Staff Report to the
Zoning Administrator  Application Number: 08-0150

Applicant: Patrizia Materassi Agenda Date: June 17, 2011
Owner: John Draeger Agenda Item #: 1
APN: 062-251-01 Time: After 10:00 a.m.

Project Description: Proposal to recognize the construction of two horse stables,
approximately 981 square feet and 1,235 square feet in size, one 788 square foot tackroom/
workshop, one 356 square foot tackroom/office barn, a 2,600 square foot non-habitable storage
structure and grading of approximately 2,359 cubic yards of excavation and 7,209 cubic yards of
fill. In addition, the applicant proposes to replace an unpermitted mobile home with a new 1,200
square foot manufactured home, to construct a 1,300 square foot addition to the existing 2,600

s 2,160 square foot non-habitable
workshop/office, and to construct a new rail car bridge to replace an existing culvert crossing at
Old Timber Road.

The proposal would also recognize the unpermitted construction of approximately 550 lineal feet
of retaining walls of up to 6.5 feet in height. An additional 250 lineal feet of retaining walls of up
to 4 feet in height are proposed to replace an existing system of log retaining structures. A 336
square foot manure bunker is proposed to accommodate boarding of up to 8 horses on the site.

Location: Project located on the south side of Smith Grade, approximately 1.5 miles south of
the intersection with Empire Grade (831 Smith Grade).

Supervisoral District: 3" District (District Supervisor: Neal Coonerty)

Permits Required: Coastal Development Permit, Residential Development Permit, Riparian
Exception
Technical Reviews: Preliminary Grading Approval; Geotechnical Report Review

Staff Recommendation:

e Certification of the Mitigated Negative Declaration completed in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act

e Approval of Application 08-0150, based on the attached findings and conditions.

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4t Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060
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Exhibits
A. Project plans E. Assessor's, Location, Zoning and
B. Findings General Plan Maps
C. Conditions F. Comments & Correspondence not
D. Mitigated Negative Declaration included with the CEQA document
(CEQA determination) with
attachments
Parcel Information
Parcel Size: 152.5 acres
Existing Land Use - Parcel: Residential and timber production
Existing Land Use - Surrounding: Residential, timber production and agriculture

Project Access:
Planning Area:

Smith Grade (county-maintained)
Bonny Doon

Land Use Designation:

R-M (Mountain Residential)

Zone District: RA (Timber Production)
Coastal Zone: X Inside ___ Outside
Appealable to Calif. Coastal Comm. ___ Yes X No

Environmental Information

Geologic Hazards:
Soils:
Fire Hazard:

Slopes:
Env. Sen. Habitat:

Grading:
Tree Removal:
Scenic:

Drainage:
Archeology:

Services Information

Geologic investigation prepared; no threats identified

Soils Report completed

Portion of site mapped; no development proposed in Critical Fire
Hazard area

Slopes in excess of 50% in the vicinity of the riparian corridor
Riparian Corridor associated with two perennial streams that cross
the site — Smith and Cojo Creeks.

Approximately 2,360 cubic yards of excavation and 7,200 cubic yards
of fill proposed

One tree proposed to be removed to accommodate replacement
bridge

Mapped resource; areas of development minimally visible from
Smith Grade

Engineered drainage plans

Archeological site assessment performed; no resourced identified

Urban/Rural Services Line: __ Inside _ X Outside

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

Private well
Private septic
Calfire

None



Application #: 08-0150 Page 3
APN: 062-251-01
Owner: John Draeger

History

The property is developed with an existing cabin and detached garage, which were constructed in
the 1940s according to Assessor’s Records. In February 2000, application 00-0090 was made to
construct a new single-family dwelling, a second unit, accessory structures and a replacement
bridge at a culverted stream crossing (Old Timber Drive). Application 00-0090 was abandoned
on June 19, 2003. Building Permit 127452 was issued on December 18, 2000 to authorize the
repair of a separate bridge at Moore Ranch Road. In 2004, the County received a complaint of
illegal grading along Old Timber Drive and application 04-0479 was made on October 6, 2004 to
address the grading violation and to reinforce the stream bank along the Old Timber Road creek
crossing. Application 04-0479 was withdrawn by the applicant and the proposed development
was subsequently combined into the subject application in order to address all riparian work
completed or proposed at both stream crossings on the property.

On April 15,2005 the Planning Department posted an additional notice of violation on the
property for the unpermitted construction of two horse barns, a tack room, a workshop, the
installation of a mobile home, development within a riparian corridor, and grading in excess of

1,000 cubic yards for the creation of a horse arena and paddock areas.

The subject application was made on May 5, 2008 to address all known building and
environmental violations on the property and to expand development on the site to include
additional structural square footage.

Project Setting and Description

The subject property is a 152.5-acre site located in a sparsely developed rural area in the Bonny
Doon Planning Area. The site occupies a west-facing, moderately to steeply sloping hillside and
takes access from Smith Grade, a County-maintained road. The majority of the site is heavily
forested and drains to Majors and Cojo Creeks, two perennial streams that cross the subject
property. The development on the site is clustered in two primary areas: at the northeast (Riding
Arena) and at the center of the parcel (Shop Site). The site is served by private wells and sewage
disposal is accomplished via a septic system.

The site is developed with two separate private roads that take access from Smith Grade and the
two roads cross Cojo Creek at different locations. Old Timber Road at the northeast corner of
the lot is unpaved, provides primary access to the subject site and crosses the creek via an
unpermitted, failing culvert. Moore Ranch Road to the west is a right of way that provides access
to several residences southwest of the site and crosses Cojo Creek via a legally constructed
bridge. Each creek crossing exhibits evidence of past drainage and erosion problems.

Vegetation on the site is characterized by Douglas fir, redwood, coast live oak, bay laurel and
madrone forest, with moderate to dense underbrush. The property has historically been used for
timber production and is developed with an existing cabin and garage located adjacent to the Old
Timber Road stream crossing.
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Parcels to the north, east and west are zoned for Timber Production (TP) and are heavily wooded
with steep slopes. Properties to the south are zoned Residential Agriculture (RA) and Special Use
(SU). The majority of the surrounding properties are developed with single family dwellings at
low, rural densities.

Topography on the subject parcel ranges from essentially flat to slopes in excess of 1:1, with
three gently sloping areas running from north to south through the central portion of the property.
One of these three flatter areas, located at the center of the parcel, has been used for the
unpermitted development of horse facilities, including a riding arena, paddocks, and several
equestrian outbuildings. Small to medium-scale grading operations have occurred in the vicinity
of the horse facilities and access roads that traverse the property. Erosion from surface water
runoff is evident along the western slope of the property.

The applicant proposes to recognize the unpermitted construction of two horse stalls of
approximately 981 and 1,235 square feet, one 788 square foot tackroom and workshop, one 356
square foot tackroom and office, a 2,600 square foot non-habitable storage structure and grading
that includes approximately 2,359 cubic yards of excavation and 7,209 cubic yards of fill. In

addition, the applicant proposes to replace an existing (unpermitted) mobile home with a 1,200
square foot permanent modular home, to construct a 1,300 square foot addition to the existing
unpermitted 2,600 square foot storage structure, to construct a new 2,160 square foot non-
habitable workshop/office, and to construct a new rail car bridge to replace the culvert creek
crossing at old Timber Road. The proposal would also recognize the unpermitted construction of
approximately 550 lineal feet of retaining walls in the vicinity of the horse arena, paddocks and
tack room. The retaining walls range from 1 to 6.5 feet in height and an additional 250 lineal feet
of walls are proposed to be constructed at the Shop Site to replace an existing system of log
retaining structures along an outer fill wedge.

The proposal would result in two dwellings (1,968 square feet total area) and eight non-habitable
structures (9,860 square feet total area).

The existing and proposed grading consists of fill at the main driveway off of Smith Grade Road,
fill at the approach to the proposed rail car bridge at Old Timber Drive, a small amount of
excavation for improving Old Timber Drive, with the majority of the remaining grading having
already occurred to create the horse arena, paddocks and building pads at the Shop Site.

The proposed replacement bridge at Old Timber Drive is composed of 70-foot railcar girders

placed on cast-in-place concrete abutments and cast-in-drilled-hole concrete piles. Six (6) 24-
inch diameter piles are proposed, three on each side of the channel, and are to be constructed

from the top of the stream bank.

A 336 square foot manure bunker is proposed to be constructed in the Shop Site area to
accommodate up to eight horses on the site at any one time. The bunker is located approximately
14 mile southwest of the horse facilities and residences, in the Shop Site portion of the parcel.
The bunker is also more than 550 feet from the nearest stream. The manure will be hauled from
the equestrian area to the bunker by tractor and removed from the project site via dump truck
each week and taken to the Buena Vista Landfill for use as composting material.
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No lessons, riding or other commercial activity associated with the equestrian facilities is
proposed on the site.

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION
Zoning & General Plan Consistency

The subject property is a parcel of approximately 152.5 acres, located in the TP (Timber
Production) zone district, a designation which, in addition to timber harvesting, allows a single-
family dwelling, second unit, and all Commercial Agriculture uses and accessory agricultural
structures. The proposed horse facilities, non-habitable accessory structures and residential
structures are principal permitted uses within the TP zone district and the zoning is consistent
with the site's (R-M) Mountain Residential General Plan designation. Agricultural uses are
considered principal permitted uses in the TP zone district. In that the non-habitable accessory
structures, constructed on the subject site, are incidental to the agricultural use on the property,
they are not subject to the 1,000 square foot limitation that applies to residential accessory
structures.

Local Coastal Program Consistency

The proposed development is in conformance with the County's certified Local Coastal Program,
in that the structures are sited and designed to be visually compatible, in scale with, and
integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. Developed parcels in the area
contain single family dwellings and agricultural outbuildings of various configurations. Size and
architectural styles vary widely in the area, and the design of the accessory structures and
modular home is consistent with this range of styles. The proposed development is minimally
visible from the County-maintained road and represents a small degree of impact given the
overall size of the property and the density of the surrounding forest. The project site is not
located between the shoreline and the first public road and is not identified as a priority
acquisition site in the County’s Local Coastal Program. Consequently, the proposed project will
not interfere with public access to the beach, ocean, or other nearby body of water. While the
proposal includes development within a riparian corridor, conditions of project approval will
ensure that the development will not significantly impact the riparian resource.

Riparian Resources/Riparian Exception

As stated previously, two perennial streams cross the project site; Majors Creek and Cojo Creek.
No work is proposed in the vicinity of Majors Creek. The unpermitted culvert crossing at Old
Timber Drive is proposed to be replaced with a rail car bridge. Additionally, drainage
improvements are proposed in the vicinity of both stream crossings to address historic erosion
and sedimentation problems that have existed in each area. Project consultants have prepared
assessments of the existing stream quality conditions (Water Sampling Report, Attachment 8 of
Exhibit D) as well as biotic site assessments relating to potential impacts to riparian fish and
amphibian species (Aquatic Assessment and California Red-Legged Frog Site Assessment,
Attachments 9 and 10, Exhibit D). The biotic assessments provide a number of recommended
mitigations to ensure that the bridge replacement and drainage improvements do not negatively
impact riparian resources. The recommendations have been incorporated into the project
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conditions of approval and include requirements for pre-construction meetings between the
biologists, Environmental Planning staff and project contractors. Additionally, a biological

monitor will be present during all construction activities that occur within or adjacent to the
stream channel.

