i n u m  estimated exceerlance of 4 dB.4. The total Ldn 
from the above sources complies with the Noise Element’s 60 dBX guidelice ar a11 
locations. However, when the projec-generaed noise is combined with the estimated 
zrnbient noise, the cumulative Ldn exceeds 60 ai a sinal! number of locations, due to noise 
asscciated with the existing stores. (For the purpose of these calculations, the “existifig” 
coke is assur,ed 10 s?ill be preser.;, but will most likely dec:ease once the existing 
S h f w a y  store is closed.) At Location 2 the overali Ld., is expected to ificrease by- 5 19.4, 
which exzeds the Kiddines iil Policy 6.10.2 of ihe Generd Plan. 

1 
! 

I 
i i 
i 

j 
! 

i 

i 
1 

Table 3 Predicted Ldn and Hourly Le, Without Mitigation 



Predicted Levels with Architectural Screen About Mechanical Equipment 

The stationary equipment noise limits would be exceeded by the rooftop mechanical 
equipment noise without some type of noise controI. An architectural screen is a 
Practical noise con td  treatment that would effectively reduce the projected noise from 
this equipnent. 

Table 4 Predicted L d n  and Hourly Le, Levels with Architectural Screen 



The cuinulative Ln due io the ambient and project-generated noise would exceed 60 dBA 
at a snail  number of locations, due to noise associated with the existing stores. (For the 
purpose of these calculations, the “existing“ noise is assumed to sfill be  present, but will 
most likeiy decrease once the existing Safeway store is closed.) The e s h m e d  maximum 
increase in Ld,, is ‘2 dBA, which complies with the guidelines in Policy 6.10.2 of the 
General Pian. 

The rnaximnrn exteiior noise levels produced by passing trucks would be cf the order of 
80 LBA at residentid receivers bordering the site. This exceeds the day (7 pm to 10 pr.1 
and nigh: (10 pm IO 7 am) lirnitr in Tab!e I .  

Predicted Noise Levels with both Sound Barrier Wall  and Architectural Screen 

As above, a.1 eight-foot high architectural screen w%s assumed to be positionel aboui the 
r o o h p  mechxicd equipment. T ie  crown of the screen would be at least two fe:t abcve 
the condenser units. An approximately eight-faot high sound baiier wauld also be 
1oca:ed a!ong the top of the proposed ret2inir.g wall (nominally 5fr high) along the eastern 
ar.d northen boundaries. The sound barrier should extend at !east te the siwboiindary 
corner n e a  rhe i\;E corner of the K-VIvl3lt store. The predicted noise levels fa: this 
configuration are listed in Tabie 5. Li this case, the cumulative Ls4 is within the day 
(7 pm to 10 pm) crirerion of 50 dEA but would exceed the night c;iterion of45 dBA by a 
sma!! zarg in .  The mechanicd equipmefit noise clearly complies with the night criterion. 

Again, the cumulative L d n  due io the ambient and project-generated noise would exceed 
60 dBA at a small number of locations, due to noise associated with the existing stores. 
(For the purpose of these calculations, the “existing” noise is assumed to still be present, 
but wiil most likely &crease once the existing Safeway store is closed.) The estimated 
maximdm increase in Ldn is 1 dBA, which complies with the guidelines in Tolicy 6.10.2 
of the General Pian. 

The maximurn !xels s , d d  be reduced to about 65 dBA or less F.! residential receivers 
located north af the site, opposite the loading dock. This level is within the day (7 pin to 
i o p m j  criterion of 70 dB.4, bur is at the criterion for the maximum level during the 
night. Reflections and othe: factors could cause the m a i n u m  level to exceed the nignt 
criterion of 65 dBA. For the homes along the eastern boundary of the site the maximum 
levels due to tnick passage would be reduced to around 70 dBA, at or near the day (7 pm 
to 10 prn) criterion, but in excess of the nigh: ciiterion. 

The noise from refrigeration compressors a i d  idling trucks.ir, the loading dock area could 
be around 50-55 dBA at the closest homes to the north (after allowing for the screening 
effect of the sound banier wall at the northern property boundary). If this occurs for 
extended periods, the noise would exceed the day (7 prn to 10 pm) and night Leq(lhr) limits 
in Table 1. Possible mitigation measures include providing house power for refrigeration 



equipment on delivery trucks left overnight or operating for extended periods 2uring the 
evening, and providing a solid sound barrier wall along the northern side of the docking 
area to shield homes from the tnick engine and trailer refrigeration equipment. 

Table 5 Predicted L d n  and Houriy Le, Levels with Architectural Screen and 
Truck Noise Barriers 

2 31 



The foregoing resdh indicate that the following noise contiol provisions should be 
incltided in the design to meet the County of Santa Cruz noise impact criteria: 

A solid eight-foot high sound barrier wail should be constructed on top of the 
proposed retaining wall to shield the residences from truck noise. The elevation 
of the top of the wall should be 126.5 feet or higher. The surface weigh; density of 
the wall should be z rxiniinum three pounds per square foot. At the southern end, 
the wall should s q p e d  back to the property line while n2intaining elevation, as 
il1us::ated in Figiire 2. However, some additional study of the gtoaetry should 
be conducted as pan of thz final desigr, znd the de tded  design of the wall, 
including eievations, should be reviewed after receipt of improved grading details 
scd ?et2 concexing land use. 

An eight-focr high cchitectural scieen should be provide.’ to shield the residences 
from roofiop mechanical equ+rnent noise. The screen should be a solid wall with 
surface density of at least 3 pounds per square foot. The side of the wal! facing 
the mechanical equipment should be treated with minirnum ?-inch thick 3 p ~ f  
giass fiber or mineral wool boar? protected with perforated sheet n e r d  cover. 
Tne open area of the perforations should be minimum 20% of the surface area of 
the treatment, and the s2acing of the holes should not exceed lis inch. 

Tine ventilation louvers of the Portapak should be lccared away from the nezrest 
residentiai receivers. Treat the ceiling of the ?ompak with 2” thick 3pcf glass 
fiber acoustic21 duct licer. The Portapak should be iocaed 3e:ween the air-cooled 
condensers ar,d nemst  residential re C e‘ 1VeiS. 

The air handler should be provided with a noise control package to control fan 
and compressor noise. This would inciude two inches of duct liner on surfacts of 
the plenum coctaining the compressors and fans. Locate ai: handler beriveen 
the air-cooled condensers and nearest residential receivers. 

Additional recommendations are provided below to minimize loading dock activity noise. 3 

Restrict refuse compaction and collection in the loading dock zrea to between 
8 am and 7 pm to be compatible with the County of Santa CIVZ ordinance 
cocceriung “offensive noise”. 

Cleaning activities should be restricted to daytime hours (not before 8 am) in the 
loading dock area and along the truck drive isle. 
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CONCLUSIO?iS 

With the recommended architectural screen about the rooftop mechanical equipment and 
the sound barrier wall along the northem and eastem property boundaries, noise from the 
project will comply with all conditions given in Policy 6.10.2 of the General Plan of the 
County of Santa Cruz. The furure Ldn's in residential areas adjacent to the site will 
c o q l y  with the 60 dBA Ldn limit in the General Plan, apart from at a small number of 
homes close to the existing Safeway and K-Mart stores, where the estimated future Ldn's 
are dominated by noise from the existing stores an i  acrivitizs. The maximum expected 
incrzase in Ldn due to the pioject is 1 dBA. (For the purpose of calculating the future 
cumulative noise in this assessment, the "existing" noise is assumed to still be piesent, 
but wi!l most likely decrease once the existing Safeway store is closed. Thts, the 
predicted increases in Ldn may be somewhat conservative.) 

Truck-related noise will comply with the "day" (7 p" to 10 pm) limits given in Table 6-3 
of the General Plan (Table 1 of this report), and will comply with the night (10 pm to 
i am) limits, piovided Safeway restricts delivery trucks using the reai drive isle and the 
losdinp dock area to between 7 am and 10 pm. 

. .  

- 
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SHORT TEiM MEASUREMENTS 

. .- . .  

Figure 1 Noise Survey Locations 

S O Q U E L  S A F E W A Y  

Plan Showing Prediction Locations, 
Mechanical Equipment Area 



APPENDIX A: GLOSSARY OF ACOUSTICAL TERMS 

A-Weighted Sound Level (dBA): 

The sound pressure level in  decibels as measured on a sound level meter 
using the internationally standardized A-weighting filter or as computed 
from sound spectral data to which A-weighting adjustments have been 
made. A-weighting de-emphasizes the low and very high frequency 
components of the sound in a manner similar to the r, ps p onse of the 
average human e x .  A-weighted sound levels correlate we!] with 
siibjective reactions of people to noise and are universally used for 
comrrmiry noise evaluations. 

Ambient Noise: 

The prevailing general noise existing at a location or in a space, which 
usually consists of a composite of sounds from many sources near and far. 

Background Noise: 

.The general composite non-recosnizable noise f:om all distant sources; 
not inc!uding nearby sources or the source of interest. Generally 
background noise consists of a large number of distant noise sources and 
can be characterized by L90 or Ls. 

Day-Night Sound Level (La"): 

The Le, of the A-weighted noise level over a 24-hour period with a 10 dB 
penalty applied to noise levels between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. 

Decibel (dB): 

The decibel is a measure on a logarithmic scale of the magnitude of a 
particular quantity (such as sound pressure, sound power, sound intensity) 
with respect to a standardized quantity. 

Energy Equivalent Level (&): 

Tie  level of a steady noise w h c h  would have the same energy as the 
fluctuating noise level integrated over the time period of interest. Le, is 
widely used as a single-number descriptor of environmental noise. Leq is 
based on the logarithmic or energy summation and it places more 
emphasis on high noise level periods than does L5o or a straight arithmetic 
average of noise level over time. This energy average is not the same as 
the average sound pressure levels over the period of interest, but must be 
computed by s3mmation or mathematical integration. 
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Frequency (Hz): 

The number of oscillations per second of a periodic noise (or vibration) 
expressed in Hertz (abbreviated Hz). Frequency in Hertz is the same as 
cycles per second. 

Sound Pressure Level (SPL): 

Tine sound pressure level of sovnd in decibels is 20 times the logarithm to 
the base of 10 of the ratio of the RMS value of the sound pressure to the 
RLIS va!ue of 2 reference sound pressure. The standard reference sound 
pressure is 20 micro-pascals as indicated in AX1 S1.9-1969, "Prefezzd 
Reference Quantities for Acousticd Levels". 

Statistical Distribution Descriptors (L1, LID, L ~ o ,  LSO, etc): 

Ais0 called Exceeduance Levefs, they re?resent the level of the noise (.4- 
weigb:ed for environmental studies) which is exceeded a percentage of thiie 
duration of the measurement pqriod, as denoted by the subscript. So, for 
instance, LID is the level of the noise exceeded for 10% of the 
nieasurenect period (usually 1 hour in long-tern enviromnental s:udies) 

L9g and Ljo are descriptors of - the typical minimum or "residual" 
background noise (or vibration) levels obsemed during a measurement 
period, norrnaily made up of the summation of a large number of sound 
sources distant from the measurement position and not usudly  
recognizable as individual noise sources. Generally, the prevalent source 
of this residual noise is &starit street traffic. Lgo and L9 are not strongly 
influecced by occasional local zo tor  vehicle passbys. However, they can 
be influenced by stationary sources such as air conditioning equipment. 

Ljo represents a long-term sta:istical median noise leve! over the 
measurement period and does revezl the long-term influence of local 
traffic. Llo descr;Ses typical levels or average for the maximum noise 
levels occurring, for example, during nearby passbys of trains, trucks, 
buses and automobiles, when there is relatively steady traffic. Thus, while 
LID does not necessarily describe the KypicaI maximum noise Ievels 
observed at a point, it is strongly influenced by the momentary maximum 
noise level occurring during vehicle passbys at most locations. 

L,, the noise level exceeded for 1% of the time is representative of the 
occasional, isoiaad maximum or peak level which occurs in an area. L1 is 
usually strongly influenced by the maximum short-duration noise level 
events which occur during the neasurement time period and are often 
determined by aircraft or large vehicle passbys. 

Environmental Review lnitai Study. 
&, f-,+ t IF. C E M E N T G ~ '  
APPLICATlOhI fM. c 



COUNTYOFSANTACRUZ 
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

DATE : October 2 ,  2002 

TO : 

FROM: 

John Schlacheck, Planning Department 

Jack Sohriakoff,  Department o f  Public Works >(e&-- 
I/ 

SUBJECT: ADDITIONAL COMWENTS ON olST A V E N U E  K-MART A N D  SAFEWAY SHOPPING 
CENTER, APPLICFTION NC.  GO-0127, APN 30-131-37,$2,45, ETC. 

Ti.e Transportation and Road Planning Engineering Section has 
reviewed the suppl ementzl t r a f f i c  acalysi  s by Fehr & Peers  dated S e p t e h b e r  4,, 
2002, and has t h z  following commefltj. 

41s t  AVENUE AT HIGHliA'I 1 SE RA.MPS A N D  GROSS R O A D  

The an.alysis has been re; ised t o  include tk,e Ju ly  2000 t r a f f i c  
volcne data as  requested. 
expected t o  cont r ibute  s i g n i f i c a n t  impacts t o  the  i n t e r s e c t i o n ,  e i t h e r  as  
s epa ra t e  in t e r sec t ions  or a s  a cornbined i n t e r s e c t i o n .  The worst case i s  t h e  
Saturday midday in t e r sec t ion  l e v e l s  o f  s e r v i c e .  
l e v e l s  o f  service exceed those allowed p r i o r  t o  p r o j e c t  impacts,  t h e  General 
Plan permits additional t r a f f i c  t o  be accomnodatsd as  l o n g  as  i t  does n o t  
con t r ibu te  more t h a t  1 percent  t o  the  c r i t i c a l  movements. According t o  t h e  
rev ised  t r a f f i c  analysis  the  proposed p ro jec t  w i l l  con t r ibu te  0.7 percent o f  
addi t ional  t r a f f i c  t o  the  c r i t i c a l  movements of t : ie i n t e r s e c t i o n .  I t  i s  
t h e r e f o r e  n o t  considered a s i g n i f i c a n t  impact. 

Based upon  t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  p ro jec t  i s  n o t  

Although the  in t e r sec t ion  

'3 

The in t e r sec t ion  l e v e l s  o f  se rv ice  f o r  t h e  weekday morning and 
Sfternoon peak hours a re  a n t i c i p a t e d  t o  opera te  a t  acceptable  l e v e l s  f o r  a l l  
s cena r ios ,  including Near-Term and Year 2010 cumulative condi t ions .  