Additional measures limit construction in the riparian corridor to between August 1* and October
15™ and require the riparian area to be revegetated following the construction with requirements
for annual documentation, management and monitoring of the progress of planting and required
survival criteria for riparian species.

To mitigate impacts of nighttime lighting on the riparian habitat, a lighting plan is required to be
submitted to the Planning Department for review and approval.

A Riparian Exception is required in order to allow the proposed bridge construction and drainage
improvements within the riparian corridor. The proposed bridge and drainage construction will
correct longstanding erosion and sedimentation problems that have negatively impacted the
riparian habitat, while providing a safe creek crossing that is necessary for the economic use of
the property. The implementation of the riparian i itori 1

restore and maintain a healthy riparian system following the completion of construction in the
riparian corridor. Therefore, the findings can be made in support of the Riparian Exception
(Exhibit B).

Timber Resources

The subject parcel is zoned for Timber Production and timber harvests have historically occurred
on the site. A Forester’s Report on Timber Production Zoning Issues and Timber Management
Plan (Attachment 14 of Exhibit D) was prepared by the project forester. The report states that the
project would not result in adverse impacts on timber production. Specifically, the review found
that the areas of development contain primarily oaks with grass and herbaceous understory
vegetation. A condition of project approval states that timber resource may only be harvested in
accordance with California Department of Forestry timber harvest rules and regulations.

Horse Arena/Paddocks

The horse arena and paddocks were created in an area located within the front half of the subject
parcel. Section 13.10.641(a)(3) of the County Code states that paddocks shall be located on the
rear half of the lot, unless a Level V Use Approval is obtained. In this case, the paddock area has
been established in one of two relatively flat areas of the parcel, each of which is located within
the front half of the parcel. The second flat area (“Shop Site”), developed with unpermitted non-
habitable structures, is the location of the proposed modular home. Locating the paddocks in
close proximity to the dwelling unit is not optimal; therefore the existing graded location is
preferable for the paddocks and arena.

The paddock area is minimally visible from the street or any neighboring dwellings due to the
surrounding forest and topography of the parcel; therefore the paddock location is not expected to
represent a nuisance to surrounding properties. The paddock area is located more than twenty
(20) feet from the property line and a condition of project approval requires the replacement
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mobile home to be located a minimum of forty (40) feet from the paddock area.

Currently, four horses are kept on the project site with a maximum of eight horses proposed to be
accommodated. Horse access to areas near waterways is and will continue to be restricted, as
horses are kept in fenced areas and not allowed to drink at the creek. As previously stated, a
Manure Management Plan was prepared and submitted to Environmental Health Services (EHS)
for review. A large bunker proposed to accommodate the anticipated amount of manure was also
reviewed and its size and location approved by EHS. Project conditions of approval require daily
cleaning of horse stalls and paddocks, with manure and bedding gathered every two days and
carried to the designated storage area. The manure storage area is several hundred feet away from
the proposed residence and riparian areas on the site. Horse manure would be removed from the
site weekly and sent to Watsonville, where it is composted and used as fertilizer as a part of the
Buena Vista Landfill Organic Material Exchange Program.

Drainage

The horse arena was constructed with a sub-drainage system that discharges to an adjacent slope.

Proposed drainage improvements in this location consist of connecting the outlets to-a common
point of discharge, where a gabion rock dispersal installation will be constructed to dissipate the
runoff. In addition, the project landscape engineer has provided a cobble swale treatment with
underdrain at the arena to further protect Cojo Creek from any contaminated runoff associated
with the use of the horse arena.

Old Timber Drive is constructed of gravel and base rock and includes a drainage swale along the
inside edge as well as culverts to disperse stormwater runoff, A siltation basin is proposed
adjacent to this roadway prior to the creek crossing to prevent silt and gravel fines from entering
the creek. An asphalt berm is also proposed to be added along the area of road improvement near
the intersection of Old Timber Drive and Smith Grade.

Additional drainage improvements are proposed in the vicinity of the bridge replacement,
including the installation of vegetated swales adjacent to the bridge.

Drainage calculations for the proposal indicate that the post-development runoff rates would not
exceed those of pre-development rates. No other water use or diversion is proposed; therefore the
proposal does not result in any significant impacts to groundwater supplies or recharge
capability. The overall amount of existing and/or proposed impervious coverage on the site is
approximately .15 acres, which represents 0.1% of the overall site area.

Grading

The existing, unpermitted grading that is to be recognized by this proposal consists of 334 cubic
yards of cut and 3,215 cubic yards of fill at the Shop Site to accommodate construction of
accessory buildings and retaining walls, and 1,024 cubic yards of cut and 3,899 cubic yards of fill
to create the horse arena and paddock area. Additionally, 96 cubic yards of fill are proposed at
the main driveway off Smith Grade and at the approach to the proposed rail car bridge at Old
Timber Road. A small amount of re-contouring is also proposed in conjunction with the cobble
stone catch basin in order to correct the historic erosion and sedimentation issues in this area.
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The grading at the Old Timber Road bridge approach would utilize engineered (compacted) fill,
with all fill slopes to be keyed and benched into the native slopes. Some of the grading proposed
along Old Timber Road would also stabilize existing erosion problems identified along the
inboard side of the road.

Section 16.20.040 of the County Code specifies the appropriate level of approval required for
grading in excess of 1,000 cubic yards. Specifically, all approvals for grading in excess of 1,000
cubic yards which is visible from a scenic corridor roadway, is required to be processed as a
Level VI permit application. Smith Grade is listed in the General Plan as a Scenic Road;
however, while a small portion of grading is proposed at the driveway off of Smith Grade, the
majority of the grading occurred 500-600 feet away from the road and approximately 30 feet
below the grade of the public roadway. Additionally, TP-zoned parcel is heavily forested. The
horse facilities are not visible from the scenic road and do not negatively impact the associated
visual resources; therefore the grading is being processed at Level V, consistent with the other
component of the project.

Retaining Walls

Approximately 550 lineal feet of retaining walls in the vicinity of the horse arena, paddocks and
tack room would be recognized under the subject proposal. An additional 250 lineal feet of walls
are proposed to replace an existing system of log retaining structures constructed at the Shop
Site, in accordance with recommendations made by the project geotechnical engineer. The new
walls will protect against future instability of a fill slope behind the non-habitable accessory
structures. The walls at the horse facility range from 1 to 6.5 feet in height, while the proposed
walls at the Shop Site will be approximately 4 feet tall.

Design Review

The project complies with the requirements of the County Design Review Ordinance, in that the
structures proposed to be recognized or constructed are not visible from Smith Grade Road. The
property is heavily wooded and the distance from the roadway and the existing vegetative
screening reduce the visual impact of the proposed development on surrounding land uses. The
existing and proposed structures represent approximately 0.1% of the total area of the parcel and
therefore do not significantly impact the natural landscape.

The design of the agricultural accessory structures and replacement mobile home is consistent
with the rustic, rural context of the Santa Cruz Mountains and compatible with the design of
surrounding structures in the vicinity of the subject parcel.

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 April 11, 2011.

A preliminary determination to issue a Negative Declaration with Mitigations (Exhibit D) was
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made on April 22, 2011. The mandatory public comment period expired on May 22, 2011, with
no comments received.

The environmental review process focused on the potential impacts of the project in the areas of
riparian resources, water quality, and biotic resources. The environmental review process
generated mitigation measures that will reduce potential impacts from the proposed development
and adequately address these issues.

Conclusion
As proposed and conditioned, the project is consistent with all applicable codes and policies of

the Zoning Ordinance and General Plan/LCP. Please see Exhibit "B" ("Findings") for a complete
listing of findings and evidence related to the above discussion.

Staff Recommendation
e Certification of the Mitigated Negative i i i

California Environmental Quality Act.

. APPROVAL of Application Number 08-0150, based on the attached findings and
conditions.

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

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

Report Prepared By: Robin Bolster-Grant
Santa Cruz County Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor
Santa Cruz CA 95060
Phone Number: (831) 454-5357
E-mail: robin.bolster(@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
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(E) GRADE —. L~AREA = 104 5. F1. ) [ AREA = 37 S0, . )
S i »®n__ ESTIMATED EARTHWORK QUANTITIES
= e MAXIMUM EXCAVATION DEPTH = 5% ft. :
R i— P e TOTAL SITE EXCAVATION
- —(N) GRADE WITHOUT FLUFF = 1024 % cu. yd.
CUT AREA A = 104 8q. . FILL AREA A = 37 sq. [t MAXIMUM FILL DEPTH =7tft
(AN CUT AREA OVER 84 LNEAL FT. = 8736 cublc f. = 324 cu. yd FILL AREA OVER 95 UNEAL FT. = 3515 cubic ft. = 130 cu. yd. )
N4 SITE FILL = 3899 % cu yd.
...... ARED = 193 s A1, AREA = 4B SQ. FT.-"= - (N) GRADE TOTAL IMPORT e
- — — — A — — WITHOUT FLUFF - 2875 & cu. yd. HOERR)
S )= Ll
i . )= T
- § - THE EARTHWORK QUANTITIES ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY, AND ARE_PROVIDED FOR THE [ ZRly § i
— i i - = CONTRACTOR'S CONVENIENCE. [T SHALL BE THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY 10 | 2ad3 . ¢
. 5 T CARRY OUT THE CUT, FILL, EXPORT, AND DEWATERING OPERATIONS NECESSARY 10 | ZZ ¢ 5
RETANING Ny GRapE —" (€) GRADE — -RETAINING VMEET THE DESIGN GRADES AND CONSTRUCTION OF SUBSURFACE FACILITIES SHOWN | 252 © m
WALL ON THE PLANS. THE EXCESS WASTE MATERIAL SHALL BE HAULED OFF -SITE AND Zfczd
CUT AREA B = 193 sq. R FILL AREA B = 48 sq H. DISPOSED OF IN A LEGAL MANNER. =58 mm
\m) CUT AREA OVER 58 LINEAL FT. = 10808 cubic M. = 400 cu, yd- FILL AREA OVER 43 UNEAL FT. = 2064 cuble tt. = 76 cu. yd. MGU £s
=Usot
= ¥
2
— H
(ALARESE SIS

. O
— O~
S
v~
S . =
OS)WM)EI_UUB.:: FILL AREA C = 496 1q.|ft. Te)
= 10808 cubic . = 400 cu. yd. FKL AREA OVER 100 UNEAL FT. a 49600 cublc M. = 1837 cu. yd. [Te)
i
(E) GRADE —- .\..Em):c- 338 sQ. FT mwm s
il.,.,.,KJ,z : , m §738
e uw
~— (N) GRADE
CUT AREA 0 = 12 =q. f. FILL AREA D = 138 »q| (L.
/N CUT AREA OVER 58 UNEAL FT. = 672 cubic ft. = 25 cu yd FILL AREA OVER 108 UNEAL FT. = 38504 cubic f = 1362 co. yo
\sz GRADE, \llﬁ)ﬁ.ﬁﬂ_ﬁ sq. f1.
. R—" - T . : w
A o~ u e r—— - . GRAPHIC SCALE m N
N e o s w - w -rm <‘.
e —_— e s S—— Y
1 s i el o w ) .« |t
LT
(€) GRADE -~ F. . ) GRDE~7  --RETANING 8
RETAINING {N) GRADE WALL
WALL N
FILL AREA E} = 14 83. ft. ;
FILL AREA OVER 70 LIEAL FT. = 980 cusic . = 36 cu. yd. .
CUT AREA £ = 99 8q. f. FILL AREA E2 = 108|8q. f. '
CUT AREA OVER 126 UNEAL FT. = 7434 cubic It = 275 cu. yd. FILL AREA OVER 116 (INEAL FT. = 12644 cubic H. = 468 cu. yd.
TOTAL FILL AREA E = [S04 cu. yd.

(Y
x4




Campbell, California 85008

30 Union Avenue. Suite 200

Lstubhbdovadio]
JCI ENGINEERS, INC.

=

56/176




5 hEEO® .
: ooy
g y
- I
:

TN

AR

Sk ]

E

4

9 00/
: Wi !
3 , -
1 H’ ’ |
2 Ei ]E! “ Er___é—ﬁ
: = Wa, :
g é - ] E |
13| Py X
z ! =| gz E | :i g ?2 EEE
E] . i 2 ‘-ll \l‘ //E 33;
s S /)
R, / 1 < S
§ i
= I 5 [ ng ggge i /}:‘
F : ] gﬁg i1 Z\\S?
s R
& @ LA
2 !
0 —
= % . | i
-% ) 3 %ﬂ,h“d Lo ;
m : i B
b §§ ‘ | .
5 1 ;
(e}
=1

wr0q0 UMt

@O 0
Tiewia 3! axed BT 00 02 DU R

WrIATOU w1 PR 0 Nojed

el

i1
SEh
H
!
1k

AN

SONUILE 3did NW§a L/

SNOUSES ¥ SWII0
AN
4

DRAEGER PROPERTY Lot bbbl @ i S
DETALS & SECTIONS ok Droeger ﬁl(ﬁl ENQINEERS, INC. Rpiod
831 Smi Grude 30 Union Avenue. Suite 200
Soma Cruz, CA 93060 Campbell. California 95008 !
T 408 )08 OBED P ACEMAS- WS mallmoginesrs cam
R el .

E7 /174 CVLUDGET 'm



ESTIMA

<" 'PROPQSED.

WORKSHO

20

-..? o
iNC. b
0 et !

|
1C1 ENQINEERS,
408383032, 067383-0329 _rohgengresrt.con

bbb binloshin
L
30 Union Averwe, Sulte
Campbell, Calif i
'3 e ) 3-0° A .




-~ AREA = 178 SQ. FT.
{E) GRADE ~~. S an

3
3

SEIRREENE

133

-
]
|

j

:

|

-
%
|
i
i

i

1

' ]
N\

it Coe Zan
m LTI L P
P IIIQ
N) GRADE - Ja
@ izfg!
RS
CUT AREA A= 179 8q. f. FILL AREA A = 519 8q. I, =15, H
/A CUT AREA OVER 48 LNEAL FT. = 8234 cubic f. = 305 cu. yd.  FILL AREA OVER 91 LNEAL|FT. = 47228 cubic M. = 1749 cu. yd. n“m_\_ €M
@y T
~fa b O
gzt
ARER = 94 SQ. FT. (E) ORADE (N) GRADE —AREA = 177 SO. 1. Mnﬁm m
m A ~ — 2. 5
6 - e — e _ - = S S i o E E =V 8=
-] . T (T Wit R — ’ o g
B R LS PO _zjmm:@ ESTIMATED EARTHWORK QUANTITIES
m LTI ot \y L T T T T MAXINUM EXCAVATION DEFTH = 2 & ft.
ue - - E N T s SITE EXCAVATION
244 — _— - LT LT - SR - WITHOUT FLUFF = 1234 & cu. yd.
242 - . . - —_—
240 -
T0TAL
(N a?om'\ (E) GRADE - e i . 0% cu ya ] O
MAXWUM FILL DEPTH -8 % H (R
CUT AREA B = 84 sq. L FILL AREA B = 177 sq.| ft. SIE Fiu = 3200 4 cu yd L]
\mj CUT AREA OVER 50 LINEAL FT. = 4700 cublc ft. = 174 cu. yd. FILL AREA OVER 113 UNEAL FT. = 20001 cuble ft. = 741 cu. yd. TOTAL MPORT = 1966 & cu, yd ~
@)

M. THE EARTHWORK QUANTITIES ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY, ANO ARE PROVIDED FOR THE Yo
"t SMALL BE THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBALITY T0
)Wm)i._.l 181 SQ.|FT. / CARRY OUT THE CUT, FILL, EXPORT, AND DEWATERING OPERATIONS NECESSARY 10

arn
288
)
284 -
3 - - S
= == ;
] §23
204 - -
B um
ey -
el -
a4
0 —
(E) GRADE--
CUT AREA C = 170 »q. H. FUL AREA C = 1681 aq f.
\m/ CUT AREA OVER 52 UNEAL FT. = 8840 cubic tt. = 327 cu. yd. FIL AREA OVER 118 UNEAL FT, = 19159 cubic ft. = 710 cu. yd.

GRAPHIC SCALE

]
\TED SHOP SITE

\iaoaﬁm A —— e
2 B e e S : Bo |t

{N) GRADE

QUT AREA D = 154 og. f.
\_.u/os AREA OVER 75 UNEAL FT. = 11580 cublc fi. = 428 cu. yd.

7




GRAFHIC SCALE
ue -

e e SA g
B BT 7T
LA 777

il
INC.
200
Compbell, Californic 95008
scon

Lttt b
IC1 ENQINEERS,

TCAOBYSEI—032I  Famm:

30 Unlon Averue, Sulte

Nel

o o~

-

) vmovnmv.mm_u » | WA ROSS K 1/
WORKSHOP 5.y 2

OR W 4 (o)

. Ne}

o]
©

AND_PROQP 9 /
5
q\r




,\.)mnvt.l 8 sQ. FT
(E) BRADE, TYP., (N) GRADE, TP~ \ ~—AREA = 10 5Q. T
- -
= s s = , = -
- —— Y= RN
E..3 — —
»m — — H 1 \ \
= i - — —/ R T e —
B —— — E = —=_ = 4
m — A — = p
% g Oty oo g— p— ” 3 )
™ —————— — 7 7 >
o — e f — e
= ] ik,
proPOSED RETANNG Wat— EY8at
=08
FILL AREA = 5 oq. . CUT AREA = 10 g, ft =i
/A FLL AREA OVER 80 UNEAL FT. = 400 cubke i = 15 ou. yd. CUT AREA OVER 270 LINEAL FT. = 2700 oublc ft. = 100 cu. yd. mm_\_m
- Y
oy hmwm
Lo
=gz °
ZZc3
259 %
Lty
meh
FINAL)ESTIMATED EARTHWORK QUANTITIES
MAXIMUM EXCAVATION DEPTH = 3 & ft.
SITE_EXCAVATION
WITHOUT FLUFF - 100 £ cu yd.
TOTAL OFFHAUL
WITHOUT FLUFF - 88+ cu. yd.
MAXIMUM FLL DEPTH a1 % fn
SITE Fiil = 15  cu yd.
TOTAL MePORT -0 % ouyd

ES ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY, AND PROVIDED FOR THI
SRR oo o MU B T St RSOy 1S
ggggggﬁgggﬁwﬁéwg

ON THE PUANS. THE EXCESS WASTE MATERIAL SHALL BE HAULED OFF—SITE AND
OISPOSED OF IN A LEGAL NANNER. m
, 1

s

T GRAPHIC SCALE g

ot
— [
£esTv ==C6. 4
SHOP SITE
CUT & FRL SECTIONS o -




e FLOCATE PR

CONTRACTOR

MATERIAL LIST:

Pipe: {4" & 8" dio pvc) SOR 35 smooth, solid woll PVC pips contofming
to ATSM D304, perforated of non—partoroted, aa.
required. Perforated plpe snott hove holes ot 4 and

o

LEGEND

INDICATES SOLID PVC PIPE
— — — — INDICATES PERFORATED PvC PIPE

[WCB  INDICATES 12°12" CAICH BASIN w/ CAST
IRON GRATE PER DETAR 2/C0.0

o DS INDICATES DOWNSPOUl SEE 1/86.8

Riw = PPE RN ELEVATION
INV « PPE INVERT ELEVATION

—— %ww w NN, GRADED

INDICATES 2X MIN. SLOPE
VN SLOPE OVER LANDSCAPE

—— INDICATES DIRECTION OF
FLON SLOPING 2K WN.

BLUT NOKATES STRAW ROULS

Smallar Dia. hotes (1/4° Win.) on shorter spocing

(3" Min)) are preterred. Pips shall have intagrol bed
jaint_gasketa, lactory installe, conforming w/ ASTM
477 TPipe mhall b mods of PYC plostic having @
ceh classification of 124348 of 123648 o8 defined

Sa4" BVC~, QT Fitings & Olsanouts: SOR 35 amooth. sokd wall pipe fit contorming
BN i PR ¥ G PGy =/ ASTM DIO3W, w/ integrol bet o Dok & wpigst
N g jolnta, ond bell joints having an Integrol factory—
inetalied gosket contorming w/ ASTM F477- except
for cleonauts and downspout ooaplers which may ba

P.v.C. Cement: Contorm w/ ASTM 2364.

TSRS
R

~=2ad R

Bose Rock: Class Il permeabls

3/8" o 3/4° cleon drain reck tor subaraine and
plonting areas.

I

30 Union Averue. Sulte 20

Drain Roek {3/47):

jla Fabric: Mrafi 140N or snginasr approved equal-

Back—Fli: Non—exponalve oh site noil or non—sxponsive mported
soll, free and chon of organic material.

PROPOSED
. EXTENSION O

PLACE STRAW ROLL va STORAGE

EROSION CONTROL RUCTURE

STAGGERED ALONG
ToP OF SLOPE (E) STORAGE STRUCTURE

A i Mo,
x MOTH

UER GMUST A2 FOR (PROFOBED <

Zolifornic 935008

140@SEI-032T  F(A0BYSEI-0329  raRgengeer 3.con

NOTES

e DO NOT CONNECT SURFACE DRAIN SYSTEM
TO SUB-SURFACE DRAM SYSTEM.

. orm)ngisbnmﬁdﬂKOnEon!ﬂ
& TEST DRAIN SYSTEM AT LEAST ANNUALLY.

Camplell,

LIC1 ENGINEERS,

@ SEE SHEET C6.8 FOR EROSION CONTROL NOTES.

|

SR

PLACE STRAW ROLL
EROSION CONTROL
CONTINUOUS ALON
TOE OF SLOPE.

NOTE:
SEE_GRADING PLAN FOR

GRADING INFORMATION

PROPOSED
iOmmeO_uv

Bt

62/176

~— PLACE STRAW ROLL

N

~.

| DS AAIIRES:

GRAPHIC SCALE




CHE UL
zg!!g“i’ i R % QB ;a! ?:5;555
55555;1.*!;;,ﬁil!‘liﬂg’iéﬂ‘“i ke It
I “lf iih‘k “21 E g,!‘ S & | )7
Iﬁi dn-.?il l‘ lifg! j B E . 2 S/
il il : T -
1 bl G | ! B
Q : H ll 2 nspat S 3
i) AR e -
lggi%“g:!;g Pl \ /
1sji )i, g ! ‘5 : , %ﬁ E

& €
. Finh
Jieag
t"*l \
E I s
. 31
ok S :
2
g i
2 i
S 3 %ﬁ a)L-
,/ j
R S S
P
3 |
R SencocR PROPERTY \ %m et PR
AP S10P STE DRABGE DETALS L, 1 E“‘]A‘.‘:EE@?M“?(F' Pt
m§§ Santa Cnm Cb 95060 Campbell Californis 95008

T(ADB)OEIS—ORYY F{408)083- 0320 rmaiMyengineers com
63/176

N BT



APN: 062-261-01

)

RAEGER PROPERTY

;

TERRI L.N. FISHER

64/176




frovy

~

=g

PIRE COMPLIANCE NOTES:

THESE FLANS ARE IN COMPLIANCE WITH CALIFORNIA BUILDING
FIRE CODES (2000) A3 AMENDED BY THE AUTHORITY HAVYING
ARSDICTION EACH AN (LOT) SHALL HAVE SEPARATE SUBMITTALS
FOR BUILDING AND SPRINKLER SYSTEM PLANS. THE JOB COPIES OF
THE BULDING AND PIRE STSTEM FLANS AND PERMITS HUST BE ONSITE

DURING INSPEL TIONS.