The analys is  dated J u l y  8 and  September 4 ,  2002, need t o  be s e n t  
t o  CALTRANS f o r  review 2 n d  comment. 
have any quest ions.  

JRS:bbs 

You may c o n t a c t  me a t  e x t .  23512 i f  you 

KMARTB 

$37 
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hG3V WATER SERVICE IXFORtlATIOS FOmM Multiple APN? N APN #: 030-1 92-02 
SANTii CRUZ MUXICIPAL U T l L l T E S  Date: 9114104 Revision Date 1 : 101 7104 

809 Center Street, Room 102 Revision Date 2 : 
Smta Cmq CA 95060 
Telephone (831) 420-5110 PROECT ADDRESS: 2600 - 41st Ave. 

CitpxatelZip Fresno ICA -1193722- 

ZX!'( 100-73761 8412 Active' bus:geni 

Locatiun: @2690 -4:st 

SECTION 3 WATER SERVICE FEES 

- . ~ -. . 

Eackflow 
Service Service Meter Meter X MeterEng Plan Permit R w  Permit Water Sewer Zone 

Type Size Size Type inst Review insp Fee Type Fee Connection Connection Capacity 

Domestic 

DomiFire 

Irrigation 

Business 

Fire Svc 

Hydrant Type 

.~ 
. . .. ~ ~ . .  .. .. ~ ~ . .  ~~ 

~ .~ - ~ 

~. . ~ 

~. ~~~~ ~~.~~ ~ ~~ . . ~ .... ~ 

~~ .. ~. ~.~ .... ~- ~ ~ 

. ~ . 

~ ~.~~ ~~ . ~ ~~~~ 

~ 

. 

~ ~ 

WATER S E W I C E  FEE TGTALS 

Street Opening Fee lrr Plan Review Fee G W N D  TOTAL 

I 2X1"1 100-7375 8412 
'r-1 100-73351 8413 
I ! , 

I 

2 3 8  

Active I bbs!gen 

I I 
Active fire sepi, 



SANTA CRUZ COUNTY SANlTATiQN DISTRICT 
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

DATE: J U S 3  30,2005 (4th REVIEW) 

TO: PLANNING DEPLITMENT: JOHY SCHLAGHECK 

FROM: 
SUBJECT: 

SANTA CRUZ C O W T Y  SMiTATION DISTRICT 

CONDITIONS OF SERVICE FOR THE FOLLOWING 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

APN. 030-131-37,42,4A,45 si 030-192-01 Sr. 02 

APPLICATION KO.. 04-0440 

PARCEL ADDRESS VACAXT PARCEL (NO SITUS LISTED), 2730 & 4100 
SOQUEL DRIVE; 2550 & 4IsT AVENUE 

PROJECT DESCFUPTION: AMEND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
00-0127; DEMOLISH EXISTING 84,000 SQUARE FOOT RETAIL WITH KEW 
84,000 SQUiLPE FOOT RETAIL AVD MEZZANfi-E AND GARDEN CENTER 

‘The sewer 7lan for this project as submitted meets all conditions and requirements of the 
Sanitation District. An original, signed plan shall be submitted to the Department of 
Public Works for approval by the Sanitztion District and Drainage Division and shall be 
the final plan for the Home Depot portion of the commercial center. Attach ar. approved 
(signed by the District) copy of the sewer system master plan to the building permit 
submittal. 

The owners ofthe commercial cenler have submitted a sewer maintenance agreement that 
will be kept on file. Each owner shall be responsible for revising the sewer master plzn 
for the onsite private sewer and appurtenances and submitting to the District ”As-builts” 
reflecting all changes. 

It shall be the responsibility of the owner to either insure that there is no cross connec?ion 
of water piping with adjacent businesses or with irrigation system piping and that the 
only waker being measured by the water provider’s meter is water jhat will be entering 
the sewer system. 

If field conditions during construction affect the sewer cleanout and building 
elevations as shown on the plans, it is the responsibility of the owners’ engineer to 
insure that backflow prevenrion devices are nor required per the County’s “Design 
Criteria” Figure SS-14 on existing and new buildings. 

, .  

Environmental Review lnitai Studv 
ATTACHMENT--& 
APPLICATION - oq q D  



JOHN SCHLAGHECK 
-Page 2- 

All future questions regarding grease interceptor and proposed or potential additives to 
the sewer system requirements should be dirscted to the Santa Cmz County Sanitation 
District Environmental Compliance Section at (83 1) 464-5462. 

Prior to the pianned demolition of the existing buildin:, the applicant shall obtain a no- 
charge sewer lateral discomection Fennit and shall contact the District Inspector(s) prior 
to backfilling excavated areas. 

Sanitation Engineering 

DR:dr 
c: Environmental Compiiance-Amy Gross 

Applicant: Horne Depot USA (Dan Zoldak) 
4630 W Jacquelyn Ave Su 119 
Fresno, CA 94301 

Property Owner: hfcNellis Partners 
419 LVeaverly Street 
Pa!o Alto, CA 94301 

240 
. 
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F E H R  & P E E R S  
T I A X S P O R T A T I O N  c n m s u i r ~ n r s  

MEMORANDUM 

Date: January 11,2005 

io: - Scott Mommer, Lars Andersen B Associates, inc. 

Frcrn: Sohrab Rashid. P.E. 
Norman Wong tJ.bl- 

Subject: Trip Generafion Analysis for Proposed Hume Depot Development Located in 
.SoquelAvenue/41~Avenue Shopplng Center in Santa CNZ County, Caliiornja 

&l04.724 

.This memorandum presents the results of the hip' generation analysis prepared for a proposed 
Home Depot devetopmsnt located in the 41'' Avenue Shopping Center in the County of S a n k  C i n ,  
Caiifomia. The results of the trip generation analysis were used to determine if new impacts would, 
occur. 

Background, 

Fehr & Peers previousiy prepared a transportation impact analysis (January 12, 2001) t0 evaluate 
impacts of the proposed expansion (additional 73,000 square feet and new gas sktion) of the 41': 
Avenue Shopping Center on the surrounding transportalion system. The report indicated that the 
project would have a signficant near-term impact at several locations (Soquel DrivelRobertson 
Street, Soquel DrlveiPorter Street, 4Is'Avenile/SR 1 SE Ramp-Gross Road, and 41"*Avenue/Ciares 
Street) and would contribute to poor operations at these locations under Year2010 Conditions. 

Two supplemental memoranda (dated July 8, 2002 and September 4, 2002) were prepared to 
evaluate a revised project description (without proposed Safeway gas station) and to address 
Caltrans comments on operations at the SR 1/416' Avenue Interchange. The results of these two 
memoranda indicated that impacts at the 41" AvenuelSR 1 SE Ramp-Gross Road and 41" 
AvenueKlairs Street intersections were reduced to less-than-significant levels with the revised 
project. Mitigation measures were identified a t  the remaining ~ W J  locations. 

Project Description Modification 

The proposed 109,780-square fool (s.f.) Home Depot store (84,500-s.f. building, 15,280 s.f. Garden 
Center, and 10,000 s.f. mezzanine) would replace the existing 34,143-s.f. Kmart store (84.143 S.f. 
building and 10,000 s.f. garden shop). 

Project Trlp Rates and Estimates 

The net change in'trips on an AM and PM peak hour basis were caiculatkd by Silbtracting the !rips 
generated by the existlog Kmarf store from the proposed Home Depot development. 

&, 

Environmental Review 

ATTACHMENT 7- 
APPLICATION OL! 

255 N. Market Street, Suile 200, San Jose CA95110 (408)27B1700 Fax (408) 278-1717 
w.fehrandpeers.eom 

R e c e i v e d  Time J a n .  11.  10:58AM 



F E H R  & P E ER S  
T I A X S ? C R T A T I O N  CPYSULTAYTS 

I 

Existina Kmart Trip Generation 

Driveway counts were conducted at the existing shopping center in June 2000. To estimate the 
trafic generated by the existing Kmart store, a ratio of the size of the Kmart store (94,143 sf.) over 
the size of the entire center (117,073 s.f.1 exciuding the Safesaay store was applied to the counts. 
This ratio was calculated to be 0.80, which indicates that the War! store rzpresents 80 perent  of 
L$e existing square footage of the center exciuding tha Saf&way store. A factor of 0.5 was a1513 
applied to the counts ucder the assumption that the Kmart store is an underperforming store. This 
factor results in a lower existing trip count .  which coriservathiely results in a higher net new trip tota! 
with Home DeFOt. The existing trips generafed by the Krnart store are estimated to be 75 AM peak 
hour trips and 229 PM peak hour irips as indicated in Table 1. The War t  store is estimated to 
generate 2,533 daiiy tripsassuming a similar daiiy trip chamcteristic i s  the Safeway store (AM and 
Phl peak hour traffic represents 12 percent of daily tra5ic). Table 1 also presents the traffic 
generated by the remaining uses (spa, dry cleaners, laundromat, 2, lCO s.f. office. Taco ae!i, and 
Round Tabie P k z )  after subtracting the Kma.: trip. The Mps generated by the existirg gas sktion 
were counted separakly 2nd are not included in this calculation. 

. .  . 

June 2000 Drlvewav . .  
~ o u n t s '  Store* uses3 

I I 112 
PeakHour I 
AM Peak Hour 187 75 I 
F M  Peak Hour 569 229 I 340 

I Noles 
1 
2 

Trips do not lndude LMlc genwakd by the Safeway sicre or e*isling gas slation. Driveway counts include -*I bfk. 
lnc!udffi 0.eO fac!cr (si7.5 of Krnart vs $Ire of ovefall shopplng *der ududing Saferay) and 0.5 facior for fie 
aisumpecn !ha1 Kmartls an underperforming dore. Trip ffithstes include pas2-b~ ha%= 

ProDGsed Home Deoot Trio Generztion 

Trip generaiion rates far "Home Improvement Store" were obtained from the Instikte of 
Transportation Engineerj' (iTE) Trip Gene~tiun Manual (7h Edition). These trip rates were applied 
to the  size of the propcsed deve!opment (109,783 s.f.) to obtain trip generation estimates. 

The trips generated by the proposed Home Depot were reduced by 10% during the AM and P M  
peak hour to account far pass-by trips, which are made by vehicles already traveiing past the site 
$e., the remaining trips are primary or specific trips made to the site). This factor is subs'mntiaily 
iower than the pass-by factor published in iTEs Trip Generation Handbook, which Is only based on 
three studies, but is considered more realistbsince Home Depot wiil be more of a destination retail 
use. 

As shown in Table 2, the proposed Home Depot by itself would generate 3,271 daily trips, 132 AM 
peak hour trips. and 269 PM peak hourtrips. 

2 
R e c e i v e d  T i m e  J a g .  1 I .  1.0:37AM 

242- 
. 
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Subtotal . 3,271 119' 1 242 

- :  Existing Kmart . . .  

Based on driveway counts -2,533' -75 -229 
and adjustment factors 

Net Added Trips 738 1 4 4  '3 
t h , " k .  I 

4 
F E H R  & ' P E E R S  
T I A N S P O R T A T I O Y  C O H S U l l A X l S  

Froject Trip Generation Rates and EsthZi teS 

I I PM 
Peak-Hour 

Use Rate 1 Total 
Praoosed Home Dewt ~ 

~ .~ 
i 109.780s.f. 29.8 j 3,271 1 1 2  132 2.45 269 

-1 3 -27 Pass-by(iO%AM, PM, i and Sat] 

1 
2 

Trips per kousand square feel 
The AM and Phi pak hour represents 12 percent of daily Safeway Lramc. m e  Wac. store !s assumed lo have a similar 
daily trip chmderistic. 

Net Change in Trips 

The trips generated by the existing Krnart store were subtracted from tils tiips generated by the 
Home Depot store to estimate the net change in trips. As shown in Table 2, the Home Depot store is 
estimated to generate 738 additional daily trips, 44 additional AM peak hour trips, and 13 additional 
PM peak hour trips lhan the existing Kmart store. 

Impacts to Roadway System 

The effect of the 44 additional AM peak-hcur tn'?s generated by the conversion of the K-mait stcra 
into Home Depot was evaluated at the study intersections and freeway segments that were anaiyzed 

fntersections 

The only location expected to operate at or near an unacceptable level of service in the AM peak 
hour under ProJect Conditions was the Soquel DrivelPorter Street intersection, projected to OPeiate 
at LOS E. The proposed Home Depot would slighdy exacerbate LOS E operations at this I C d O n  
during the AM peak hour but would not result In a new' signiflcant Impact. However, the  mitigation 

in the January 2001 hffic study but amended to remove the Safeway gas station. .. . 
U .  
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measure identified in the January 2001 report which was :he addition of a separate westbound right- 
tUm lane (now constructed), would mitigate near-ten impacts by improving the level of sewice to 
LO? 0 during the AM peak hour. Tne. additiori of the 44 AM peak-hour trips is not expected to 
signific2ntly affect any *her iocat:on.since the remainins intersections are operating at LOS C or 
beiter during the AM peak hour. 

Acmrding to the Janus?] 2001 report, the  unsignaiized intersection of Soquei Drive:'Robertson 
Street is estimated to opergfe at an unacceptabie level of service during the PM peak hour 2nd a 
trazc signal was recommended as a mitigation measure. The addition of 13 PM peak-hour trips is 
not expected to signiticantiy affect operations at the other the study intersections under Project 
Conditions. 

Freewav SeqmenA 

As indicated in the January 2OC1 traffic study, the addition of a third lane in each direction is Equired 
to mitigate existing operational deficiencies. However, with the additjonal trips generated by the 
proposed Home Oepot during the AM or PM peak hour, the proposed project is not expected to add 
more than: one percent of the freeway capaciw to the mainiine segment. Therefore. the ramp 
impacts are considered iesslthan-significant. 

Conclusions 

The proposed 109,780-5.;. Home Depot store 1s estlmated to generate approximateiy 29 percent 
more dsiiy trips than the existing Kmart store, but t5e difference in w e k d a y  peak hour trip 
generation is considered negligihle. These .additional trips lwouid not resuit in any new sicnificant 
impacts beyond those identlfied in the January 2001 trafflc study and the b o  supplemental 
me,moranda. 

4 
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TRANSPORTATION COWSULTAlTS 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: April 20,2005 

To: Scott Mommer, Lars Andersen &Associates, Inc. 