Hggg)ag)&n};id)ﬂ
2“?12)*2.41)605108“ SEE FLANS FOR

LOCATION OP (4)-3000 GALLON NATER TANKS, AND PIRE HYDRANTS
LOCATED AITHIN 15O FEET OF BUILDINGS. A MINMM PIRE FLOK OF

BOO &M 15 REGUIRED FROM HYDRANTS.
zvsrnggng.a TED BY AN AFFROVED

BUILDING CODE AND ADOFTED STANDARDS OF THE AUTHORITT HAVI NS

ARIBOICTION,

j.ﬂD]’EW*Uﬂ“I%Iﬂ TALLER SHALL SUBHIT THREE (B)

J
4
I

=]

COP/CONTT RIRE FOR AFFROVAL. INSTALLATION SHALL 10_'8.)
THEIR SUIDE SHEET.

AN UNDERSROMND FIRE FROTECTION STSTEM MORKING DRANNS MIST
BE FREPARED BY THE DESISNER/INSTALLEM, THE PLANS SHALL

COMPLY NTH THE INDERSROND FIRE PROTECTION STSTEM
INSTALLATION POLICY HANDOUT.

NOTE:
SEE GRADING PLAN FOR
GRADING INFORMATION

gg‘iing_a NMBIRS SHALL DE A

U
vadEQz)U_)Rq%!Ql) T THE FROPERTY DRIVENAY AND
STREET,

AN APPROVED SPARK ARRESTER SHALL BE INSTALLED ON THE TOP
OF THE CHIMMEY, THE MMRE MESH SHALL BE 1/2 MNCH.

THE ROOP COVERING SHALL BE NO LESS THAN LLASS B" RATED
ROOF,

A 100 FOOT CLEARANCE MiLL BE MAINTAINED MITH NON-COMBUSTIBLE

244311"1122) TIVE GROWTH TO ANY STRUCTURE ARE
EXEMPT.

ALLESS ROAD NOTES:

TONS, CAL-TRANS H-20 LOADING STANDARD.

THE ACCESS ROAD SHALL BE IN PLACE 03191?2‘
BT, TO

NOT §§ PTH SRADES SREATER THAN 2% NOT FERMI
ROR DISTANCES OF MORE THAN 200 FEET AT A TIME. THE ACCESS

ROAD SHALL HAVE A YERTICAL CLEARANCE OF |4 FETCT FOR ITS
ENTIRE MIDTH AND LENSTH, INCLUDING TURNOUTS,
LEGEND
A TURN-AROUND AREA FHIGH MEETS THE REGUIREMENTS OF THE MiRE
DERARTMENT SHALL OE FROVIDED Qt.)aﬁhulb)sg
DRIVENATS SHALL CONFORM TO CURRENT ENSINEERUNS PRACTICES, [ ® ocemma srmcrunee o
B Bmm— FENCED AREAS TO RMAIN

PELIDINS ERORON S, rem— SHOP SITE PLAN B > oroem raanes

ALL PRIVATE ACCESS ROADS, DRIVENATE, TURN-AROUND AND
1.2r0"

.....

EXPED(ENT PASSASE AT ALL TIMES.

.n‘)-.l-
7 eae ammace® 1

TERRI L.N. FISHER
1

s A

RAEGER PROPERTY

I




Application #: 08-0150
APN: 062-251-01
Owner: John Dracger

Coastal Development Permit Findings

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

This finding can be made, in that the property is zoned TP (Timber Production), a designation
which allows timber production and residential uses. The proposed residential use is a principal
permitted use within the zone district, and the zoning is consistent with the site's (R-M)
Mountain Residential General Plan designation.

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

This finding can be made, in that the proposal does not conflict with or impact the existing access
easement associated with the right-of-way that crosses the parcel. No other known easements or

development restrictions encumber the subject parcel.

3. That the project is consistent with the design criteria and special use standards and

conditions of this chapter pursuant to section 13.20.130 et seq.

This finding can be made, in that the development is consistent with that of the surrounding rural
neighborhood in terms of size and style. The site is surrounded by lots developed to a rural low
density; the colors will be natural in appearance and complementary to the site; and the
development site is not on a prominent ridge, beach, or bluff top. Further, the existing and
proposed development is not visible from Smith Grade, a scenic road, or from surrounding
properties due to its location within a large, densely forested rural property. The topography
additionally provides visual screening from neighboring properties in that the two developed
portions of the 152-acre property are located within a valley and protected from view by
ridgelines to the southeast and northwest.

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

This finding can be made, in that the project site is located more than three miles from the coast.

Consequently, the residential use will not interfere with public access to the beach, ocean, or any
nearby body of water. Further, the project site is not identified as a priority acquisition site in the
County Local Coastal Program.

EXHIBIT B



Application #: 08-0150
APN: 062-251-01
Owner: John Draeger

5. That the proposed development conforms with the certified local coastal program.

This finding can be made, in that the structure is sited and designed to be visually compatible, in
scale with, and integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. The areas of
development are screened from view by dense vegetation and steeply sloping topography. The
site is not visible from either the designated Scenic Road or the coast.

Timber production, commercial agricultural, and residential uses are allowed uses in the TP
(Timber Production) zone district, as well as the General Plan and Local Coastal Program land
use designation. The horse facilities, accessory structures, the single-family residence and a
second unit are principally permitted agricultural uses.

The assessment submitted by the project forester states that the existing and proposed agricultural
and residential development do not negatively impact the timber resources, timber harvesting
potential or ongoing management of timber resources on the property.

Developed parcels in the area contain single family dwellings. Size and architectural styles vary
widely in the area, and the proposed modular home design is consistent with the existing range of
rural mountain styles

ol )

The existing and proposed grading, construction, and uses will not impair or degrade the riparian
plant and animal systems, or water resources, as conditions of approval require the
implementation of a number of mitigation measures, including the placement and inspection of
adequate erosion control and sedimentation devices in and around the riparian corridor, the
approval and implementation of a Manure Management Plan preventing impacts on the corridor
from equestrian activities, and the adherence to all recommendations made by the project field
biologists. Additionally, a Riparian Exception is required for the proposed bridge replacement
and drainage improvements at two stream crossings, as required by General Plan/Local Coastal
Program Policy 5.2.3. Conditions of the Riparian Exception are incorporated into the overall
project conditions and include an onsite pre-construction meeting, review and acceptance ofa
detailed erosion control plan, revegetation/restoration of the corridors, as well as maintenance
and monitoring plan to ensure the long-term success of all re-planted riparian vegetation.

EXHIBIT B



Application #: 08-0150
APN: 062-251-01
Owner: John Draeger

Residential Development Permit Findings

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

This finding can be made, in that the project is located in an area designated for rural residential uses
and is not encumbered by physical constraints to development. Construction will comply with
prevailing building technology, the California Building Code, and the County Building ordinance to
insure the optimum in safety and the. conservation of energy and resources. The proposed
recognition of paddocks within the front yard will not deprive adjacent properties or the
neighborhood of light, air, or open space, in that no structures are proposed in the paddock area, an
approved manure management plan will be in effect, and dense vegetation currently screens the area
from neighboring properties. The paddocks will be located more than 400 feet from the nearest
surrounding residence (north and east) and continue the historical paddock use in a location that has
been in existence for that past several years.

The proposed location of the paddocks within the front half of the parcel is not expected to
negatively impact the surrounding properties in that the paddocks will not be visible from
neighboring properties or the public road. As stated previously, a manure management plan has
been prepared for the project and includes provisions for cleaning and disposing of animal waste
so that neighboring properties will not be impacted by objectionable odors and the streams will
be protected from contaminated runoff.

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

This finding can be made, in that the proposed location of the paddocks and the conditions under
which they would be operated or maintained will be consistent with all pertinent County ordinances
and the purpose of the TP (Timber Production) zone. County Code Section 13.10.641(a)(3) allows
paddocks to be located in areas other than the rear half of the lot with Zoning Administrator
approval. The particular geographical circumstance of the subject property justifies such approval.
The rear half of the parcel is steeply sloped, heavily timbered and unsuited for safe horse keeping.
The existing moderately sized paddock avoids the steeper sloped portions of the property by fitting
into the gently sloped front portion of the lot. This configuration will help reduce the deleterious
effects of soil erosion and will reduce impacts to surface water quality. In addition, the paddock
location avoids the timber resource on the parcel.

EXHIBIT B



Application #: 08-0150
APN: 062-251-01
Owner: John Draeger

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

This finding can be made, in that the proposed location of the paddocks is consistent with the use
and density requirements specified for the Mountain Residential (R-M) land use designation in the
County General Plan. The proposed location of paddocks within the front half of the lot will not
adversely impact the light, solar opportunities, air, and/or open space available to other structures or
properties in that no structures are proposed. The operation of the paddocks within the front half of
the property is consistent with General Plan Policy 5.7.4 (Control Surface Runoff) in that utilizing
the more moderately- sloped portion of the parcel will reduce the likelihood of erosion and negative
water quality impacts. A detailed erosion control plan and manure management plan have also been
required for this project and must be maintained in the future as a condition of approval.

The location of the paddocks on the front half of the parcel is consistent with Policy 5.12.7
(Location of Development on Timber Production Lands) in that the paddocks and other proposed
development are located on a non-timbered portion of the property, as verified by the consulting
registered forester.

A specific plan has not l;éen adopted for this pbr{ﬂ)h'of the County.

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

This finding can be made, in that the proposed location of paddocks is to be constructed on an
existing developed lot. There is no expected increase in traffic generated by this use, as there are no
lessons or special events occurring or proposed onsite. Additionally, the project is conditioned to
restrict any future commercial uses on the site that would contribute to increased trip generation.

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

This finding can be made, in that the proposed paddocks are consistent with the surrounding rural
character of the neighborhood. The lot has historically been used to keep horses and the location of
the paddocks within the front half of the lot will be screened from the surrounding residences by
dense vegetation and natural topography. The project will be conditioned to allow no more than eight
horses to be kept on the property at any one time.

6. The proposed development project is consistent with the Design Standards and
Guidelines (sections 13.11.070 through 13.11 .076), and any other applicable
requirements of this chapter.

This finding can be made, in that the proposed development will be of an appropriate scale and"
type of design that will have no impact on the aesthetic qualities of the surrounding properties
and will not reduce or visually impact available open space in the surrounding area. The
proposed paddock area within the front half of the parcel is appropriate given the constraints of
timber resources and steep terrain located throughout the remainder of the parcel. The paddock
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APN: 062-251-01

Owner: John Draeger

location does not interfere with or negatively impact the timber resources on the lot or the steeper
topography of the parcel, which characterizes the rear half of the parcel. The location of the
paddocks also minimizes the need for additional roads and road widening in order to maintain

and tend to the horses on the site.
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Application #: 08-0150
APN: 062-251-01
Owner: John Draeger

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

This finding can be made, in that the property is developed with two perennial stream crossings
(Cojo Creek), which each have a history of erosion and sedimentation that have negatively impacted
the riparian habitat. Additionally, there has been increasing scour of the soil in and around the Oold
Timber Road culvert crossing which has added to the sediment load impacting the stream. The
proposed culvert removal and construction of a replacement railcar bridge will resolve the pattern of
scour, sedimentation and failure at this crossing.

The second creek crossing at Moore Ranch Road has been re-graded in the past in order to repair
damage caused by unchecked erosion and to repair the road, which is used by several residences to
the south of the subject parcel. Historically, this work has been completed without the benefit or
input from a civil engineer, and water quality impacts have continued to occur in this area.

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

This finding can be made, in that the crossings provide access to a residence on the subject parcel as
well as several other parcels via Moore Ranch Road. The existing stream crossings have historically
been substandard, in that the approaches have not been developed with adequate drainage facilities
and have suffered from regular episodes of erosion and sedimentation following moderate storm
events. Additionally, the culvert crossing at Old Timber Road has been subject to “washout” in the
past and the existing culverts are not adequate to convey the water volumes associated with large
storms. Replacement of failing culvert with a railcar bridge and construction of associated drainage
improvements will ensure that the stream crossing provides adequate access, while protecting the
corridor from sedimentation and bank failure.

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

This finding can be made, in that the proposed construction will improve hydraulic functioning at the
0ld Timber Road crossing and will improve the existing drainage patterns that current result in
accelerated erosion and sedimentation. Additionally, implementation of the revegetation and
restoration plan will restore and improve the quality of the riparian habitat.

Two consulting biologists have assessed the existing site conditions and proposed development
adjacent to the riparian corridor. The resulting biotic reports (Attachments 9 and 10 of Exhibit D)
have been reviewed and accepted by the County Environmental Coordinator and all report
recommendations incorporated into the project plans and conditions of approval.

Project conditions include a pre-construction meeting between a project biologist and contractor, on-
site presence of the biologist during the bridge construction, and implementing the revegetation and
restoration plan that includes mandated success criteria.

In order to mitigate impacts of nighttime lighting on the riparian habitat, prior to issuance of a

EXHIBIT B



Application #: 08-0150
APN: 062-251-01
Owner: John Draeger

building permit, the applicant is also required to submit a lighting plan to the Planning Department
for review and approval. The plans shall include measures requiring exterior lighting to be directed
away from the corridor, and to use low-rise light standards to a maximum height of 15 feet.

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

This finding can be made, in that the construction of the replacement bridge will be done under
the observation of and in accordance with all recommendations made by the consulting biologist,
as stated above, in order to protect the health of the resident salmonids population and to
minimize any potential contamination of the riparian system via sedimentation, animal waste, or
any other pollutants.

The proposed construction will improve the functionality of the existing creek crossings, which
are necessary for the economic use of the subject property and neighboring properties, will
reduce the existing impacts associated with accelerated erosion and sedimentation, and will
enhance the aesthetic and habitat value of the riparian cotridor by implementation an effective
revegetation and restoration plan.

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

This finding can be made, in that the proposed replacement bridge construction and drainage
improvements have been designed to create a stable stream crossing with the least possible impact on
the riparian corridor. The area of construction has been the site of historical bank erosion and
sedimentation due to a substandard, failing culvert system. Proper construction methods and onsite
monitoring by project biologists during all phases of construction will help to ensure that the
proposed development will not be injurious to riparian resources.
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Conditions of Approval

Exhibit A: Project Plans, prepared by Robert L. DeWitt & Associates, last revised 3/1/2010, Morris
Engineering, dated 1/15/10, Quilici Engineers, Inc., dated 5/14/2009, Terri L.N. Fisher,
Architect, dated 2/15/2010,

L This permit authorizes the recognition of the construction of 2 horse stables (981 and 1,235

square feet), one 788 square foot tackroom/workshop, one 356 square foot tackroom/office, one
2,600 square foot non-habitable storage structure, and grading of approximately 2,359 cubic

yards of excavation and 7,209 cubic yards of fill. Additionally, this permit authorizes the
placement of one 1,200 manufactured home, a 1,300 square foot addition to the existing 2,600
storage structure, a new 2,160 square foot non-habitable workshop/office, a 336 square foot
manure bunker, and a new rail car bridge. The permit also recognizes the existing construction
of approximately 550 lineal feet of retaining walls of up to 6.5 feet in height and authorizes
construction of 250 lineal feet of new retaining walls of up to 4 feet in height. This approval
does not confer legal status on any existing structure(s) or existing use(s) on the subject
property that are not specifically authorized by this permit. Prior to exercising any rights
granted by this permit including, without limitation, any construction or site disturbance, the
applicant/owner shall: '

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

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

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

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

E. Submit proof that these conditions have been recorded in the official records of the
County of Santa Cruz (Office of the County Recorder) within 30 days from the effective
date of this permit.

F. Pay a Negative Declaration De Minimis fee to the Clerk of the Board of the County of

‘Santa Cruz as required by the California Department of Fish and Game mitigation fees
program and file the Notice of Determination.

G. Obtain the Construction Activities Storm Water General NPDES Permit from the State
Water Resources Control Board for the land clearing and grading work, if required.
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H.

Obtain a Streambed Alteration Permit from the California Department of Fish and
Game for all work performed within the Cojo Creek channel.

1I. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit the applicant/owner 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. Any changes from the approved Exhibit "A" for this
development permit on the plans submitted for the Building Permit must be clearly
called out and labeled by standard architectural methods to indicate such changes. Any
changes that are not properly called out and labeled will not be authorized by any
Building Permit that is issued for the proposed development. In addition, the final plans
shall include the following information:

1. One elevation shall indicate proposed materials and colors and shall supply a
color and material board in 8 1/2” x 11” format for Planning Department review
and approval.

2. Details showing compliance with fire department requirements. For structures
located within the State Responsibility Area (SRA), the requirements of the
Wildland-Urban Interface code (WUI), California Building Code Chapter 7A,
shall apply.

3. Plans shall specify that all project activities in proximity of the stream channel
are restricted to the period between August 1* and October 15",

4. Plans shall include notes that incorporate all recommendations made by the
consulting biologists.

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

Submit a final engineered Grading, Drainage, and Erosion Control Plan. The final
grading, drainage and erosion control plans shall be consistent with the approved
Exhibit A including, but are not limited to, the following:

l. A schedule for accomplishing all proposed work in the vicinity of the riparian
corridor. Earthwork is prohibited during the winter rainy season.

2. The grading, drainage, and erosion control plan must be reviewed and approved
by the consulting biologists and plan review letters provided to Environmental
Planning staff. The plan review letters must reference the final, revised version
of the plans.

3. Show existing as-built contours, all cut and fill areas including removal and
replacement of fill.
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4. Grading plan must be revised to reflect existing contours as dashed and proposed
contours as solid, bold lines.

5. Provide complete top-of-wall and bottom-of-wall elevations for all proposed and
unpermitted “as-built” retaining walls, including landscape walls.

Submit a letter from the project structural engineer regarding the structural integrity of
the existing retaining wall supporting the riding arena.

Submit a final detailed riparian restoration and revegetation plan for review and
approval by Environmental Planning staff. The final restoration plan shall include, but is
not limited to, the following:

1. Erosion control seeding shall be used throughout the entire construction area,
with willow pole cutting to be placed three inches on center within the stream

channel. Additional riparian plant species will be planted further up the stream
bank.

2. The revegetation areas shall be monitored during the summer and fall in the year
following plant installation.

3. All plants installed shall be counted and monitored for survival with photo-
documentation used to record the progress of the revegetation.

4. Data from site visits performed by the consulting biologist shall be incorporated
into an annual monitoring report and submitted to the County at the end of the
first year of monitoring.. The report shall state whether the proj ject revegetation
has been successful and any remedial measures required, with success criteria
consisting of 80% survival of container stock, 80% survival of willow cuttings
and an absence of evidence of rilling or erosion along the creek bank.

Submit a tree protection plan to the Planning Department for review and approval.
Meet all requirements of and pay drainage fees to the County Department of Public
Works, Stormwater Management. Drainage fees will be assessed on the net increase in

1mperv10us arca.

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

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

Submit two copies of the soils report and all addenda for the project, prepared and
stamped by a licensed Geotechnical Engineer.

1. The final plans shall incorporate the soil engineer’s recommendations and shall
reference the project soils report.

EXHIBIT C



2. The project soils engineer shall review the final building, grading, drainage, and
erosion control plans and shall approve the plans in writing. The soil engineer’s
review and approval letter shall reference the specific plans (dates and pages)
reviewed. Submit two copies of the plan review and approval letter.

Submit two copies of the geology report and all addenda for the project, prepared and
stamped by a licensed Engineering Geologist.

1. The final plans shall incorporate the engineering geologist’s recommendations
and shall reference the project engineering geologist.

2. The project engineering geologist shall review the final building, grading,
drainage, and erosion control plans and shall approve the plans in writing. The
engineering geologist’s review and approval letter shall reference the specific
plans (dates and pages) reviewed. Submit two copies of the plan review and
approval letter.

Submit a copy of the California Red-Legged Frog Preliminary Site Assessment,
prepared by Bryan M. Mori, dated November 13, 2008. All recommendations made in
the report shall be included in notes on the building plans, fully implemented and are
hereby incorporated into the conditions of approval

Submit a copy of the Cojo Creek Aquatic Assessment, performed by D.W. Alley &
Associates, dated November 13, 2008. All recommendations made in the report shall be
included in notes on the building plans, fully implemented and are hereby incorporated
into the conditions of approval.

Submit a lighting plan to the Planning Department for review and approval. The plan
shall reflect that permanent outdoor lighting shall be minimized and shall be shielded by
fixture design or other means to minimize illumination of riparian habitat. Light sources
that do not attract insects (e.g. yellow or sodium vapor bulbs) shall be used if outdoor
lighting is necessary (e.g. security or handicap access structures).

Pay the current fees for Parks and Child Care mitigation for all new bedroom(s).
Currently, these fees are, respectively, $578 and $109 per bedroom.

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

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

Complete and record a Declaration of Restriction to construct/maintain six non-

habitable accessory structures. You may not alter the wording of this declaration.
Follow the instructions to record and return the form to the Planning Department.
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II.

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.

Prior to any disturbance on the property, the applicant shall convene a pre-construction
meeting on the site. The following parties shall attend: The project engineer, project
contractor supervisor, Santa Cruz County Environmental Planning staff, and the project
biologists. Results of pre-construction biotic surveys will be collected at that time and
all protection measures, including proposed dewatering plan, tree protection fencing and
limits of disturbance, shall be inspected.

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

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 and geology
reports.

The project must comply with all recommendations of the California Red-Legged Frog
Preliminary Site Assessment, prepared by Bryan M. Mori, dated November 13, 2008,

The project must comply with all recommendations of the Cojo Creek Aquatic
Assessment, performed by D.W. Alley & Associates, dated November 13, 2008

All riparian restoration work shall be completed, inspected and approved by
Environmental Planning.

Any required replacement trees must be installed, inspected and approved by
Environmental Planning staff.