From: Sohrab Rashid, P.E. 
Norman Wong Nd 
Trip Generation Analysis for Proposed Home Depot Development Located in 
Soquel Avenue/4Is' Avenue Shopping Center in Sania Cruz County, California 

Subject: 

41(16.716 

This memorandum presents the results of the Saturday peak-hour trip generation analysis prepared 
for a proposed Home Depot development lccated in the 41'Avenue Shopping Center in the COUn?l 
of Santa CNZ, California. The resuits of the trip generation analysis were used to determine i f  new 
impacts would occur during the Saturday peak-hour. Impacts of the additional Home Depot trips 
during the AM and PM peak hours were evaluated in the January 11,2005 memorandum. 

Background 

Fehr & Peers previously prepared a transportation impact analysis (January 12, 2001) to evaluate 
impacts of the proposed expansion (additionai 73,000 square feet and new gas station) of the 41' 
Avenue Shopping Center on the surrounding transportation system. The  report indicated that the 
project would have a significant near-term impact at several locations (Soquel Drive/Robertson 
Street, Soquel DriveiPorter Skeet, 41" AvenuelSR 1 SB Ramp-Gross Road, and 41" AvenueiCiares 
Street) and would contribute to poor operations at these locations under Year 2010 Conditions. 

Two supplemental memoranda (dated July 8, 2002 and September 4, 2002) were prepared to 
evaluate a revised project description (without proposed Safeway gas station) and to address 
Caltrans comments on operations at the SR 1/4Ist Avenue interchange. The results of these fw: 
memoranda indicated that impacts at the 415' AvenueiSR 1 SB RampGross Road and 41 
AvenueiClares Street intersections were reduced to less-than-significant levels with the revised 
project. Mitigation measures were identified at the remaining two locations. 

Project Description Modification 

The proposed 109,780-square foot (s.f.) Home Depot store (84,500-s.f. building, 15,280 s.f. Garden 
Center, and 10,000 s.f. mezzanine) would replace the existing 94,143-s.f. Kmart store (84,143 S.f. 
building and 10,000 s.f. garden shop). 

Project Trip Rates and Estimates 

The net chanae in trios on a Saturdav oeak-hour basis were caiculated by subtracting the trips 

ATTACHMENT 
APPLICATION 

255 N. Markef Street, Suite 200, San Jose CA 95110 (408) 278-1700 Fax (408) 278-1717 
www.fehrandpeers.mrn 
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Existins Kmart Trio Generation 

Driveway counts were conducted at the existing shopping center in June 2000 when the h a r t  store 
was open. New driveway counts were wnducted during the Saturday peak pericd at the shopping 
center in Januarj 2005 when the Kmart store was closed. To address the effects Of Seasonal traffic 
between the two sets of traffic counts, the January 2005 traffic counts were increased to reflect 
traffic levels for the month 07 June, The adjustment factor of 9 percent is based upon traffx counts 
conducted on Soquel Drive, west of 41' Avenue, by the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation 
Commission for the 20C3 Transporfafion Monitoring Report. 

According to the landlord for the 41'' Avenue Shopping Center, there have been no changes in 
tenants (other than closure of Krnart) since June 2000. Therefore, the difference in volumes between 
the two set of traffic counts is the traffic generated by the Kmart store. As shown in Table 1, the 
Kmart store was estimated to generate 31 3 Saturday peak-hour trips. 

Proposed Home Depot Trip Generation 

Trip generation rates for "Home Improvement Store" were obtained from the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers' (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (7" Edition). These trip rates were applied 
to the size of the proposed development (109,780 s.f.) to obtain trip generation estimates. 

The trips generated by the proposed Home Depot were reciuced by 20% during Saturday peak hour 
to account for pass-by trips, which are made by vehicies airsady traveling past the site (Le., the 
remaining trips are primary or specific trips made to the site). This factor is based on information 
published in the ITEs Trip Generafjon Handbook. 

As shown in Table 2, the proposed Home Depot by itself would generate 474 Saturday peak hour 
thDS. 

2 
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F E H R  & P E E R S  
T R A N S P ~ ~ T A T ~ O H  C O N S U  L I I N T S  

rota1 

I I H  Table 2 

314 Proposed Home Depot (109.780 sl) 1 5.40 1 
Pass-by (20%) 1 -63 

Subtotal Home Depot I I 25 I 
I I 

Home Depot Trip Generation Estimates 

279 593 
-56 -119 
223 474 

1 I I ! 
Existing K-Mart (94.143-s.l.) I I 174 139 313 

Pass-by (10%) 1 -1 7 -14 -31 
Subtotal Kmad I 157 125 282 

I 
I 

Net Added Trips 94 +a 192 
(subtotal Home Depot minus subtotal Kmart) 

Noles: 
1 P i p s  per mausand square feet. 

Net Chanqe in Trios 

The trips generated by the existing Kmart store were subtracted from the trips generated by the 
Home Depot store to estimate the net change in trips. A pass-by factor (10 percent) was applied to 
the Krnart trip estimates so a direct comparison of the net new trips between the bvo proposed uses 
could be evaluated. This factor is based on informstion published in the iTEs Trip Generation 
Handbook. As shown in Table 2, the Home Depot store is estimated to generate 192 more Saturday 
peak-hour trips than the Kmart store. 

Impacts to Roadway System 

Ths effect 3f the, 192 additional Saturday peak-hour trips generated by the conversion of the K-mart 
store Into Home Depot was evalualed at several key 1n:ersections and freeway segments. These 
locations were operating at or near unacceptable operations as reported in the January 2001 traffic 
study and two supplemental technical memoranda. 

Intersections 

Consistent with the previous supplemental memoranda (dated Juiy 8, 2002 and September 4, 2002), 
the additional Home Depot trips were evaluated at the intersections of 41" Avenue at SR 1 S 8  
Ramps,.at Gross Road, and at Ciares Street. In those studies, a combined levei of service Was 
presentdfor the 41S'Avenue/SR 1 S8 Ramps and 41' AVenuelGross Road intersections Since one 
traffic controller integrates the operations at both locations. 

Table 3 presents the results of Background Conditions, original Project Conditions (4T" Avenue 
shopping center expansion without gas station), and Home Depot Project Conditions (shopping 
center expansion with additional Home Depot trips). The level of service calculation worksheets are 
attached. 

4 
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er vehic!e in secands calmlated using YYNCHRO sofhvare anabjsis. 

Since key intersections listed in Table 3 are iocated in the Ciiy of Capitoia, that ci9j's guideiines for 
intersec!ion impacts were applied. The City maintains a minimum operating standard of LOS C for 
signaiized intersections. Consistent with previous transportation analyses for the Safeway shopping 
Center expansion. a sipificant impact is determined to occur if the proposed project causes: 

Intersection operations to degrade from LOS C or better under Background 
Conditions to LOS D. E, or F under Project Conditions; or 

An increase of one percent in the intersection capaciiy utilization (iCU) bebeon 
Background 2nd Project Conditions for intersections already operating at LOS D, E, 
or F under Backgrcund Conditions. 

The combined ievei of sewice rating at the 41"' AvenueiSR 1 Southbound Ramps-Gross Road 
intersection is projected to be LOS F under Background 2nd the two Project scenarios. The 
additional Home Depot trips pius the shopping center expansion trips are not estimated to cause an 
increase in the iCU of more than one percent. Therefore, the proposed Home Depot is expected to 
have a less-:han-significant impact to the intersections. 

The 41" AvenuelCiares Street is operating at LOS D under Background 2nd Project Conditions.-The 
increase& in ICU is less than one percent with the additional Home Depot tn'ps. Therefore, the 
proposed Home Depot is expected to have a iess-than-significant impact to this interSeOtiOn. 

1. 

2. 

2 48  
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WILSON. IHR,G &ASSOCIATES, INC. 1 Home Depot - Soquel, CA 

ACOUSTICAL ANALYSIS OF NOlSE IMPACT 

HOME DEPOT STORE 
SOQUEL, CALIFORMA 

LUTRODUCTION 

A noise survey regarding the proposedHome Depot store at 2600 4 1  Avenue in Soquel, Califorria 
(Project) has been conducted by Wilson, fi.g & Assoc., Inc. (WIA) to'determine appropriate 
exrerior-noisemitigation measures, i fnecessq ,  for the design of the proposed store to compiywiih 
the regional noise standards. The store will begin operation in a new buiiding to be constructed at 
the site of m existias Big K-Mart, located in the shopping center on the east side of 41" Avenue, jcst 
.south of Soquel Drive. This report documents the existingnoise levels at the project site, evaluates 
coir-pliance wirh the Santa Cruz County Xoise Eiemenr, ar,d recommends noise mitigation Options. 

Tbe closes: noise-sensitive receptors ,in the project vicirity &e. the Soque! I(no!ls multi-famikf 
residence; located to the east of the proposed store location at the rear of the store. The' Soque! 
Knolls Froperty line is approximately 40 feet from the back wall of the existing I(-Mart, with the 
Closest unirs at a distance of 50 feet. The Project has an ingress/egress e a s e x z t ,  defined by an 
access roaadrive aisle behind the exis:hg R-Mari with a chah-link fence on the east side of the 
road, and Soquel Kno!!s lies on the e a t  si& of the fence. Since t t e  property line lies on t ie  access 
road, we have eva1ua:ed the noise levels a t  the separatiol line (chain-link fence) b-, -+ween the 
Project and the adjacent residential area. Tie Home Depot store will operate 24-hours per day, 7 
days per week; however no deliveries would be allowed between 9 PM and 7 AM. 

This coise anaiysis is supplementai to a noise impact report! prepared in 2002 for the Negative 
D e c i ~ a t i o n ~  forthe S o q ~ e l  Safeway (Store 1929) Project. The Project would include .? sound barrier 
along the east side of tine drive Usle; :he Safeway Project incorporated an 8 feet high sound barrier. 
The Projecr wocld be subject to the exi&g Condirions of  Approval for the Safeway Project', as 
modified by the Cocn:y. 

Environmental Revlew lnital 
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Wilson, Ihrig & Associetes, Inc., "Soquel Safeway Store 1929 - Acoustical Study." September 4, I 

2002. 
k . 

'County DfSantaCruz. "Negative Declaration and Notice of Deierminarion, Application K:umber:OO- 
01 27". November 3 I .  2002. 

, I .  Conditions of Approvai for Developmen; Permit No. 00-Oi27. approved by the County @fSanta 
CruZ on January 29,2003, as revised,by the Conditions of AFprO.vai for Minor Varieticn - L-v-1 m', Sire 

. .  . . Address 2600 41" Ave., dated January 20,2G04 , , .  
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WILSON. IHR!G & ASSOCIATES, INC. ' ' 11 Home Dqot  - SoqUel, CA 

CONCLUSIONS AND RE.COMMENDATICJNS . .  . .  
. .  . .  

The exisring ch4n-link fence shoddbe  replaced wirh a sound birrier wdl .  The  W a l l  shouldbe 13 
feet high from the northern end (approximately 50 feet north of the Home Depot), t O  approximately 
50 feet south of the.in&cated lumber off-loading =ea. The rest ofthe soundban'kr should be 9 feet 
high m'd extend south to the Capitola Exprtssway off-r&mp. The sound barrier W d I  can be 
consiructed fron,  a variety of materials, including wood, masonry and synthetic materials. The 
surfxk density of the sound barrier wall should not be less thail3 Ib/sq ft, 2nd the barrier design 
shou!d not have ary horizonta! or vertical gaps. Drainage at the base of the wall (ifrequired) should 
be designed to minimize gaps. If wood is used, the p l a r s  should be lapped o r  tongue-in-groove to 
minirrize w q i n g ,  arid provisions for periodic review sholiid be made to maintain the acoustical 
performaxe of a wood fence, We reco rnend  that the sound barrier be iartalled before the 
demolition cf the existing K-Mart facility is initizted. 

If :he County requires the monthly testing and operation of the emergency generat 
t ie  hourly L;, Noise Element requirements, a partial or filli enclosure will be required to provide a 
minimum 18 &A noise reduction. T'cis m.ay be accomplished by using an appropriate acoustic 
enclosure for the generator or by constructing a full enclosure around the generator, iiiith surfaces 
lined with 3 in. thick 3 pcf duct liner and high perfomance acoustical louvers for venti!ation. The ' 

specific design of rhis enclosure should be reviewed to ensure that Lie County noise requirements 
are achieved. 

With these recommended noise control measures, the Home Depot project would be in compliance 
with the requirenents of the Santa Cruz County Koise Elenent and would not generate any new 
noise impacts. 

. 
. ,  
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- CENT& 
FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

of Santa Cruz County 
Fire Prevention Division 

930 17" Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA 95062 
phone (831) 479-6843 fax (831) 479-6847 

Date: 
To: 
Applicant: 
From: 

Address 
APN: 
QCC: 
Permit: 

Subject: 

September 28, 2004 
McNeliis Paeners 
Home Depot USA 
TCT LViIey 
040440 
2730 41" Avve. 
030-1 3 w 2  
0657 
20040323 

WJe have reviewed plans for the above subject project. 

The following NOTES must be added to notes on ve lum by the designerlarchitest in xder to satisfy Disxict 
requirements wnen submitting for Application for Building Permit: 

NOTE on the pians thzt these plans are in compliance with California Buiiding and Fire Codes (2001) as 
amended by the Central Fire Protection District. 

NOTE on the plans construction classification as determined by the buiiding afficial and outiined in Part IV of 
the California Building Code. 

NOTE on the plans the occupancy classification as determined by the building officiai and olitlined in Part ill 
of :he California Building Code. 

NOTE on the pians whether the building will be SPRINKLERED as outlined in the 2CO1 Caiifornia Building Code 
and via District Amendment. 

NOTE on the plans, the FDC and PIV shall be located at the tent of the buiiding in a location approved by the 
Central Fire Protection District. 

The FIRE FLO W requirement for the subject propem is 2000 gzlions per minute. 

NOTE, on the plans, the required FiRE FLOW and the available FIRE FLOW. This information can be obtained 
from the water company upon request. 

SHOW on the plans a public fire hydrant meeting the minimum required fire flow for the building, within 150 fee: 
of afiy poriiCfl of the building. 

NOTE ON PLANS: Newhpgraded hydrants, water storage t inks ,  and/or upgraded roadways shall be installed 
PRIOR to and during time of construction (CFC 901.3). 

NOTE on the plans occuFancy load of each area. Show where occupancy control signs will be posted. 

A 
A Serving riw co~iimuniries of Capiroln, Live 
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% ?. 
The existing building is equippeo vv%h an automatic fire sprinkler system. Prih to beginning demolition of the 
existing building, 2 permit shall be obtained from t,?e Central Fire DistriCf for demolition Of the automatic fire 
sprinkler system and any "hor' work being proposed for this project. 

NOTE on the plans that an UNDERGROUND FiRE PROTECTION SYSTEM WORKING DRAWING must be 
prepared by the designeriinstaller. NOTE that the WORKiNG DRAWINGS shali comply with the District 
UNDERGROUND FiRE PROTECTION SYSTEM INSTALLATION POLICY HANDOUT. 

NOTE on the pians that the building shall be protected by an approved automatic sprinkler system complying 
with the edition of NFPA 13 currently adopted in Chapter 35 of the California Building Code. 

NOTE on the plans that the designerhnstaller shall submit three (3) sets of plans and one ( I )  set of calculatiorls 
for the automatic sprinkler system to this agency for approvai. Ir;s?aIlation shall follow our guide sheet. 

Compiiance with the District P.ccess Requirements outiined on the enciosed handout is required. 

NOTE on the pians iequirements for oiher fire extingcishing systems (range hoods, sprzy booths, etc.). 

SHOW iocation of fire extinguishers. 

SHOW Ocxpant Load(s) and an Exiting Plan. 

SHOW location of exit signs. 

SHOW where address numbers will be posted and maintained, plainly visible from the street. Numbers shall be 
a minimum of four (4) inches in height and of a color cmtrasting to their background. 

SHOW iocation of Knox BOX and key. 

NOTE roof coverings to be no less than Class "8" rated roof. 

The job ccpies of the bgiiaing and fire systems plans and permits mus: be on-site during inspections. 

Submit 2 check in the amount of $100.00 for this particular plan check, made payable to Central Fire Protection 
District. A $35.00 Late Fee may be added to your plan check fees if payment is not received within 30 days of 
the date of this Discretionary Letter. INVOICE MAILED TO APPLICANT. Please contact the Fire Prevention. 
Secretary at.(831) 479-6843 for total fees due for your project. 

if yoil should have any questions regarding the plan check comments, please call me at (831) 722-2393, or 
emaii me at tomw@centraifod.com. P.il other questions may be directed to Fire Prevention at (831)479-6843 

CC. F i b  8, Coun@j 

As a condition of submittai of these plans, the submitter, designer and instaiier certify thai these pians and 
details comply with applicable Specifications, Standards, Codes and Ordinances, agree that they are soiely 
responsibie for compliance, with applicable Specifications, Standards, Codes and Ordinances, and further agree 
to correct any deficiencies noted by this review, subsequent review, inspection or other source. Further, the 
submitter, designer, and instailer agrees to hold harmless from any and ali aiieged claims to have arisen from 
any Compliance deficieccies, without prejudice, the reviewer and the Central FPD of Santa Cruz County. 

Any order o.k,the Fire Chief shall be appeaiable to the Fire Code Board of Appeais as established by any pafly 
beneficially interested, except for order affecting acts or conditions which, in the opinion of the Fire Chief, pose 
an immediate threat to life, property, or the environment as a result of panic, fire, explosion or release. 
Any beneficially interested party has the right to appeal the order served by the Fire Chief by filing a wriiten 
"NOTICE OF APPEAL" with the office of the Fire Chief within ten days after service of such written order. T k  
notice shali state the order appealed from, the identity and maiiing address of the appeilant, and the Specific 
grounds upon which the appeal is taken. 
0657-092804 
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429 CAPITOLA AVENUE 
CAPITOLA. CALIFORNIA. 95010 

TELEPHONE (631) 475-7300 
FAX (651) 479-8679 

September 19, 2005 

Paia Levine, Environmental Coordinator 
County of Santa Cruz, Planning Department 
7ui  Ocean Street, 4:" Floor 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Initial Study/Negative Declaration for Home Depot USA, for McNellis Partners, Inc 
(Appl. No. 04-0410) 

Dear Ms. Levine, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and coinment on the Initial Study and proposed 
Kegative Declaration prepared for -4pplication No. 04-0440; amendiny a Commercial 
Development Permit in order to replace an exisring building (former Kniart) and 
construct a new building for Home Depot. Staffs ofthe C i v  of Capitola Public Works 
and Community Development Departmenls have reviewed the Initial Study relative to 
issues that may impact our City. As well, a traffic engineer has reviewed the initial study 
and traffic studies on behalf of the City. The City Council discussed the project and 
environmental review at a public hearing on September 15,2005, and directed staff to 
prepare this comment letter. 

The major concerns of the City relative to the environmental analysis are with regard to 
traffic and other circularion impacts associated with the project. Based upon the traffic 
report prepared for the project, the Initial Study concluded that the proposed project 
would not result in any new significant impacts beyond those previously identified for the 
expansion of the shopping center with Safeway improriements. We respectfully disagree 
with that conclusion for a number of reasons, which follow. 

The initial study is not clear whether the proposed junior tenant (a possibie 
Best Buy) has been included in the transportation analysis. Nor is .it clear 
that a portion of the Center was vacant at the time(s) of the studies, as the 
fitness center was not occupied. In addition, it is not clear that the 
cumulative impacts of the entire redevelopment of the site including the 
new Safeway building were analyzed. Accounting for these may increase 
the trip generation estimated. A complete analysis of the entire proposal for . 

Environmental Review lnital study 
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improvements to the center should be identified. Conducting serial 
analyses of improvements can result in segmenting the environmental 
review, which is not consistent with the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). 

The transportation analysis has assumed thar the peak holm on 41" Avenue 
fall in the normal 4-6 p,m. range. As we have seen from our recent work 
on 41" Avenue the peak hours actually occur from 12 noon to 3 p.m. The 
peak volumes for the proposed project will very likely fall in that same time 
frame, especially on weekends. This would mean that the forecast trip 
generation would be 24% higher than that reflected in the initial study for 
this project. 

The cumulative impacts of the proposal have not been identified or 
mitigated. The initial study and updated traffic analysis rely on work done 
earlier for the Safeway expansion. This earlier study identified several 
impacts in the City of Capirola that will be further impacted by the 
proposed intensification of the site. The cumulative impacts analysis did 
not include other anticipated projects in the area; such as the redevelopment 
on Soquel Avenue, inciuding Ocean Honda, or projects adding trips to 41'' 
Avenue in the City of Capitola and the County. 

The transportation analysis for the proposed new project should be updated 
to reflect the recent changes made at this intersection and at the intersection 
of Clares Street and 41* .4venue and Gross Road and 41'' Avenue. 

* 

0 The erulier traffic study for Safeway identified that the intersection of 
Route 1 northbomd offramp and 41" Avenue operates and will operate at 
an acceptable level of service to the year 2010. This belies the daily 
observed congestion at the intersection. This may be the result of the 
inappropriate peak hour being analyzed. The additional traffic has 
potential to back traffic on to the freeway resulting in an extremely 
dangerous condition. 

While the overall project (including Safeway) appears to result in an 
increase of  approximately 20% greater parking on site than was previously 
provided, the traffic reports identify less than 1% change in traffic 
associated with the project. 

A number of possible mitigation measures should be considered to address the traffic 
impacts in the vicinity of this project. The expanded shopping center likely warrants or will 
warrant signalization along 41" Avenue fronting the project. In addition a free right turn 
lane onto Northbound Highway 1 should be considered to ease impacts along 4lSt Avenue. 

Additionally, all of the signals along the 41" Avenue comdor should be interconnected. 
This interconnection and signal coordination would alleviate some of the congestion 
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currently experienced along the conidor both in the County and the City, whch will be 
exacerbated by this project. Any additional signals should be interconnected with all the 
signals along 41'' Avenue. Such a project will require the cooperation of Caltrans, the 
County and Capitola. The proposed expansion of the 41" Avenue Shopping Center 
cap ants an additional impact fee to provide for this inter-agency effort 

The Porter StreeVBay Avenue corridor and Roberson StreeU'Whzrf Road corridor should be 
analyzed for possible impacts, 

Pedestrian use and pedestrian safety are not addressed in the Initial Study. Safe pedestrian 
access and roadway crossings acToss 41" Avenue should be provided; especially to bus 
stops and to businesses across the western side of 41" Avenue. 

Capitola City Council and staff look fonvard to working with the County and with Caltrans 
to address these iniportmt safety and quality-of-life issues. Please feel free to contact Steve 
Jesberg, Public Works Director, or Juliana Rebagliati, Community Development Direcror at 
(82 1) 435-7300 toward that end, or with any questions you may have. 

Public Works Director 
i 

J & n a  Rebagliati j ,' 

Community Development Dir-ctor 

cc: Richard Hill; City Manager 
City Council 
City Attorney 
Jan Beautz, Sapemisor 
Caltrans , District 5 
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53 I-IIGUERP. STWET 
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September 15; 2005 
i ' 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF ' 1 SO-001-13.62 
SCI-I# 2005082073 P1,ANIIING PNI?  n-s:w!:H ~ , ____.__^ -~ 

Paia Levine 
Saiita C.ruz County Planning Depaitinent 
701 Ocean Strret, 4'" Floor 
Smta Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear MS. Levine: 

COblllilENTS TO HOME DEPOT & SAFEWAY DEVELOPMENT (.4 .IC4. REDWOOD 
SQUARE SHOPPING CENTER) 

The California Department of Transportation (Depai-rmeiit), Dislrict 5; Development Review, has 
reviewed the above referenced project and offers the fol!owing conments. 

1. Than& you for the opportunity to review portions of what should ultimately be a traffic study for 
the Redwood Square Shopping Center. Specific cemnenls in regard to the Heme Depot and 
Safeway S t o m  are below. The Department is concerxed; however: that the entire shopping 
center (Le, Home Depot, expanded Safeway, and Best Buy) is nor being studied in its' entirety. 
We believe this is a fundamental problen, and that the current Mitigated Negative Declaration 
jM?ID) is net the appropriate document to use. 

2. The Redwood Square Shopping Center would be considered by the California Envirsmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) a project of regional significance. A basic requirement of CEQA is full 
disclosure. The MND as it stmds does not accurately portray whzt the !and use will ultilnately 
be; thei-efore, the requirement of full disciosure is not being met. 

3 .  Notwithstanding the above, in regards to the Home DepetiSxfeway- MND: the traffic study 
acknowledges that this project will be adding trips to the 41" AvenueiState Route l/Gross Road 
intersection. This intersection currently operates at a Level of Service (LOS) F. The traffic 
study states !hat this impact is "less than significant" because the project does net increase 
intersection capacity by more than one percent. This concept is referred to as a "ratio theory" 
and is not supported by the Department. CEQA court cases validate our posirion: 

-Kings County Form Bureau v, Cil?, ofHunford (9" District 1990); Los Angeles Unljied 
School DistTict v. City of Los Angeles (YdDistrict 1937); Coinmimities For A Better 
Environment v. Ccrlforiiia Resources .4gency (3rd District 2002). These court rulings invil'd I ated 
the use of a "ratio theory" or "comparative approach" criterion because they improperly measure 
a proposed project's incremental impact relative to the existing cuinulative effect rather than - ~~ 

focus 011 the combined effects of Soih the project and other 
projects. 

ATTACHMENT 
'Cdtrams ihpmves mondity BCTOSS Cai%fom:a" 

- Zb3 - 

http:!/www,dot,ca,povidist05


Home Depot/Szfeway/Redwood Square - Ms. Levine 
September 15,2005 
Page 2 

4. The traffic study does not provide an anaiysis of inzinline highway operations, which currently 
operates at LOS F. When a State highway faciiit:, is operating at an unacceptabie LOS, any 
additional trips are considered significant and nust be mitigated accordingly. 

5. The Depai-tinent supports local development that is consistent with Stare planning priorities 
ictended to promote equity, strengthen the economy, protect the environment, and  promote 
public liealth and safety. With the IVND as current!y writtcn: the Department cannot suppcrt the 
issumce of an encroaclment permit for the applicant to meet coiidirions of approval. 

6. In scmmary, the Department believes that the MYD does not meet CEQA guidelines o f f d l  

would anticipate in the near future receiving a ljorice of Pr-paration for ax EIR far til-, 
"Rdivood Square Shopping Center.'' That docuaeiir should coniprciicnsively ara1:ue 1!1e 
i i q x r s ,  and derermine Sppropiiate mitigation. 

e sincz thc pmjjjecr i i~i1y-  is i-,lu& ~ l lo i s  fiiail a :i,:{iiie Z . ~ p i  and re11 xed Safe,Gay, "\'e :- 

If you ;ia\-e any questions, or need forther clarification on items discussed above, please don't 
hesitate to call me at (805) 542-4751, 

Sincere!:,, 

Associate Transportation Planner 
District 5 Dzvelcpment Review Coordinator 

cc: Roger Barnes (D5) 
Steve Senet (DSj 
Julie Gonzales (Dsj 
Scan 'A-aisli (OPR Directorj 
Pat Deiliii (SCCRTC) 
File 
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September 15; 2005 
Ken Hart 
County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
701 Ocean St, 4th Floor 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

RE: Initial Study for the Home Depot in Soquel on 41" Avenue 

Dear Mr. Hart, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Initiai Study for the 
Home Depot deve!opment to be located near the Highway l i  4lSt  Avenue 
Interchange. .As noted in the Initial Study, the proposed project location 
was formerly occupied by K M a r t  

K-mart, in agreement with the Santa Cniz County Regional Transportation 
Commission (SCCRTC), supported the use of approximately 5% of their 
parking spaces as available for weekday Park and Ride commuter parking. 
This allowed commuters to park in a limited number ofparking spaces at a 
location facing 41" .4venue during a time on weekdays when those spaces 
would otherwise be empty. 

Availability of these spaces for Park and Ride use is listed in both the 
Commission's Park and Ride Map brochure and the 2001 Thomas Street 
Guide Directory for Santa Cniz County. Until recently, there was a sign 
designating these weekday commuter parking spaces. This partnership 
reflected the 2005 Regional Trnnsportaiion Plan's (RTP) goals and 
policies which support projects that serve inter-county and intra-county 
travel needs including Park and Ride lot development. 

The Initial Study review for the proposed project did not consider the 
previous commuter Park and Ride use of the K-mart parking facility. 
SCCRTC staff would like to recommend that the County Planning 
Commission funher consider the impact of a change in available 
commuter Park and Ride spaces at this location in light of the historical 
use. These particular Park and Ride spaces are a significant resource to 
the community considering the need for an array of commute options 
along the Highway 1 corridor. 