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.

Operational Conditions

A.

Training, riding lessons, special events, or other commercial-type activity will not be
allowed on this site without an Amendment to this Use Permit, which shall be processed
as a Level V Change of Use and require a public hearing.
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All provisions of the approved Manure Management Plan shall remain in effect for the
duration of all horse-keeping operations on this parcel. No more than eight horses are
allowed on the property at any one time without prior approval from the Planning
Department and Environmental Health Services staff.

All provisions of the Landscape/restoration plan shall remain in effect until the
consulting biologist states, in writing, that the revegetation has met the success criteria
specified in the restoration plan.

The approved erosion control plan must remain in effect for the duration of any and all
horse-keeping operations on the parcel.

All future development shall be located at least 60 feet from the mean high tide line of
Cojo Creek and Majors Creek.

Permanent outdoor lighting shall be minimized and shall be shielded by fixture design
or other means to minimize illumination of riparian habitat. Light sources that do not
attract insects (e.g. yellow or sodium vapor bulbs) shall be used if outdoor lighting is
necessary (e.g. security or handicap access structures).

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

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

A.

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

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

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

2. COUNTY defends the action in good faith.
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VI

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

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

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 effects on the environment. As required by Section 21081.6 of the California Public
Resource Doe, a monitoring and reporting progdam 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: Pre-Construction Meeting (Condition IILA.)

Monitoring Program: In order to ensure all geotechnical, grading and erosion control
requirements are in place, prior to any disturbance on the property, the applicant shall
convene a pre-construction meeting on the site. The following parties shall attend: The
project engineer, project contractor supervisor, Santa Cruz County Environmental
Planning staff, and the project biologists. Results of pre-construction biotic surveys will
be collected at that time and all protection measures, including proposed dewatering
plan, tree protection fencing and limits of disturbance, shall be inspected.

Mitigation Measure: Red-Legged Frog Protection (Condition II1.E.)

Monitoring Program: In order to ensure no significant impacts to red legged frogs occur
as a result of this project, the recommendations of the California Red-Legged Frog
Preliminary Site Assessment, prepared by Bryan M. Mori, dated November 13, 2008,
shall be incorporated into the conditions of approval and shall be fully implemented.

Mitigation Measure: Salmonid Protection (Condition IIL.F)

Monitoring Program: In order to ensure no significant impacts to salmonids occur as a
result of this project, the recommendations of the Cojo Creek Aquatic Assessment,
performed by D.W. Alley & Associates, dated November 13, 2008, shall be
incorporated into the conditions of approval and shall be fully implemented.

Mitigation Measure: Riparian Protection from Lighting (Conditions IILN and IV.F.)

Monitoring Program: In order to mitigate the impacts of nighttime lighting on the
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adjacent riparian habitat, prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall
submit a lighting plan to the Planning Department for review and approval. The plan
shall reflect that permanent outdoor lighting shall be minimized and shall be shielded by
fixture design or other means to minimize illumination of riparian habitat. Light sources
that do not attract insects (e.g. yellow or sodium vapor bulbs) shall be used if outdoor
lighting is necessary (e.g. security or handicap access structures).

E. Mitigation Measure: Tree Protection (Condition ILF.)

Monitoring Program: In order to reduce the impacts to trees to be retained to a less than
significant level, prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide a tree
protection plan to the Planning Department for review and approval.

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

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

Approval Date:

Effective Date:

Expiration Date:

Steven Guiney, AICP Robin Bolster-Grant
Deputy Zoning Administrator 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 Zoning Administrator, may appeal the act or determination to the Planning Commission in
accordance with chapter 18.10 of the Santa Cruz County Code.
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County of Santa Cruz
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 ToD: (831) 454-2123

KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR
www.sccoplanning.com

C ALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW INITIAL STUDY

Date: April11,2011 Application Number: 08-0150
Staff Planner: Robin Bolster-Grant

I. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION
APPLICANT: Patrizia Materassi APN(s): 062-251-01

OWNER: John E. Draeger, Trustee SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 3rd

PROJECT LOCATION: Project located on the south side of Smith Grade,
approximately 1.5 miles south of the intersection with Empire Grade (851 Smith Grade)

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Proposal to recognize the unpermitted construction of two horse stalls of approximately
981 (#1) and 1,235 square feet (#2), one 788 square foot tackroom and workshop, one
356 square foot tackroom and office, 2 2,600 square foot nonhabitable storage
structure, and grading of approximately 2,359 cubic yards of excavation and 7,209 cubic
yards of fill. in addition, the applicant proposed to replace the existing (unpermitted)
mobile home with a new 1,200 square foot mobile home, to construct a 1,300 square
foot addition to the existing 2,600 square foot storage structure, 10 construct a new
2,160 square foot nonhabitable workshop/office, and to construct a new rail car bridge
to replace the culvert crossing at Old Timber Road.

The proposal would also recognize the unpermitted construction of approximately 550
lineal feet of retaining walls in the vicinity of the horse arena, paddocks and tack room.
The retaining walls rangé from 1 to 6.5 feet in height. An additional 250 lineal feet of
retaining walls are proposed to be constructed at the Shop Site, to replace an existing
system of log retaining structures along an outer fill wedge. The replacement wall is
proposed to be 4 feet in height.

Project requires @ Coastal Development Permit, Riparian Exception, Preliminary
Grading Approval, Residential Development Permit, Variance for the location of horse
paddocks within the front half of parcel, Geologic Report Review, Soils Report Review,
Archeological Report Review and Environmental Review.

1/176 ?.&



Environmental Review Initial Study
Page 2

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 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.

Geology/Soils

]

Noise

Hydrology/Water Supply/Water Quality Air Quality

Biological Resources Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Agriculture and Forestry Resources Public Services

Visual Resources & Aesthetics Utilities & Service Systems

MR OXKKX

Cultural Resources
[___] Hazards & Hazardous Materials
] Transportation/Traffic

Land Use and Planning
Population and Housing

[
[
[
Mineral Resources D Recreation
[
[
[
X

Mandatory Findings of Significance

DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL(S) BEING CONSIDERED:
[] General Plan Amendment X

[] Land Division X] Grading Permit
[] Rezoning X

[X] Development Permit [] other:

NON-LOCAL APPROVALS

Other agencies that must issue permits or authorizations: California Department of Fish
& Game (possibly) Streambed Alteration Permit

Coastal Development Permit

Riparian Exception

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the lead agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

IE | 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 revisions in
the project have been made or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. '

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

D | find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least
one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures

Application Number: 08-0150 /176
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based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

D | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

%%{— 7/ f‘Z/ 2ot/

N},ét{hé’w Johnston Date
Environmental Coordinator
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Il. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS
Parcel Size: 143.5 acres

Existing Land Use: Residential and Timber Production

Vegetation:

Slope in area affected by project: X] 0-30% [E 31 - 100%
Nearby Watercourse: Smith Creek and Cojo Creek — both perennial streams
Distance To: Both creeks are located within the area of proposed development

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CON

Water Supply Watershed: Mapped
Groundwater Recharge: Mapped
Timber or Mineral: Mapped Timber
Resource; Timber Management Plan
Submitted

Agricultural Resource: Not mapped

Biologically Sensitive Habitat: Riparian
Corridor associated with two perennial
streams

Fire Hazard: Portion Mapped Critical Fire
Hazard; no development proposed in this
area

Floodplain: Not mapped

Erosion: High potential; property owner
required to submit erosion control plans for
review and approval by the Planning
Department prior to building permit issuance
Landslide: Not mapped

Liquefaction: Not mapped

SERVICES

Fire Protection: Cal Fire

School District: Bonny Doon Elementary;
Santa Cruz High School

Sewage Disposal: Private

PLANNING POLICIES

Zone District: TP (Timber Production)
General Plan: Mountain Residential (R-M)
Urban Services Line: [] Inside

Coastal Zone: @ Inside

Application Number: 08-0150

STRAINTS

Fault Zone: Not a Mapped Constraint
Scenic Corridor: Smith Grade Rd.
Historic: Not a Mapped Constraint

Archaeology: Mapped Resource,
Assessment Completed in June 2000;
no resources found

Noise Constraint: None

Electric Power Lines: None

Solar Access: Heavily Forested Canopy
Solar Orientation: N/A

Hazardous Materials: None
Other: None

Drainage District: None

Project Access: Smith Grade (County-
maintained)

Water Supply: Private

Special Designation: None

@ Outside
[ ] outside
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES:

The subject property is a 1152.5 acre site located in a sparsely developed rural area in
the Bonny Doon Planning Area. The site occupies a west facing, moderately to steeply
sloping hiliside and takes access from Smith Grade road. The majority of the site is
heavily wooded and drains to Majors and Cojo Creeks, along the western and
northwestern property boundaries. The development on the site is clustered in two
primary areas: at the northeast and at the center of the property.

There are two access points to the property off of Smith Grade Road: Old Timber Road
at the northwest corner of the property (main entrance) and Moore Ranch Road to the
west. Both roads cross Cojo Creek with Old Timber Road crossing via a system of
unpermitted culverts, and Moore Ranch Road crossing via a legally constructed bridge.
The Moore Ranch Road right-of-way bisects the property from northeast to southwest
and provides access to at least five parcels to the southwest.

‘The property has historically been used for timber production and is developed with an
existing cabin and garage located adjacent to the 0Old Timber Road culvert. The majority
of the surrounding properties are developed with single family dwellings at low, rural
densities. Parcels to the north, east and west are zoned Timber Production (TP) and are
heavily wooded with steep slopes. Properties to the south are zoned Residential
Agriculture (RA) and Special Use (SU). '

Slope gradients on the subject parcel range from essentially flat to in excess of 100% in
the vicinity of the creek channels. There are three moderately sloped areas from north
to south through the central portion of the property. One of these three areas, located at
the center of the parcel, has been used for the unpermitted development of horse
facilities, including a riding arena, paddocks and several equestrian outbuildings.

Small to medium-scale grading operations have occurred in the vicinity of the horse
facilities and access roads that traverse the property. Erosion from surface water runoff
is evident along the western slope of the property.

| Vegetation on the site is characterized by Douglas fir, redwood, coast live oak, bay
laurel and madrone forest with moderate to dense underbrush.

The site is served by private sewage treatment and private wells.

PROJECT BACKGROUND:

The property is developed with an existing cabin and detached garage, which date to
the 1940s according to Assessor's Records. In 2000 application #00-0090 was made to
construct a single-family dwelling, second unit, accessory structures and replacement
bridge at the culverted stream crossing at Old Timber Drive. Application 00-0090 was
abandoned on June 19, 2003. Building Permit 127452 was issued on December 18,
2000 to authorize the repair of the bridge at the Moore Ranch Road creek crossing. In
2004, the County received a complaint of ilegal grading at the Old Timber Drive
crossing. Application 04-0479 was made on October 6, 2004 in order to address the
grading violation and to reinforce the stream bank along the Old Timber Road creek
crossing. Application 04-0479 was withdrawn by the applicant and combined into the

Annlication Number: 08-0150 5/176
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subject application in order to address all riparian work completed or proposed at both
stream crossings on the property.

April 15, 2005 the Planning Department posted a notice of violation on the property for
the unpermitted construction of two horse barns, a tack room, a workshop, the
installation of a mobile home, development within a riparian corridor and grading in
excess of 1,000 cubic yards for the creation of a horse arena and paddock facilities.