The development of a Home Depot at this location is an opportunity for 
both entities to recognize the regional benefits of available commuter Park 
and Ride spaces at this location and the benefits of public-private 

IMEMBERAGENCIES: SANTA CRUZ METROWLITAN TRANSlT DISTRICT, COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ. CALTRANS. 
CITlLS OF CAPIlOLA. SANTA CRUZ. SCOlTSVAILEY, WATSONVILLE 
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partnerships. Caltrans rates Park and Ride lots as one of the most effective resources in 
efforts to reduce vehicle miles traveled, Caltrans may be able to provide liability 
insurance for designated Park and Ride spaces. Managers of retail establishments 
typically support weekday commuter Park and Ride spaces in the underutilized section of 
their parking lot for three reasons: 

to help mitigate area traffic congestion, 
to increase revenues from commuters who combine their c.ommute trip with a trip 
to the associated retail establishment, and 
to stren-ghen a positive relationship between the retail establishment and the 
community at large. 

Please consider working with the developer of the Home Depot to designate 5 %  of 
proposed parking spaces to be available for weekday Park and Ride commuters. Retail 
patrons would not be precluded from parking in designated Park and Ride spaces as 
needed. 

If other large scale developments are pursued at or near the Highway 1/41" Avecue 
Interchange in the near future, the cumulative traffic impacts to the regional 
transportation network will need to be addressed. SCCRTC staff suggc>ts That the 
County work with the applicants early in the project development process to include a 
pro-active mirigation for regional level transportation impacts, including designating 5% 
of the center's parking spaces as avaiiable for weekday Park and Ride use and 
contributing to appropriate regional level mitigation. SCCRTC would be happy to 
discuss the options with your staff. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions about the above 
comments, please contact Grace Blakeslee of my staff at (83 1 )  160-3219. 

Sincerely, 

Acting Executive Director 

CC: SCCRTC 
Commissioner Jan Beautz 
County Board of Supervisors 
City of Capitola 
Gregg Albright, Caltrans District 5 Director 
Caltrans Development Review 
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16 September 2005 

Planning Commission 
Smta Crux County . 

By fax to 354-2131 

Objection to negaeve declilration, Home Depot etc App 04-0440 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I object to the proposed negative declaration on the folloulng grounds. 

As I read the declaration and the traffic studies, 1 do not find that quuantitative traffic cnunts have 
been made fbr the probable total traffic generated by Home Depot, Best BY and the expmded 
Safiway either now or in the reasonably foreseeable future. 

I do not see that the traffic sNdies have quantified tbe probable impact of these projects on 
Highway #I and the on and off ramps, both directions at the ?In St. and at the Capitola exits. 
The Home Depot representative said that much of the trafEc for Home Depot will be in the early 
morning hours; these hours coincide with morning vak or rush hour on highway 81. Since the 
bortleneck there is substantial under present circumstances: lei alone probable traffic increase 
without the projects, I believe there should be B trafiic study which quantifies the total 
cumulative effwt on highway #1, especially during the morning peak houn. 

Finally, the projected increase in ti-afic is 29%, and I believe this was for Home D e p t  alone. I 
Cannot understand how this would translate into an insignificant impact. M.uch of the traffic will 
use FIighway # I ,  and the impact seems most certainly to be far greater than insignificant. 

I believe an EL? should be required. 



September 19,2005 

Via Facsimile and U.S. Mail 

Mr. John Schlagheck 
Development Review Planner 
County of Santa Cmz Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor 
Santa CNZ, CA 95060 

Re: Initial Study for Home Depot Proiect. Ap~lication No. 04-0440 

Dear Mr. Schlagheck: 

On behalf of our client, Home Depot, we wish to compliment the County of Santa 
CNZ on a thorough and accurate Initial Study for the construction of the proposed Home 
Depot store (the “Project”) to be located in the shopping center on the east side of 41st 
Avenue, between Soquel Drive and State Highway 1. %le we believe that the Initial Study 
is legally sufficient under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), we submit the 
following comments in order to clarify certain statements and mitigation measures set forth in 
the document. Th& you for the opportunity to submit these comments. 

I .  Mitisation Measures kom CDP 00-0127. On pags 4 of the Initial Study, the 
following text is set forth in the second paragraph under “Project Setting and Background”: 
“It is proposed that all mitigations of the Mitigated Negative Declaration and all permit 
conditions of CDP 00-0127 shall apply to this amendment.” Please note that Home Depot did 
not propose that all mitigations fiom the prior Mitigated Negative Declaration for CDP 00- 
0127 apply to the Project. Based on the Initial Study, so long as the Project complies with the 
conditions ofapproval for CDP 00-0127, there is no indication that the Project would have 
any impact under CEQA that would require the imposition of these mitigation measures. We 
therefore suggest that rather than compelling these requirements as mitigation measures, the 
County simply continue to enforce them as the existing conditions of approval for CDP 00- 
0127. If this is not possible, our comments to each mitigation measure that is applicable to 
CDP 00-0127 are set forth below: 

Mifigafion Measure A requires a pre-construction meeting on the site to review 
the mitigation measures. Home Depot is amenable to %is requirement. 

2 0  CALIFORNIA ST SUITE 500 S A N  FRANCISCO.  C e  94 I I I TELEPHONE’ < 4 I 5 I 7 S 8 - 2 0 4 0 
F A C S , l r ( , L E  : a ’ = ’ ,  7 6 L . - 2 0 3 3  
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Mitigafion Measure B. I requires the applicant to submit a detailed erosion 
control plan for review and approval by the Environmental Planning staff. 
Home Depot is amenable to this requirement. 

Mitigation Measure B.2 requires the applicant to identify the receiving site for 
“the approximately 5,000 yards of excess fill.” Home Depot is amenable to the 
requirement that i t  identify rhe receiving site for any excess fill generated by 
the Project, though the amount would be substantially less than 5,000 yards. 

Mitigation Measure C requires the applicant to revise Sheet A2 of the project 
plans. It is our understanding that this requirement has been completed; 
therefore, this mitigation measure should not be imposed on the Project. 

Miligation Measlire D requires the applicant to comply with the 
recommendation of the noise study dated September 4,2002. A more recent 
study that was prepared for the Project in 2004 identified potentially significant 
impacts, and the County imposed a new mitigation measure on the Project in 
the Initial Study. The mitigation measure for CDP 00-01 27 therefore should 
not be imposed on the Project. 

Mitigation Measure E requires the redesign of the runoff retention system. 
Home Depot is amenable to the slightly modified version of  this requirement 
that is set forth as Condition II.A.4 in the Conditions of Approval for CDP 00- 
0127. 

Mitigalion Measure F requires the applicant to install and maintain siit and 
grease traps to filter runoff before it leaves the site. Home Depot is amenable 
to this requirement. 

Mifigation Measure G requires the applicant IO implement the landscape plan 
dated 6-15-02 for the Soquel Retail Center. Home Depot is amenable to this 
requirement, though only to the extent that the landscape plan pertains to the 
Project site itself (as opposed to other portions of the shopping center). 

S im Conditions. The discussion in the second paragraph of Section El of the 
Initial Study states: “The amendment does not propose changes to the specific sign conditions 
of CDP 00-0127, or relief fiom those conditions by an exception or Variance.” In fact, 
although the Project would not require any signage area in excess of the total allowed by CDP 
00-0127, it would require a change to Condition ofApproval No. II.A.10 (requiring a 
“maximum of 19 small tenant signs that shall not individually exceed 32 square feet in area 
and 2 feet in height”) so that the signage area for the several smaller signs may be aggregated 
into the fewer larger s i p s  proposed for the Project. 

ATTACHMENT 
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Mr. John Schlagheck 
counly of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
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3. KO Transuortation ImDacts. In addition, the discussion of the Circulation 
Element under Section L1 of the Initial Study states: “As detailed in section HI, LOS 
reductions will be addressedhitigated to a less than significant level.” Section HI does not 
identify any impacts from the Project, however; in fact, the fourth paragraph of that 
discussion states: “Overall, additional trips would not result in any new significant impacts 
beyond those identified for CDP 00-0127.’’ No mitigation measures were imposed in Section 
H1 because there were no impacts to mitigate. Therefore, the sentence in Section L1 that 
references Section H1 should be deleted. 

Thank you very much for your consideration of this letter; we lcok forward to 
continuing to work with you during the CEQA and entitlements process. If you have any 
questions or comments, please do not hesitate to call me or h a  Shjmko. We both may be 
reached at (415) 758-2040. 

Very truly yours, 

L’ 
Deborah L. Kartiganer 

DLK 
cc’ Beverly Metz 

Scott Mommer 
Dan Zoldak 
Evene Davis 
Ryan Minniear 
AnnaC Shimko 
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100 Cotton Lane Soquel CA 95073 

October 25.2005 

Planning Commission 
Couiity Goverrnnent Center 
701 Ocean Street, Room 525  
Sanra C m .  C.4 95060 

RE: Beverly Fabrics, Inc. concerns w-ith the following project 
04-0440 2600 2650 2730 41" Avenue & 4100 Soquel Dr., Soquel 
. m s ( s j :  o ? o - I ~ ~ - o ~ , ~ ; o ~ o - ~ o I - o I  to 04 

Dear Comnission, 

Beverly Fabrics is concerned with the egress of delivery trucks onto Soquel Avenue. If trucks are allowed to exit 
from Cotton Lane onto Soquel Avenue, then the entlance and exit into Beverly Fabrics parlung lot would become 
blocked. 

The traffic on Soquel Avenue already get backed up, adding mick traffic would make the haffic conditions worse. 

Attached is Home Depots Truck "exiting and entering onto 41"Avenue exhibit", that they have provided US. Home 
Depot does not plan on exiting or enrenng from Soquel Avenue. 

Beverlys would appreciate if the commission would review the plan to ensure that bucks have adequate space to 
maneuver 311 of the turns that are proposed on the exhibit. 

Beverlys' is in favor of a traffic light exiting the shopping center mto 41'' Avenue, a traffic light would help 
alleviate many of the accidents that we have wimessed in the past. 

-4 solution to alleviate the traffic congestion on 41" Avenue would be to make a right t u n k g  lane from west bound 
41"Avenue onto Highway 1 North. At the present time it is a no hm on a red light. A tnming lane would make 
traffic flow off of 41" .4venue and reduce the backup of 41" Avenue. If the sign was changed to  right hnn on red 
OK this would at leest help alleviate the backup of 4 I" Avenue. 

Robert D. Sleeper 
CEO 
Beverly Fabrics, Inc 





S T A T E  OF C A L I F O R N I A  

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

S ta te  Clearinghouse and  Planning Uni t  
Arnold 

Schwarzenegger 
Governor 

Sear. Walsh 
Director 

September 20, 2005 

Paia Levine 
Santa Cruz County 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Czuz. CA 95060 

Subject: Home Depot; hiendment to Sh0ppir.Z Center Renovation 
SCH#: 2005052073 

Dear Paia Levine: 

The enclosed comment i s )  on YOLK- Neptive Declaration was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse 
after the end of die state review period, which closed on September 16, 2005. We are fomardhg these 
conunents to you because they provide infomation or raise issues that should be addressed in your final 
envlromi~ental document. 

The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late conmeiits. 
However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final environmental 
document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project. 

Please contact the State Clearinshouse at (916)445-0613 if youhave any questions concerning the 
environmenral review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to 
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (2005082073) when contacting this office. 

Sincerely, 

Terry Robe% 
Srmor Planner, State Clearinzhouse 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 S A C W N T O ,  CALIFORhTA 96812-3044 
TEL (916) 446-0613 FAX (916) 323-3016 www.opr.ca.gov 
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State of California - The Resources Aaencv ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER. Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND CAME 
htto://www.dfa.ca.aov 

POST OFFICE BOX 47 
YOUNTVILLE. CALIFORNIA 94599 
(707) 944-5500 

Ms. Paia Levine 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz. CA 95060 

September 15,2005 

Dear Ms. Paia: 

Amendment to Shopping Center Renovation: Home Depot 
Soquel, Santa Cruz County 

SCH 2005082073 

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the document for the 
subject project. We do not have specific comments regarding the proposed project and 
its effects on biological resources. Please be advised this project may result in changes 
to fish and wildlife resources as described in the California Code of Regulations, Title 
14, Section 753.5(d)(l)(A)-(G)'. Therefore, a de minimis determination is not 
appropriate, and an environmental filing fee as required under Fish and Game Code 
Section 71 1.4(d) should be paid to the Santa Cruz County Clerk on or before filing of 
the Notice of Determination for this project. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Serge Glushkoff, Environmental 
Scientist, at (707) 944-5597: or Mr. Scott Wilson, Habitat Conservation Supervisor, at 

Sincerely, 

L & (707) 944-5584. 

Robert , Floerke 
Regional Manager 
Central Coast Region 

cc: State Clearinghouse 

i httu://ccr.oal.ca.eov/ , Find California Code c. .:egulations, Tltle 14 Natural Resources, Division 

Consemiy CahYomia$ WiL&h+ Since 1870 
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September 19> 2005 

bfs. Robin Bolster-Grant 
Project Planner 
701 Ocean Street, 4'" Flr. 
Sank C r u .  CA 95060 

Re: ;\ICN# 080505- Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration 
Amendment to Shopping Center Renovation 

Dear MS. Bolster-Grant: 

M4BAG's Regional Clearinghouse circulated a summary of notice of your environmental 
document to our member agencies and interested parties for review and comment. 

The AMBAG Board ofDirectors considered the project on September 14,2005 and has no 
comments at this time. 

Thank you for complying with the Clearinghouse process 

Nicolas Papadakis 
Executive Director 

SEWNG OUR REGIONAL C O M M U h V  SINCE 1968 
445 RESERVATION W A C ,  SUITE G + 
(831) 885-3750 + FAX (831) 802-3755 + , w a r n b a g  or4 

0. BOX 809 + MARINA, CA 9?933-08C9 



S T A T E  OF C A L I F O R N I A  

Governor's Office of Planning a n d  Research 

Sta te  Clearinghouse and  Planning Uni t  

September 19,2005 

Sean Walsh 
Director 

Pain Levine 
Santa Cruz County 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Subject: Home Depot; Amendmenr to Shopping Center Renovation 
SCFI#: 2005082073 

D e a  Paia Levine: 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Yegative Declaration to selated state agencies for 
review. The review period closed on September 16, 2005, and no state agencies submitted comments by 
that date. This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft en\,iromnental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality .L\ct. 

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 i f  you have any questions regarding the 
environmental review process. If you have a question ahout the above-named project, please refer 10 the 
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office. 

Sincerely, 

.., , I fl/.,.-T-= ~. 
..~~. ,;::.,*.4/4*&,3 iC.6-P u- 

i 
f, T e q  Robens 

Director, State Clearinghouse 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACMfENTO, C A L I F O W  96812-3044 
TEL (916) 446-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 m . o p r . c a . g w  



Document Details KepOrt 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

SCH# 2005082073 
PrOieCt JiUe Home Depot; Amendment to Shopping Center Renovation 

Lead Agency Santa Cruz County 

Type Neg Negative Declaration 

Description The project is a proposed Amendment to Commercial Development Permit 00-0127. The proposal 
consists of removing an 84,143 square foot retail building and a 10,500 square foot garden center 
(formerly occupied by K-Mart), deleting a planned 8,000 square foot building, and construction 82.735 
square foot retail building to include an 11,741 square foot display mezzanine. 1 5 1  10 square foot 
garden center, and 800 square feet of outside display of stock-in-trade, for a net increass in 
commercial area of 7,743 square feet overthat proposed in CDP 00-0127. The project is located on 
the east side of 41st Avenue, between Soquel Drive & State Highway 1 in Soquel, California. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name Paia Levine 

Agency Santa Cruz County 
Phone (831) 454-3178 

Address 701 Ocean Street 
Ciiy Santa Cruz 

email 
Fax 

State CA Zip 95060 

Project Location 
County Santa Cruz 

City 
Region 

Cross Streets 41st Avenue, Highway 1 
Parcel No. 30-01 31-37,42.44,45&30-192-01,02 
Township Range Section Base 

Proximity to: 
Highways 1 

Airports 
Railways SPRR 

Waterways 
Schools 

Rodeo Gulch, Soquel Creek, Aranu Gulch, Corcoran, Shwan& Moran Lagoons 
Soquel High,Soquei Elem,Green AcreDeI Mar,New Brighton,Cabrillo 

Land Use Existing Shopping CenteriC-21CC 

Project issues AestheticiVisual: Noise: Traffic/Circulation; Cumulative Effects 

Reviewing 
Agencies 

Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Department of Parks and Recreation: 
Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol; Caitrans, District 5; Department of Health 
Services; Integrated Waste Management Board; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 3; 
Department of Toxic Substances Control: Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities 
Commission: State Lands Commission 

Date Received 08/18/2005 Start of Review 08/18/2005 End ofReview 09/16/2005 

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 
2 8 0  



Robert B. Walker 
4300 Soquel D r . ,  #215 

Soquel ,  CA 95073-2150 
(831) 476-5751 

Aug. 23, 2005 

Robin Bolster-Grant 
San ta  Cruz County P r o j e c t  Planner  
S.C.Co. Planning Dept .  
701 Ocean S t .  
San ta  Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Robin Bolster-Grant: 

A s  a person who h a s  r e s ided  t h e  l a s t  twenty years d i r e c t l y  behind t h e  Soquel 
( former)  K-Mart/Safeway shopping c e n t e r ,  I read wi th  i n t e r e s t  the  "Santa 
Cruz Sent ine1" 's  article "Home Depot g e t s  environmental OK," Aug. 22 i s s u e .  
For 2 number of yea r s  now, I have long looked forward t o  t h e  re- loca t ion  
of t h e  Safeway s t o r e  t o  its new l o c a t i o n  now f i n a l l y  under cons t ruc t i on  
as t h e  loading dock f o r  t h e  c u r r e n t  s t o r e  is d i r e c t l y  behind my space i n  
Alimur Park. 
t r a f f i c  behind t h e  old K-Mart s i n c e  t h e  store s h u t  down. 
an ear ly  meeting put  on by t h e  shopping c e n t e r  owners a t  t h e  Lighthouse 
i n  Soquel and went along w i t h  t h e  idea  t h i n g s  would be b e t t e r  with t h e i r  
p l ans  implemented (which included a sound w a l l  behind Alimur Park which 
h a s  y e t  t o  be b u i l t ) .  

However, a t ' t h a t  meeting i t  was s t a t e d  t h e  o ld  K-Mart bu i l d ing  would be 
re- leased as is t o  a new t e n a n t .  
a r t i c l e  t h e  new t e n a n t ,  Home Depot, has p lans  t o  tear down t h e  e x i s t i n g  
bu i ld ing  and bu i ld  a new l a r g e r  one. T h i s  demol i t ion  and r ebu i ld ing  w i l l  
create a g rea t  d e a l  more 
back of Soquel Knolls n o t  t o  mention be a g r e a t  waste of  a resource ,  t h e  
e x i s t i n g  bu i ld ing .  The most c o n s t r u c t i v e  s o l u t i o n  t o  expanding t h e  square  
foo t age  is t o  add on t o  t h e  bu i ld ing ;  t h e r e  is open land i n  f r o n t  of and 
t o  t h e  sou th  s i d e  of t h e  e x i s t i n g  bu i ld ing  t h a t  could be used t o  add on.  
(Rere is a l s o  a s t r i p  of undeveloped bark area t h a t  borders  t h e  wire f -  -rice 

on t h e  sou th  s i d e . )  
shopping cen t e r  on t h e  l o t  t h a t  is a t  t h e  corner  of 41s t  Ave. and Soquel 
Dr., SO, Home Depot could a f f o r d  a l s o  t o  enc lose  t h e  arcade i n  f r o n t  of 
t h e  bu i ld ing  and use  some of t h e  parking l o t  i n  f r o n t  of t h e  bu i l d ing  t o  
add on t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  b u i l d i n g  and locate t h e i r  garden c e n t e r .  On t h e  
p l u s  s i d e  f o r  H.D.  are sav ings  i n  cons t ruc t i on  c o s t s  and time. 

I hope you would work t o  review t h e  Home Depot p l ans  w i th  my comments i n  
mind. 

I t o o  have relaxed f i n a l l y  from t h e  l a ck  of con t inua l  t r u c k  
However, I a t tended  

For t h e  f i r s t  time, I l e a r n  from t h e  above 

n o i s e  and d u s t  f o r  me a n d  t hose  r e s i d e n t s  a t  t h e  

My unders tanding is t h e r e  w i l l  be more parking i n  t h e  

Robert  Walker 



COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 

Inter-Office Correspondence 

DATE: June 6, 2 0 0 5  

TO: Tom Burns, Planning Director 
L John Schlagheck, Planner 

P FROM: Supervisor Jan Beautz 

RE: ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON APP. 0 4- 0 4 4 0 ,  APNS 0 3 0- 1 3 1- 3 7 ,  
- 42 ,  - 4 4 ,  - 4 5  AND 0 3 0- 1 9 2- 0 1 ,  2 6 0 0  41ST AVENUE, 
HOME DEPOT 

The above application proposes to demolish an existing 8 4 , 0 0 0  
square foot retail building, delete an approved 8 0 , 0 0 0  square 
foot retail building, and construct a replacement building with 
an additional 1 5 , 7 0 8  square feet of mezzanine retail space and a 
1 5 , 2 8 0  square foot garden center. While some modifications and 
additional information have been provided with this revised 
application, please consider the following areas of concern in 
your evaluation: 

It appears that the applicant has corrected former 
inconsistencies in on-site parking calculations to comply 
with County Code requirements. One of these adjustments is 
the alteration in total square footage for the ground level 
and the mezzanine. These revised plans have reconfigured 
the mezzanine area and reduced the total dimensions, 
resulting in a roughly 4,000 square foot size reduction. 
However, the revised plans also indicate that the ground 
floor has been reduced from 8 4 , 1 0 5  to 82 ,735  square feet. 
Compared to the previous plans, this should be a 1 , 3 7 0  
square foot reduction in floor area; unfortunately, the 
exterior dimensions for this proposed building have not been 
changed. Will this be clarified and the correct square 
footage for the ground floor used in parking calculations? 

The parking calculation summary also states that the 
applicant proposes to use at least 8 0 0  square feet at the 
front of the building for stock in trade. I assume that 
this references the common practice occurring at many Home 
Depot stores of displaying merchandise stock outside the 
building near the public entrances, sometimes under roof 
overhangs. As I have previously stated, such practices 
should be prohibited at all times for this location by the 
operational conditions. All products, merchandise, food 
vendors, lumber, “will calln orders, baled cardboard, plant 



June 9 ,  2 0 0 5  
Page 2 

materials and other such materials should be contained 
within the building or within the approved garden center 
walls so that they are not visible from any outdoor vantage 
point. 

While the landscape plan has been modified to include a row 
of trees to be planted on the adjacent property outside of 
the rear sound wall, a number of issues I have previously 
raised regarding the landscape plan remain outstanding. 
plant materials list states that all trees are of the 15 
gallon size unless noted as 24 inch box on the plan. Five 
of the rows of T-7,  flowering pear, clearly indicate that 
the entire row will be 24 inch box. However, the last two 
rows closest to Highway One indicate that only one tree in 
each row will be of this size, with the remaining trees 
possibly being 15 gallon. The labeling for these two rows 
is not totaled properly on the plan. Why do these two rows 
appear to reduce the size of these flowering pears when the 
overwhelming majority of this species used within the 
parking area are 24 inch box? 

In the area of the rear sound wall, a significant number of 
circular landscape symbols are shown both within the 
applicant's property as well as outside the sound wall on 
the adjacent property. At least 5 6  of these circles most 
likely represent trees, with an even larger number of 
smaller circles most likely representing shrubs. However, 
none of these circular symbols has any identification label 
to identify what species and size of plants are proposed in 
this area. Additionally, some of the larger circles 
adjacent to the Highway One off ramp also lack labels. 
Will this landscape plan be revised to provide this required 
information? 

The applicant has now revised the location of the backup 
generator to an underground vault. However, this generator 
is still located at the rear of this commercial use adjacent 
to a residential neighborhood. Will this vault contain 
sound attenuation devices to prohibit the noise generated by 
this use from leaving the site? The pallet enclosure has 
now been relocated to the southeast corner of the property. 
However, this continues to be adjacent to the residential 
neighborhood. Will this use of this area be restricted to 
certain hours to prevent overnight sound impacts for the 
residential neighbors? While a sound wall is proposed in 
this area, it has been my experience that the repetitive 
backup beeper noise used by such fork lifts can be heard at 
significant distances even with sound walls. 

I have previously indicated my concerns regarding the use of 
the rear roadway adjacent to the residential neighborhood 
and the noise impacts this may generate. It is my 

The 



June 9, 2005 
Page 3 

understanding that the lumber offloading area will receive 
lumber deliveries only two times per day and not in the 
early morning or early evening. Will the use of this 
delivery area be specifically restricted by the operating 
conditions to prevent this use from creating noise impacts 
for the adjacent residential area? 

Additionally, it is my understanding that the applicant will 
install operable gates at either end of this rear road area 
during the construction process for this business. After 
this business has been in operation f o r  a reasonable length 
of time, the noise generated by the site will be reviewed. 
If the residential neighborhood indicates that the use of 
this area at certain times of the day is creating 
unnecessary noise impacts, then the gates will be required 
to be used~to prevent access to this area during certain 
hours. will the operational conditions clearly address 
these issues? 

It is my understanding that the applicant is in the process 
of organizing a neighborhood meeting at the end of June so 
that the neighbors adjacent to this commercial development 
may voice their concerns. Clearly, concerns voiced by these 
neighbors should be addressed. 

JKB:ted 

3218A1 
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C O U N T Y  O F  S A N T A  C R U Z  
DISCRETIONARY APPLICATION COMMENTS 

Project Planner: Cathleen Carr 
Application No.: 04-0440 

APN: 030-131-37 

Date: October 31. 2005 
Time: 11:15:24 
Page: 1 

Environmental Planning Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 7 .  2004 BY JOSEPH L HANNA ========= -________ _________ 
Submit p re l im ina ry  grading p l a t x  fo r  i n i t i a l  review. Pre l im inary  grading p lans s h a l l  
i n c l  ude e x i s t i n g  and proposed topography, t y p i c a l  cross sect ions , grading v01 uir.es 
and c a l c u l a t i o n s ,  s i t e  drainage, and an eros ion p lan .  

The cu r ren t  p lans aEd the  eng ineer 's  responce t o  our comr,ents i s  adequate fo r  de te r -  
mine p r o j e c t  complete. The p lans and geotechnical repo r t  w i l l  be updated as t h e  
p r o j e c t  i s  conpleted and t h e  grading and gectechincal  r e p o r t  w i l l  be approved w i t h  
t h e  b u i l d i n g  permi t .  

UPDATED ON JANUARY 4 .  2005 BY JOSE?H L HANNA ========= --_______ _-_______ 

Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON OCTOSER 7,  2004 BY JOSEPH L HANNA =======e= 1. Condi t ion f o r  --______- --_______ 
geotechnical review w i t h  B u i l d i n g  Permi t .  

2. Grading permi t  requi red  w i t h  bui 1 d ing  permi t . 

3 .  D r a f t  geotechnical repo r t  nus t  be f i n a l i z e d  p r i o r  t o  t h e  submi t ta l  o f  t h e  b u i l d -  
i n g  permi t  

UPDATED ON OCTOBER 8. 2004 EY ROBIN M BOLSTER ========= 

P r i o r  t o  t h e  approval o f  t h e  b u i l d i n g  a p p l i c a t i o n :  

- -P lan  review l e t t e r  must be submitted, which s ta tes  t h a t  t h e  f i n a l  b u i l d i n g .  grad- 
i n g  acd drainage p lans are  i n  conformance w i t h  t h e  recommendations made i n  t h e  
r e p o r t  f o r  t h i s  s i t e .  

--_______ --_______ 

Please a l so  no te  t h a t  the  geotechnical  r e p o r t  i s  unsigned and makes references t o  
t h e  p r o j e c t  being i n  the  "C i ty  of Soquel ' s "  j u r i s d i c t i o n .  The geo tech i i ca l  engineer 
needs t o  f i n a l i z e  t h e  repo r t  and t h e  f i n a l  r e p o r t  mustn ' t  have references t o  t h i s  
f i c t i t i o u s  City. Otherwise t h e  r e p o r t  appears adequate. 
The p r o j e c t  geotechnical r e p o r t  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  w a l l s  have some crack ing .  These 
must be i nves t i ga ted  and evaluated by t h e  s t r c u t u r a l  engineer and resolved w i t h  t h e  
b u i l d i n g  permi ts .  ========= UPDATED ON OCTOBER 12, 2004 BY JOSEPH L HANNA ========= 

UPDATED ON OCTOBER 15, 2004 BY JOSEPH L HANNA ========= 
UPDATED ON JANUARY 4, 2005 BY JOSEPH L HANNA ========= 

Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments 

--_______ -________ 
--_______ --_______ 

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

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 14, 2004 BY CARISA REGALADO ========= 
_________ 
Not enough drainage i n fo rma t ion  has been g iven t o  consider  acceptance of t h i s  ap- 
p l i c a t i o n .  To be approved by t h i s  d i v i s i o n  a t  t h e  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  a p p l i c a t i o n  Stage. 
a l l  p o t e n t i a l  o f f - s i t e  impacts and m i t i g a t i o n s  must be determined: there fore .  
proposed p r o j e c t s  must conc lus i ve l y  demonstrate t h a t  (see drainage g u i d e l i n e s ) :  



Discretionary Comments - Continued 
Project Planner: Cathleen Carr 
Application No. : 04-0440 

APN: 030-131-37 

Date: October 31, 2005 
Time: 11:15:24 
Page: 2 

The s i t e  i s  being adequately dra ined 

- S i t e  r u n o f f  w i l l  be conveyed t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  downstream drainage conveyance system 
o r  o the r  safe p o i n t ( s )  o f  re lease,  i f  taken o f f - s i t e .  