The subject application was made on May 5, 2008 in order to address all known
building and environmental violations on the property and to expand development on
the site to include additional structural square footage. A number of project changes
have occurred, including a revision of the replacement bridge design at the Old Timber
crossing. The original bridge design consisted of pier and post construction; however in
response to concerns over stability and stream scour, the bridge was modified to a rail
car design.
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DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The development included in this proposal is concentrated in four general areas on the
approximately 152-acre property: 1) the horse arena and associated equestrian
structures off of Old Timber Drive (northeast); 2) The bridge crossing at Old Timber
Drive (northeast); 3) the ‘Shop Site’ at the center of the parcel, and 4) the re-
grading/bank repair at the Moore Ranch Road creek crossing (northwest).

The applicant proposes to recognize the unpermitted construction of two horse stalls of
approximately 981 (#1) and 1,235 square feet (#2), one 788 square foot tackroom and
workshop, one 356 square foot tackroom and office, a 2,600 square foot nonhabitable
storage structure, and grading of approximately 2,359 cubic yards of excavation and
7,209 cubic yards of fill. In addition, the applicant proposed to replace the existing
(unpermitted) mobile home with a new 1,200 square foot modular home,, to construct a
1,300 square foot addition to the existing 2,600 square foot storage structure, to
construct a new 2,160 square foot nonhabitable workshop/office, and to construct a new
rail car bridge to replace the culvert crossing at Old Timber Road.

The proposal would also recognize the unpermitted construction of approximately 550
lineal feet of retaining walls in the vicinity of the horse arena, paddocks and tack room.
The retaining walls range from 1 to 6.5 feet in height. An additional 250 lineal feet of
retaining walls are proposed to be constructed at the Shop Site, to replace an existing
system of log retaining structures along an outer fill wedge. The replacement wall is
proposed to be 4 feet in height.

The proposal would result in two dwellings (1,968 square feet total area) and eight non-
habitable structures (9,860 square feet total area).

The existing and proposed grading consists of 35 cubic yards of fill at the main driveway
off of Smith Grade, 60 cubic yards of fill at the approach to the proposed rail car bridge
at Old Timber Road, a small amount (about 1 cubic yard) of excavation for improving
Old Timber Drive, 1,024 cubic yards cut and 3,899 cubic yards of fill at the horse arena
and paddock area, and 1,334 cubic yards of cut and 3,215 cubic yards of fill at the Shop
Site.

A 336 square foot manure bunker is proposed to be constructed in the Shop Site area,
to accommodate a maximum of 8 horses allowed on the site at any one time. The
bunker is located approximately ¥a mile southwest of the horse facilities and residences
in the “Shop Site” portion of the site. The bunker is also more than 550 feet from the
closest creek. The manure will be hauled from the equestrian area to the bunker by
tractor and removed from the project site via dump truck each week and taken to the
Buena Vista Landfill for use as composting material.

No lessons, riding or other commercial activity associated with the equestrian facilities is
proposed on the site.
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An existing, unpermitted metal culvert system at the Old Timber Drive Cojo Creek
crossing is proposed to be replaced with a rail car bridge. The proposal provides a
twenty (20) construction day allowance for the removal of the culvert during which time
block nets will be placed upstream and downstream from the existing culvert and
resident rainbow trout removed by electrofishing and relocated to good habitat
elsewhere along the stream. The fill around the culverts will be removed along with the
culverts themselves and deposited where it will not re-enter the stream channel. A
biological monitor will be present during the culvert removal operation and placement of
new bridge on concrete caissons.

The proposed replacement bridge at Old Timber Drive is composed of 70 foot railcar
girders placed on cast-in-place concrete abutments and cast-in-drilled-hole concrete
piles. Six 24-inch diameter piles are proposed, three on each side, and are to be
constructed from the top of the stream bank. Three silt fences will be constructed across
the flowing channel, within 100 feet downstream of the bridge site in order to capture
suspended sediment. The fences will be buried in the streambed with hand shovels and
secured with concrete blocks to prevent silt leakage underneath. The removal of the
culvert and construction of the replacement bridge shall occur between August 1% and
October 15™.

Proposed drainage improvements at the site include the placement of perforated pipe in
the vicinity of the unpermitted equestrian structures in order to disperse runoff before
reaching the creek 200 feet away. The horse arena was constructed with a sub-
drainage system that discharges to an adjacent slope. Old Timber Drive is constructed
of gravel and base rock and includes drainage along the inside edge as well as culverts.
A siltation basin is proposed adjacent to Old Timber Road before the creek crossing to
prevent silt and gravel fines from entering the creek. In addition, the project landscape
engineer has provided a cobble swale treatment with underdrain at the arena to further
protect Cojo Creek from any contaminated runoff associated with the use of the horse
arena. The overall amount of existing and/or proposed impervious coverage on the site
is approximately .15 acres or 0.1% of the overall site area. An asphalt berm is proposed
to be added along the area of road improvement at the northeast property entrance
from Smith Grade (Old Timber Drive).

The applicant received an approved onsite sewage disposal site evaluation. An
enhanced treatment sewage disposal system will be required to accommodate the
proposed mobile home. ‘

In order to meet fire protection district regulations, the applicant will need to provide a
20,000 gallon water tank for fire protection, with minimum fire flow of 500 gallons per
minute for hydrant use.
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IIl. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

A. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:

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

A. Rupture of a known earthquake [] [] X []
fault, as delineated on the most

recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.

B. Strong seismic ground shaking? ] L] X []

C. Seismic-related ground failure, [] ] X []
including liquefaction?

D. Landslides? ] ] X []

Discussion (A through D): The project site is located outside of the limits of the State
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone (County of Santa Cruz GIS Mapping, California
Division of Mines and Geology, 2001). The project site is located approximately 12.5
mile(s) southwest of the San Andreas fault zone, and approximately 5.5 mile(s)
northeast Monterey Bay — Tularcitos fault zone. While the San Andreas fault is larger
and considered more active, each fault is capable of generating moderate to severe
ground shaking from a major earthquake. Consequently, large earthquakes can be
expected in the future. The October 17, 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake (magnitude 7.1)
was the second largest earthquake in central California history.

A geologic investigation for the project was prepared by Nolan Associates dated
November 8, 2008 (Attachment 3), and a geotechnical investigation was prepared by
Tharp & Associates, Inc. dated March 2008 (Attachment 4). These reports have been
reviewed and accepted by the Environmental Planning Section of the Planning
Department (Attachment 5). The reports conclude that fault rupture would not be a
potential threat to the proposed development, and that the risk due to seismic shaking
can be reduced by following the recommendations in the geologic and geotechnical
reports referenced above.
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Implementation of the additional requirements included in the review letter prepared by
Environmental Planning staff (Attachment 5) will serve to further reduce the potential
risk of seismic shaking.

2. Be located on a geologic unit or soil ] [] 4 ]
that is unstable, or that would become

unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Discussion: The report cited above concluded that there is a potential risk from
ground shaking, ground rupture, landsliding, liquefaction, lateral spreading, and
differential compaction. The recommendations contained in the geotechnical report
include review and approval of final grading plans, retaining wall and foundation design
review, re-grading of fill slopes at the storage barn to a stable slope, and proper
placement of drainage facilities. These recommendations would be implemented as
conditions of project approval in order to reduce any potential hazard to a less than
significant level.

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

Discussion: There are slopes that exceed 30% on the property. Proposed
development in the vicinity of slopes greater than 30% is limited to the construction of
the bridge at the Old Timber Drive crossing, which replaces an existing culvert system.
The replacement rail car bridge will reduce the base flood elevation by removing the
constrictive culverts, according to Tharp & Associates, Inc. (Attachment 4) and the
construction of the replacement bridge will be conditioned to incorporate all

- recommendations made by the consulting geotechnical engineer and engineering
geologist.

Specifically, grading required at the bridge approach would utilize engineered
(compacted) fill and all fill slopes would be required to be benched and keyed into the
native slopes. Lateral surface drains are required to be placed in the area between cut
and fill slopes to ensure that the slopes drain properly and remain stable. A lined ditch
would be placed at the top of any cut slope to intercept surface run-off and prevent it
from flowing over the face of the slope. All slopes would be revegetated and covered
with an erosion control blanket or similar measures until the vegetation can establish.

In addition to the implementation of these measures, all recommendations made by
consulting aquatic biologists will be incorporated as conditions of project approval.
These measures include the placement of silt fences across the flowing creek channel
to capture suspended sediment. the protection of all existing vegetation adjacent to
stream banks, restricting all project activities in proximity of the stream channel from
between August 1° and October 15" and requiring the erosion control plan to be
reviewed and approved by the consulting biologist prior to the issuance of any building

Application Number: 08-0150
10/176




CEQA Environmental Review Initial Study Less than

P Significant
age 11 Potentially with Less than

Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

or grading permits.

Additionally, all erosion control practices will be inspected, repaired, and maintained
prior to and after any storm event during the construction period. These measures will
ensure that no significant impacts result from development activities in proximity to
steep slopes. :

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

Discussion: Some potential for erosion exists during the construction phase of the
project. inaddition to the measures discussed in A-3, additional erosion control
measures are a required condition of the project for all areas of development that entail
ground disturbance. Priorto approval of any grading or building permit, the project
must have an approved Erosion Control Plan, which will specify detailed erosion and
sedimentation measures as required by Section 16.22.060 of the Santa Cruz county
Code. In addition, the project as proposed includes measures that would stabilize
existing erosion problems, which have been identified along the inboard side of the
access road (Old Timber Drive). These drainage improvements include the installation
vegetated swales along the road and adjacent to the replacement bridge, where no
drainage facilities currently exist. ’

5. Be located on expansive soil, as ] (] X ]
defined in Section 1802.3.2 of the

California Building Code (2007),
creating substantial risks to life or
property?

Discussion: According to the geotechnical report for the project (Attachment 4) the
expansion potential of the soils supporting the improvements on this site may be
considered very low. The recommendations contained in the geotechnical report,
expansion testing to evaluate the expansivity of material proposed for imported fill,
shall be implemented to adequately reduce this potential hazard to a less than
significant level.

6. Place sewage disposal systems in [] [] X ]
areas dependent upon soils incapable

of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks, leach fields, or alternative
waste water disposal systems where
sewers are not available?

Discussion: The proposed project would use an onsite sewage disposal system, and
County Environmental Health Services has determined that site conditions are
appropriate to support such a system.
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7. Result in coastal cliff erosion? ] ] L] X

Discussion: The proposed project is not located in the vicinity of a coastal cliff or bluff;
and therefore, would not contribute to coastal cliff erosion.

B. HYDROLOGY, WATER SUPPLY, AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:

1. Place development within a 100-year ] ] X L]
flood hazard area as mapped on a g
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

Discussion: According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
National Flood Insurance Rate Map, dated March 22006, no portion of the project site
lies within a 100-year flood hazard area. However, the project includes the construction
of a replacement bridge where a culverted crossing currently exists. Therefore a
hydraulic analysis was performed by the project geotechnical engineer (Attachment 4).
The results of the analysis indicate that the 100 year water surface elevation for the
creek section beneath the bridge occurs at approximately 6 feet above the stream bed
at a height of 71.52 feet above mean sea level.

The re-designed rail car bridge will be constructed so that the bottom of the lowest rail
car girder is a minimum of one foot above the 100-year water surface elevation. A
condition of project approval will require a Flood Elevation Certificate be submitted
verifying the final bridge elevation prior to building permit final. Therefore the proposed
development would not have a significant impact on the 100-year flood hazard area.