- The p r o j e c t  w i l l  no t  adversely impact roads and adjacent o r  downslope p rope r t i es  
i f  taken o f f - s i t e .  

Please address t h e  fo l l ow ing  comments: 

1) An e x i s t i n g  storm d ra in  system i s  sb,own on t h e  p lans.  Please c l a r i f y  an t h e  p lans  
i f  t h i s  system i s  t o  reva in  i n  use as i s  by t h i s  p r o j e c t .  If any changes t o  t h i s  
system are  proposed f o r  t h i s  development, please make i t  c l e a r  on the  p lans .  

2) Thio d i f f e r e n t  l i n e s  and l z b e l s  a re  shown f o r  t h e  e x i s t i n g  storm d r a i n  system. I n  
Some p laces ,  these do not match. Please de le te  t h e  i n c o r r e c t  l i n e s  and l a b e l s  t o  
avo id  confus icn .  

3 )  Please c l a r i f y  on t h e  p lans i f  t h e r e  w i l l  be art increase i n  impervious area.  
E x i s t i n g  and proposed areas should be c l e a r l y  de l ineated and 1abe:ed on t h e  plans 

4) I f  an increase i n  the  impervious area w i l l  r e s u l t  from t h i s  development. The ade 
quacy of the  e x i s t i n g  drainage system. o n - s i t e  and o f f - s i t e ,  w i l l  be requ i red .  

5 )  The driveway and park ing l o t  areas are requ i red  t o  be t r e a t e d  p r i o r  t o  re lease 
o f f - s i t e  w i t h  a County standard s i l t  and grease t r a p  o r  o ther  water q u a l j t y  t r e a t -  
vent  device.  It appears from t h e  U t i l i t y  Notes on sheet 8 t i 7 a t  t h i s  w i l l  be t r e a t e d  
separa te ly  by two d i f f e r e n t  systems and t h a t  treatment f o r  grease may no t  be i n -  
c luded f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t .  Please c l a r i f y .  

6) U n t i l  f u r t h e r  in fo rmat ion  / c l a r i f i c a t i o n  i s  submitted on t h e  above, more com- 
ments on t h e  proposed drainage system f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t  may be forthcoming. 

Fur ther  drainage p lan  guidance nzy be obtained from t h e  County o f  Santa Cruz Plan- 
n i  ng websi t e :  h t t p :  l lsccountyO1 .co. santa-cruz . ca . uslpianningibrochures/drain. htm 

A l l  subsequent submi t ta ls  f o r  t h i s  a p p l i c a t i o n  must be done through t h e  Planning 
Department. Submit ta ls  made d i r e c t l y  t o  Pub l ic  Works w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  delays.  

Please c a l l  o r  v i s i t  t h e  Dept.  o f  Pub l i c  Works, Stormwater Management D i v i s i o n .  from 
8:OO am t o  12:OO pm i f  you have any quest ions.  ========= UPDATED ON JANUARY 11, 2005 
BY ALYSON B TOM ========= A p p l i c a t i o n  w i t h  plans dated 12/9/04 and l e t t e r  dated 
12/8/04 has been recieved. Please address t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

1) The. proposed plans should be coordinated w i t h  t h e  p r o j e c t  p lans t h a t  a re  proposed 
f o r  t h e  adjacent Safeway expansion. The adjacent p r o j e c t  (and o l d  k m a r t  p r o j e c t )  i n -  
c luded t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  of a storm d r a i n  east o f  t h e  b u i l d i n g  l a b e l l e d  " e x i s t i n g  
renovated b u i l d i n g "  t h a t  t i e d  i n t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  storm d ra ins .  This  should be i n -  
c luded w i t h  t h e  p lans,  o r  o the r  accomodations f o r  drainage i n  t h i s  area should be 
i n c l  uded. 



Discretionary Comments - Continued 
Project Planner: Cathleen Carr 
Application No.: 04-0440 

APN: 030-131-37 

Date: October 31, 2005 
Time: 11:15:24 
Page: 3 

2) The use o f  f l o -gua rd  i n s e r t s  ins tead o f  t h e  county standard s i l t  and grease t rap  
i s  acceptable. P r i o r  t o  b u i l d i n g  permi t  issuance, app l icant  should submit inforrria- 
t i o n  dernonsa-ating p o l l u t a n t  removal e f f i c i e n c i e s  provided by t h e  i n s e r t s .  

Please see miscellaneous comments fo r  o ther  items t h a t  w i l l  be requ i red  a t  t h e  
b u i l d i n g  app l i ca t i on  stage. 

UPDATED ON JUNE 10, 2005 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= App l i ca t i on  w i t h  p.lans 
dated 5/2/05 i s  complete w i t h  regards t o  drainage f o r  the  d i sc re t i ona ry  stage. 
Please see miscellaneous comments f o r  issues t o  be addressed Drier t o  b u i l d i n g  p e r -  

__---_-__ _________ 

m i t  issuance 

Dpw Drainage Miscellaneous Comments 

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

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 14, 2004 BY CARISA ?EGALADO ========= 
_________ _-____-__ 
The f o l l o w i n g  items w i l l  be requ i red  a t   the b u i l d i n g  a p p l i c a t i o n  stage 

1) A recorded and no ta r i zed  maintenance agreement must be submitted f o r  t h e  water 
q u a l i t y  treatment devices 

2) For increases i n  impervious area. s drainage fee w i l l  be assessed. The fees a r e  
c u r r e n t l y  $0.85 per square f o o t .  (See 2004105 Santa Cruz County Department of Pub l i c  
dorks Serv ice & Cap i ta l  Improvement Fees.) For c r e d i t s ,  s u i t a b l e  documentation must 
be submitted t o  es tab l i sh  e x i s t i n g  impervious pavement. ========= UPDATED ON JANUARY 
11, 2005 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= The f o l l o w i n g  w i i l  be requ i red  a t  t h e  b u i l d i n g  
a p p l i c a t i o n  stage: 

1) Recorded maintenance agreement f o r  t h e  proposed f l o - gua rd  i n s e r t s  and e x i s t i n g  
s i l t  and grease t r a p .  The minimum maintenance schedule and procedures s p e c i f i e d  by 
t h e  f l o - gua rd  manufacturer and designer should be inc luded i n  the document (with a n -  
nual maintenance and repo r t i ng  requ i red  " p r i o r  t o  t h e  ra iny  seasor," a t  a minimurr) 
The responsib le p a r t y  must agree t o  send a maintenance repo r t  t o  t h e  County p r i o r  t o  
October 15 o f  every year  s t a t i n g  t h e  date and type o f  serv ice  p e r f o r w d  on these 
f a c i l i t i e s .  The agreement shoudl r e f e r  t o  t h e  f i n a l  dated p lans ar,d should be t r a n s -  
f e r r a b l e  i n  t h e  event the  p rope r t y  i s  so ld .  

2) Please prov ide  in fo rmat ion  regarding t h e  park ing  l o t  maintenance schedule. Park- 
i n g  l o t  maintenance may be used as a stormwater best  management p r a c t i c e  i f  i t  i s  
completed and repor ted on a regu la r  b a s i s .  

3)  Add a note t o  s t e n c i l h a r k  "No Dumping - Drains t o  Bay" o r  equ iva len t  message on 
every e x i s t i n g  and proposed ca tch  bas in  on t h e  s i t e . T h e  proper ty  owner i s  respon- 
s i b l e  fo r  ma in ta in ing  t h i s  signage. 

4) Specify on t h e  plans where t h e  f l o - g u a r d  i n s e r t s  w i l l  be i n s t a l l e d .  

Add i t i ona l  s i t e  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. 

low ing i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  the  prev ious  miscel laneous comments. 
UPDATED ON JUNE io. 2005 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= Please address t h e  f o l -  _________ _________ 
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1) The u t i l i t y  notes on sheet 8 i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the  park ing area may be l ime t rea ted  
Th is  a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  acceptable only  a f t e r  t h e  appl icant  demonstrates t h a t  i t  w i l l  
no t  cause any adverse impact t o  r u n o f f  water q u a l i t y  o r  groundwater q u a l i t y .  

2 )  The app l icant  i s  requi red t o  ob ta in  coverage under t h e  S ta te ’ s  general construc 
t i o n  stormwater permi t  i f  one or more acres i s  d is tu rbed.  

3 )  This p r o j e c t  may be inspected by p u b l i c  works s t a f f  f o r  t h e  drainage r e l a t e d  
i tems.  I n  t h i s  case, once a l :  o ther  rev iewing agencies have approved t h e  p lans ,  t h e  
app l i can t  should submit a reproduc ib le  copy o f  the  c i v i l  p lan  sheets with a County 
s ignature  b lock on t h e  f i r s t  page, along w i t h  an engineers est imate f o r  t h e  drainage 
r e l a t e d  work and a 2% ($525 mininum) depos i t  f o r  inspecyion fees.  

4 )  If t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  r e s u l t s  i n  a change t o  t h e  rou t i ng  o r  grading o f  t n e  s i t e .  
r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  Safeway s i t e  p lans ,  rev ised systen ca l cu la t i ons  demonstrating t h a t  
:he dra i rage system s t j l ?  meets a l l  County Design C r i t e r i a  requirements may be r e -  
qu i  red  

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 Departnent 

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 22. 2004 BY RUTH L ZADESKY ========= 
---______ _________ 
no comment 

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Miscel laneous Comments 

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 22, 2004 BY RUTH L ZADESKY =====e=== 
_________ ----_____ 
No comment. 

Dpw Road Engineering Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON OCTOBER 4. 2004 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 
----_____ _________ 
A t r i p  generat ion and d i s t r i b u t i o n  ana lys is  o f  the  proposed p r o j e c t  i s  requ i red  t o  
determine i f  adjacent s igna l i zed  i n t e r s e c t i o n s  w i l l  Teed t o  be evaluated f o r  t r a f f i c  
impacts. The ana lys is  must a l s o  i nc lude  an update o f  the  p o t e n t i a l  need f o r  a t r a f -  
f i c  s igna l  a t  the  main entrance t o  t h e  shopping center .  Please have t h e  app l i can t  
con tac t  t h e  Pub l i c  Works Department t o  d iscuss t h e  scope o f  work o f  t h e  t r a f f i c  
s tudy .  Transpor ta t ion  Improvement Area fees w i l l  be requ i red  f o r  a l l  n e t  new t r i p s  
generated oy t h e  p r o j e c t .  

Pub l i c  Works recommends a c o n d i t i o n  o f  approval f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t  r e q u i r i n g  t h e  con- 
s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h e  same f ron tage improvements requ i red  of t h e  p rev ious l y  approvec 
Safeway development. The proposed frontage improvements s h a l l  be cons j s ten t  w i t h  t h e  
41s t  Avenue o f f - s i t e  improvement p lans f o r  Safeway which a r e  p a r t  of t h e  approved 
Development Permit No. 00-0127 and pending B u i l d i n g  Permit App l i ca t i on  490171. I n  
a d d i t i o n ,  o n - s i t e  park ing  l o t  improvevents w i l l  be requ i red .  The aforementioned 
t r a f f i c  study may r e q u i r e  a d d i t i o n a l  o r  rev ised improvements on o r  o f f  s i t e .  

The a i s l e  adjacent t o  the  p rope r t y  l i n e  t o  t h e  south near t h e  Highway 1 northbound 
off-ramp i s  recommended t o  be f o r  two-way t r a f f i c .  Vehicles t r a v e l i n g  on t h e  a i s l e  



Discretionary Comments - Continued 
Project Planner: Cathleen Carr 
Application No. : 04-0440 

APN: 030-131-37 

I A pedest r ian  a i s l e  i s  requ i red  from t h e  f i r s t  veh ic le  entrance c loses t  t o  Highway 1 
t o  t h e  s t o r e  f r o n t .  

Date: October 31, 2005 
Time: 11:15:24 
Page: 5 

p a r a l l e l  t o  41st Avenue would have t o  t u r n  around i n  t h e  a i s l e  i f  t h e r e  were no 
pa rk ing  spaces. 

Oversized park ing  spaces should c o n s t i t u t e  a component o f  t h e  type o f  park ing  spaces 
proposed 

Show t r u c k  t u r n  t e i p l a t e s  f o r  d e l i v e r y  t r u c k  operati.ons o n - s i t e .  Fur ther  i n f o r m a t i o n  
i s  requ i red  t o  determine t h e  p o t e n t i a l  impacts r e l a t e d  t o  customer p i ck - up  opera- 
t i o n s .  The p lans must c l e a r l y  show where custoners w i l l  p ick- up bulk  ma te r ia l s .  It 
must no t  i n t e r f e r e  w i t h  o ther  park ing  l o t  operat ions.  I f  you have any quest ions 
p lease contac t  Greg Mar t i n  a t  831-454-2811. ========= UPDATED ON NOVEMBER 19, 2004 

The 41st  Avenue Home Depot t r i p  generat ion ana lys is  inc luded i n  t h e  October. 2004, 
merr,orandum from Fehr and Peers t o  Scot t  Mummer has been reviewed b y t h i s  departmect . 
Add i t i ona l  i n f o r n a t i o n  was requested and received on November 3 ,  2004, from t h e  
t r a f f i c  consu l tan t .  The t r i p  generat ion ana lys i s  was based upon t h e  I n s t i t u t e  o f  
Transpor ta t ion  Engineers ( ITE) t r i p  ra tes .  The o l d  K-Mart ra tes  were based upon a 
Free-standing Discount Store,  and t h e  new Home Depot ra tes  were based upon a Home 
Improvement Superstore. The r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  ana lys is  i n d i c a t e  t h e  char,ge i n  use ( i n -  
c l u d i n s  t h e  add i t i ona l  15.000 sauare f e e t  o f  mace f o r  t h e  Home DeDOt) would reduce 

BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 

t h e  o v e r a l l  d a i l y  t r i p s  by 2 0 0 0 ' t r i p s  per  day, 'and no zdd i t i ona l  i n t e r s e c t i o n  
analyses would be requi red. 

The Department o f  Pub l i c  Works does no t  accept t h i s  t r i p  generat ion ana lys i s .  The 
ana lys i s  must be done again based upon t h e  previous t r a f f i c  study t r i p  i n f o r n a t i o n  
f o r  t h e  shopping center .  The prev ious t r a f f i c  studyincluded driveway counts f o r  a l l  
e x i s t i n g  uses. The app l i can t  and/or t r a f f i c  consu l tan t  must contact  Jack Sohr iakof f ,  
Senior  C i v i l  Engineer, t o  e s t a b l i s h  an acceptable scope o f  work t o  determine t h e  
t r i p  generat ion ana lys is .  The pew ana lys is  i s  t o  be based upon t h e  prev ious t r a f f i c  
s tudy.  Add i t i ona l  i n t e r s e c t i o n  analyses w i l l  be requ i red  i f  t h e  study i nd i ca tes  a 
subs tan t i a l  increase i n  t r i p s .  ========= UPDATED ON JANUARY 11, 2005 BY GREG J MAR- 

A t r i p  generat ion and d i s t r i b u t i o n  ana lys is  o f  the  proposed p r o j e c t  i s  requ i red  t o  
determine i f  adjacent s igna l i zed  i n t e r s e c t i o n s  w i l l  need t o  be evaluated f o r  t r a f f i c  
impacts. The ana lys is  must a l s o  i n c l u d e  an update o f e  p o t e n t i a l  need f o r  a t r a f f i c  
s igna l  a t  t h e  main entrance t o  t h e  shopping center .  Please have the  app l i can t  con- 
t a c t  t h e  Pub l ic  Works Department t o  discuss t h e  scope o f  work o f  t h e  t r a f f i c  s tudy  
Transpor ta t ion  ImprovementArea fees w i  11 be requ i red  f o r  a l l  n e t  new t r i p s  generated 
by t h e  p r o j e c t .  Add i t iona l  comments may be prov ided upon review o f  t h e  t r a f f i c  
s tudy .  

TIN ======== 

A pedest r ian  a i s l e  i s  requ i red  from t h e  f i r s t  veh i c le  entrance c loses t  t o  Highway 1 
t o  t h e  s t o r e  f r o n t .  The pedest r ian  a i s l e  should be a minimum o f  f ou r  f e e t  wide. The 
o b j e c t i v e  i s  t o  p rov ide  pedest r ian  access from the  busstop t o  t h e  b u i l d i n g .  The 
southern pedestr ian sidewalk, which we b e l i e v e  was added t o  address t h i s  comment. 
cou ld  be considered an a l t e r n a t i v e  l o c a t i o n .  

Oversized park ing  spaces should c o n s t i t u t e  a component o f  t h e  t ype  o f  pa rk ing  spaces 
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proposed otherwise i t must be assumed t h a t  l a r g e r  vehic les w i l l  occupy two spaces 

Pedestr ians should have a c l e a r  unobstructed walkway along the  s to re  f ron tage and 
no t  be blocked by d isp lays i n  t h e  s tock - i n - t rade  areas. 

Pub l i c  Works recommends a c o n d i t i o n  o f  approval f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t  r e c u i r i n g  t h e  con- 
s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h e  same 41st Avenue f-rontage irprovements requ i red  o f  t h e  p rev ious i y  
approved Safeway development, The proposed f ron tage improvements sha l l  be cons i s ten t  
w i t h  t h e  41st Avenue o f f - s i t e  improvement p lans f o r  Safeway which are p a r t  o f  t h e  
approved Development Permit No. 00-0127 and pending Bu i l d ing  Permit App l i ca t i on  
49C17L. The t r a f f i c  study may r e q u i r e  add i t i ona l  o r  rev ised improvements on o r  o f f  
s i t e .  

There shau?d not  be any stop s igns o r  pavegent marking legends along t h e  main a i s l e  
i n  f r o n t  of t h e  s t o r e .  There should be stop s i g n  and paverrent marking 1egeu;ds a t  t h e  
end o f  each a i s l e  which terminates i n t o  t h e  a fo rewn t ioned  a i s l e .  

I f  you have any questions please contac t  Greg Martin a t  831-454-2811. ========= UP- 
DATED ON FEBRUARY 4, 2005 BY JACK R SOHRIAKOFF ========= 
The Department o f  Pub l ic  Works has reviewed t h e  t r i p  generat ion ana lys is  ine memo 
dated January 11. 2005. from Fehr & Peers t o  Scot t  Mormer regarding t h e  Home Depot 
p r o j e c t  on 41st Avenue. The ana lys is  concluded t h a t  t he re  would not  be a t r a f f i c  im- 
pact  due t o  t h e  net increase i n  t h e  peak hour t r i p s .  The net  increase i s  44 t r i p s  
dur ing  t h e  AM peak and 13 t r i p s  duringe PM peak. This  i s  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  what t h e  K -  
M a r t  previcus:y generated dur ing  these t imes.  The o v e r a l l  d a i l y  t r i p  r a t e  i s  ex- 
pected t o  have a net i t x r e a s e  o f  738 t r i p s  per  day cver what ;he K - M a r t  p rev ious l y  
generated perday. The t r i p  generat ion ana lys is  i s  acceptable t o  t h i s  department. The 
r e t  increase i n  d a i l y  t r i p s  r e s u l t s  i n  a Soquel Transportat ion Improvement Areae o f  
$295,200. This fee i s  t o  be s p l i t  evenly between t h e  t ranspor ta t i on  improvement fee 
and t h e  roadside inprovement fee .  I n  add i t i on ,  we had requested t h a t  t h e  t r a f f i c  
consu l tan t  prov ide an update t o  t h e  need f o r  a t r a f f i c  s igna l  a t  t h e  main entrance 
t o  t h e  shopping center on 41st  Avenue as a resul- ,  o f  the  add i t i ona l  t r a f f i c  expected 
t o  be generated by t h e  Home Depot p r o j e c t .  Th is  i c fo rma t ion  was no t  prov ided.  
However. i t  i s  o w  op in ion  t h a t  t h e  minimal amount o f  peak hour t r a f f i c  expected t o  
be generated by the Home Depot p r o j e c t  w i l l  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  change t h e  operat ions 
of t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  and i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  a t r a f f i c  s ignal  should be delayed u n t i l  t h e  
west s i d e  o f  41st  Avenue has be redeveloped t o  b e t t e r  accomnodate t h i s  c a p i t a l  i m -  
provement p r o j e c t .  This  was t h e  prev ious recommendation as p a r t  o f  t h e  Safeway 
p r o j e c t  comments. The County Redevelopment department has a l so  discussed t h i s  i ssue  
w i t h  us and agrees w i t h  t h i s  de terminat ion ,  We do not  requ i re  any add i t i ona l  i n -  
format ion and consider t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  complete a t  t h i s  t ime .  t h e  roadside improve- 
ment f ee .  We do not requ i re  any a d d i t i o n a l  i n fo rma t ion  and consider t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  
complete a t  t h i s  t ime.  ========= UPDATED ON FEBRUARY 7 ,  2005 BY JACK R SOHRIAKOFF 

UPDATED ON JUNE 10, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 
We rece ived supplementary peak hour t r a f f i c  ana lys is  for Saturday and f i n d  i t  t o  be 
acceptable 

The a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  complete. We recommend ou r  previous requested cond i t i on  regarding 
t h e  cons t ruc t i on  o f  f ron tage improvements be inc luded as we l l  as  T I A  fees 

----_____ _________ 
----_____ _________ 
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I f  you have any quest ions p lease c a l l  Greg Mar t i n  a t  831-454-2811 

Dpw Road Engineering Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEL ON OCTOBER 4. 2004 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= ____-____ _----____ 
NO COMMENT 

UPDATED ON NOVEMBER 19 ,  2004 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 
UPDATED ON JANUARY 11, 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 
UPDATED ON JUNE 10. 2005 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 

_________ ___--____ 
_________ __---____ 
____-____ _________ 
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5776 BROADWAY 
O A K L A N D ,  CA 
U.S.A. 9461 8-1 531 
Tel: (510) 658-6719 
Fax: (510) 652-4441 

w . w i a i . c o m  
E-mail: djue@wiai.:om 

File:0412 1 

Mr. Scott A. Mommer 
Lars Anderson & Associates, Inc. 
4630 W. Jacquelyn Avenue, Suite 119 
Fresno. California 93722 

Subject: Projected Noise from The Home Depot, Soquel, California 

Dear hlr. Mommer: 

w e  have reviewed the current project layout for The Home Depot, Soquel, as indicated in the 
Preliminary Site Plan, submitted to us on 19 September 2005. With the exception of the emergency 
generator. we understand that the Project noise sources, roofparapet wall and building layout are 
unchanged from those analyzed in our report, Acoustical Analysis of Noise Impact: Home Depot 
Store, Soquel, California, dated 16 November 2004. 

In our 16 November 2004 report, we recommended the construction of a sound barrier to replace the 
existing chain link fence near the east property line. The barrier height should be 13 fi from the 
northern end (approximately 50 ft north of the Home Depot) extending to approximately 50 ft south 
of the lumber off-loading area. The remainder of the barrier should be 9 ft height. The barrier 
configuration indicated in the current project layout is in conformance with our recommendations. 

The generator has moved from a surface location near the Project sound barrier to an underground 
vault along the east side ofthe Home Depot building and approximately 25 ft from the Project sound 
barrier. As indicated in our 16 November 2004 report the generator would typically be operated once 
per month during the daytime for testing purposes (typically on the order of 30 minutes). As 
currently designed, the sound level from the generator will be 78 dBA on the east side of the Project 
barrier. 

If the County requires the once-monthly generator tests to comply with the Noise Element, then the 
maximum noise should be no greater than 70 dBA (for daytime operation), and the hourly Le, should 
be no greater than 50 dBA Lcq. Assuming the load test lasts no more than 40 minutes, an additional 
26 dBA noise reduction is required, which may be accomplished with the following, or their 
acoustical equivalent: 

http://w.wiai.com
File:0412


WILSON, IHRIG 8. ASSOCIATES, INC. 2 Home Depot, Soquel, CA 

Option A: use the manufacturer's sound enclosure with internal silencer and raise the sound 
bamer to 13 ft to extend 155 ft further south ofthe current configuration, if necessary, apply 
2" thick 3 pcf duct liner or comparable material to 50% of the available wall surface of the 
vault, OR 
Option B: use an after-market sound enclosure which provides a minimum 26 dBA noise 
reduction, OR 
Option C: use the manufacturer's sound enclosure with internal silencer, fully enclose the 
vault and use acoustically lined ducts to provide intake and exhaust vent access. The ducts 
should have at least one 90 degree bend and be lined with 1" thick 3 pcf duct liner or 
comparable material. 

In conclusion, with the recommendations described above to control noise from the generator (if 
required), the current project layout will be in conformance with our recommendations, and should 
be sufficient to control noise from the Home Depot to levels in compliance with the day and night 
requirements of the Noise Element of the County of Santa Cruz, as discussed in our report of 16 
November 2004. 

* * *  

Please feel free to call us should you have any further questions on this information. 

Very truly yours, 

WILSON, IHRIG &ASSOCIATES, INC 

Associate Principal 

DAJ : daj 




	EXECUTIVE SmiY
	EXISTING CONDITIONS
	Transit Service :
	Exisung Pedesnian and Bicycle Facilities
	Existing Traffic Volumes
	Level of Service hiethodology
	Roadway Se-ment Volume Thresholds
	Existing Levels of Service ;
	Field Observations

	BACKGROLWD COiYDITIONS
	Background Tr&c Volumes
	Bxkgound Roadway hprovemenb :
	Background Intersection Levels of Service
	Background Ramp Levels of Service
	Background Roadway Segment Levels of Servic

	PROJECT CONDITIONS
	Project Traffic Volumes
	Project Intersection Leve!s of Service
	Project Ramp Levels of Service
	Project Roadway Segment Levels of Service
	Sigmncant Impact Criteria
	Measures
	Use of Other Travel Modes
	Transportation Improvement Area Fees
	TERM CUMULATIVX CONDITIONS
	Near Term Cumulative Traffic Forecasts
	Near Term Cumulative Roadway Improvements
	Freeway Ramp Levels of Service
	Near-Term Roadway Segment Leveis of Service
	I Site Location
	2 Site Plan
	3 Existing lnrersection Lane Configuratio ns
	Emsting Transit Service
	Existing Weekday Peak Hour Volumes
	Existing Saturday Peak Hour Volumes
	Background Weekday Peak Hour Volumes
	Background Saturday Peak Hour Volumes
	Trip Distribution
	Project Weekday Peak Hour Volumes:
	Project Sanxday PeakHour Volumes
	Project Driveway Volumes
	15 hkar-Tern Cumulative Weekday Peak Hour Volumes
	1 Signalized htmection Level of Service Definitions Using Average Control Delay
	2 Unsignalized Intersection Level of Service Definitions Using Average Control Delay
	3 Level of Service Threshold Volumes for VariousRoadway Types
	4 Density Level of Service Definitions for Mergemiverge Areas
	5 Existmg IntersectionLewis of Service
	6 Existing Intersection Levels of Service (Based on CORSI54 Results)
	7a Existing SR 1 Merge and Diverge Levels of Service
	10 Background Intersection Levels of Service
	13 Trip Generation Estimates
	14 Backgound and Project IntersectionLevels of Service


	15a Backround and Project SR 1 Merge and Diverge Levels of Service
	15b Background and Project SR 1 Weaving SectionLevels ofservice
	16 Backgound and Project Roadway Segment Average Daily fxaffic Volumes
	17 Near-Term Cumulative lntersecuon Levels of Service
	18a Nez-Term Cumulative SR 1 Merge and Diverge Levels of Service
	18b.Neu-Tenn Cumulative SR 1 Weaving Section Levels of Servicz
	19 Near-Term Cumulative Roadway Segment Average Daily @affic Volumes
	20 Cumulative Intersection Levels of Service
	21a Near-Tern Cumulative SR 1 Merge and Diverge Levels of Service
	Cumulative SR 1 Weaving Secuon Levels of Service
	22 Near-Term Cumulabve Roadway Se-ment Average Daily traffic Volumes