5 Place within a 100-year flood hazard ] ] X ]
area structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

Discussion: According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
National Flood Insurance Rate Map, dated March 220086, no portion of the project site
lies within a 100-year flood hazard area. See the discussion under B-1 above.

3. Be inundated by a seiche, tsunami, of ] ] ] X
mudflow? :
Discussion:

The subject site is located more than two and a half miles from the coast; therefore no
impact is expected to occur.

Application Number; 08-0150
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4. Substantially deplete groundwater ] ] X L]

supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses
or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

Discussion: The project site is located within a mapped primary groundwater recharge
area and utilizes private well water. The proposed US€S consist of two dwellings,
several nonhabitable accessory structures and the boarding of no more than 8 horses
on the property at any one time. No commercial uses are proposed for the property
and the site is not open to the public. Calculations of project water uses for the horses
on the site, including dust control of the horse arena, is currently approximately 78
gallons per day (yearly average) and would not exceed 126 gallons per day (yearly
average) for the maximum eight horses allowed to be kept on site. Therefore, the
expected water usage for the proposed horse boarding is approximately 1/3 of the
water use for an average American household (EPA website).

Additionally, the amount of proposed impervious surface to be recognized and/or
proposed represents approximately 0.1% of the total area of the parcel, allowing the
vast majority of the stormwater runoff on the site to recharge. Drainage calculations
indicate that the post-development runoff rates would not exceed those of pre-
development rates. No other water use or diversion is proposed, therefore the proposal
would not result in any significant impacts to groundwater supplies or recharge.

5. Substantially degrade a public or ] ] X L]
private water supply? (Including the

contribution of urban contaminants,
nutrient enrichments, or other
agricultural chemicals or seawater
intrusion).

Discussion: The project would not discharge runoff either directly or indirectly into a
public or private water supply. However, runoff from this project may contain small
amounts of chemicals and other household contaminants. No commercial or industrial
activities are proposed that would contribute contaminants. In order to protect the
stream from the temporary construction operations associated with the bridge
construction the applicant has included the following measures:

a) Require any equipment or vehicles operated within or adjacent to the stream to
be checked and maintained daily to prevent leaks of oil, grease, or other
deleterious substances.
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b) All mechanized equipment working in the stream channel or within 25 feet of the
channel will have a double-containment system for diesel and oil fluids, and
vegetable-oil-based hydraulic fluids will be used in equipment operated near the

stream channel.

c) Fuelwill be stored in a container with an impermeable membrane and all
refueling or equipment maintenance will be accomplished in the staging area
away from the creek to prevent fuel spillage.

d) National Marine Fisheries Service will be required to be notified promptly of any
spill of one gallon or more at the project site.

e) All concrete structures will be isolated from the flowing stream until fully cured.

in accordance with the County Erosion Control Ordinance (Chapter 16.22), potential
siltation from the proposed project would be addressed through the implementation of
the following erosion control measures:

a) Erosion control and sedimentation detention devices will be implemented at the

time of construction. These devices will be in place during and after
construction activities for the purposes of minimizing fine sediment and
sediment/water slurry input to flowing water and of detaining sediment-laden
later on site. The devices will be properly installed where the likelihood of
sediment input exists.

b) At least 125 percent of the necessary erosion and water pollution control
materials will be available on-site at all times during project construction.

c) All erosion control practices will be inspected, repaired, and maintained prior to
and after any storm event during the construction period. Inspections will occur
at 24-hour intervals during extended storm events, and/or a minimum of ever7y

two weeks during the winter after bridge construction.

d) Erosion control measures will be utilized in order to prevent streambank erosion
after the project is completed. Excavated areas will not be filled with gravels
with less than a 0.5-inch diameter.

e) During the rainy season (October 15" through April 15" all inactive areas will
have all the necessary soil stabilization practices put in place before a rain
event and two days after a period of inactivity (defined as 5 days) have
elapsed.

f) Throughout the rainy season soil-disturbed areas of the project site will not
exceed 50 square feetin size.

Currently, four horses are kept on the project site. The project includes boarding of up
to eight horses on the property. The associated equestrian facilities, including arena,
paddocks, and stalls, are located outside of the riparian corridor. According to the
Water Sampling Report (Attachment 8) nitrate samples were collected 100 feet
upstream of the Old Timber Drive crossing and 30 feet upstream of the Majors/Cojo
stream confluence. The results indicate nitrate levels well under the California State
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Drinking Water Limits.

A Manure Management Plan was prepared and submitted to Environmental Heaith
Services for review and approval. The large bunker proposed to accommodate the
anticipated amount of manure was reviewed by Environmental Health Services staff.
Project conditions of approval require daily cleaning of horse stalls and paddocks, with
manure and bedding gathered every two days and carried to the designated storage
area. The manure storage area is several hundred feet away from the residence and
riparian areas of the site in order avoid any potential contamination.

Horse manure would be removed from the site weekly and sent to Watsonville, where
it is composted and used as fertilizer as a part of the Buena Vista Landfill Organic
Material Exchange Program. Additionally, horse access to areas near waterways is
restricted. Horses are kept in fenced areas and not allowed to drink at the creek.

As shown on the Landscape Plan (Attachment 2), the riparian area would be
revegetated following the construction of the replacement bridge. The revegetation
would include erosion control seeding throughout the entire construction area, will
willow pole cuttings to be placed 3 inches on center within the stream channel.
Additional riparian plant species will be planted further up the stream bank. The project
includes monitoring of the revegetation areas during the summer and fall in the year
following plant installation. All plants installed shall be counted and monitored for
survival, with photo-documentation used to record the progress of the revegetation.
Data from site visits performed by the consuiting biologist shall be incorporated into an
annual: monitoring report and submitted to the County at the end of the first year of
monitoring. The report shall state whether the project revegetation has been successful
and any remedial measures required, with success criteria consisting of 80% survival
of container stock, 80% survival of willow cuttings and an absence of evidence of rilling
or erosion along the creek bank.

The proposed protective measures would ensure that the project does not significantly
impact the water quality of the nearby riparian system.

6. Degrade septic system functioning? ] [] X ]

Discussion: There is no indication that existing septic systems' in the vicinity would be
affected by the project. The project has received preliminary site approval by the
Environmental Health Services for a replacement mobile home on the site.

7. Substantially alter the existing [] L] X ]
drainage pattern of the site or area,

including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding, on- or
off-site?

Discussion: The proposal includes the construction of a replacement bridge at the Old
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Timber Drive crossing, which entails temporary dewatering of the channel. In order to
minimize sediment transport downstream of the project site, prior to removal of the old
culvert and after the removal and relocation of fish, the project area will be isolated
from the flowing stream and dewatered with cofferdams placed upstream and
downstream of the construction area, with streamflow diverted through a culvert. The
consulting Certified Fishery Biologist, Donald W. Alley has provided additional Specific
Impact Measures (Sheet B1, Attachment 2) for each phase of bridge replacement and
these measures would be incorporated into required conditions of project approval.

According to Tharp & Associates (Attachment 4) the replacement of the existing culvert
system with a flat car bridge will slightly lower the base flood elevation due to the
elimination of existing channel constriction.

Proposed work in the stream channel will be restricted to the dry/low flow season and
is expected to take no more than two weeks. The majority of the construction of the
replacement rail car bridge will occur from the top of the stream bank. The temporary
channel disturbance will be performed under the authority of a California Department
Fish and Game Stream Alteration Permit.

A letter submitted by D.W. Alley & Associates, dated April2, 2009, states that a survey
of Cojo Creek was performed on October 21, 2008 for the purpose of determining
whether any water diversion from the creek. The fisheries consultant found no
evidence of past or present water diversion from the stream channel or of piping
upslope to the extent of Cojo and Majors Creeks on the subject property.

According to Drainage Calculations submitted by Robert L. DeWitt, dated April14,
2008, the proposed impervious coverage represented b y the project is less than 0.1%
of the total site area and the drainage “can reasonably be expected to infiltrate
downslope of the proposed and existing structures with no adverse effects on an7y
adjoining lands.”

A siltation basin would be constructed adjacent to the existing roadway prior 10 the
creek crossing, so that silt and gravel fines can be prevented from entering the creek.

The project would therefore represent an improvement over the existing creek crossing
and lack of drainage facilities that currently characterize the site. Implementation of all
required project conditions will ensure that the proposal does not significantly impact
the existing drainage system or riparian corridor.

8. Create or contribute runoff water which ] L] X ]
would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned storm water drainage
systems, or provide substantial
additional sources of poliuted runoff?

Discussion: Drainage Calculations prepared by Robert L DeWitt and Associates, Inc.
dated April 14, 2008 have been reviewed for potential drainage impacts and accepted
by the Department of Public Works (DPW) Drainage Section staff. The calculations
show that the increase in runoff due to the relatively small degree of development
relative to the 152-acre parcel size is fairly negligible. See B-7 for a discussion of

Application Number: 08-0150 16/176




CEQA Environmental Review Initial Study Less than

Significant
Page 17 Potentially with Less than

Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

drainage issues relative to the proposed bridge replacement.

DPW staff has determined that the proposed drainage improvements are adequate 1o
handle the increase in drainage associated with the project. Refer to response B-5 for
discussion of urban contaminants and/or other polluting runoff.

9. Expose people or structures to a ] ] X ] |
significant risk of loss, injury or death

involving flooding, including flooding
as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

Discussion: Refer to Section B-8.

10.  Otherwise substantially degrade water ] [] X []
quality?

Discussion: Refer to Section B-5.

C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Woulid the project:

1. Have a substantial adverse effect, ] X ] []
either directly or through habitat
modifications, 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?

Discussion: Two Biotic Reports were prepared for this project to address potential
impacts to aquatic species associated with the streams in the vicinity of existing and
proposed development. A California Red-Legged Frog Preliminary Site Assessment
was prepared by Bryan M. Mori, dated November 13, 2008 (Attachment 11). This
report has been reviewed and accepted by the Planning Department Environmental
Section (Attachment 10). No California red-legged frog (CRF) individuals were
observed during the assessment; however potential habitat exists on the site.
Recommendations made in the CRF assessment include a pre-construction survey
performed by a qualified biologist within 48 hours of the project start date, a worker's
education seminar to the construction crew prior to the start of the project, vegetation
removal within the riparian corridor to be performed under the oversight of the qualified
biological monitor, and a prohibition against the operation of any heavy equipment
within the stream channel.

A Cojo Creek Aquatic Assessment was performed by D.W. Alley & Associated, dated
November 13, 2008 to assess the potential impact of the proposed culvert removal and
bridge construction at Old Timber Drive on fishery resources. The Aquatic Assessment
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focused primarily on impacts to rainbow trout that are known to inhabit Cojo Creek.
Recommendations made in the Aquatic Assessment and incorporated into the
condition of project approval include the placement of block nets upstream and
downstream of the existing culvert in order to remove and relocate fish to undisturbed
habitat upstream. Additionally, a biological monitor will be present to assist the
construction crew during the removal of the old culvert and placement of the new flat
car bridge and a series of three silt fences are to be constructed across the flowing
channel within 100 feet downstream of the bridge site in order to capture suspended
sediment. Protective fencing will not be allowed to impact riparian vegetation and all
trash will be properly contained. A qualified fisheries biologist will be hired for the
purposes of education, monitoring and removing and relocating salmonids from Cojo
Creek.

The implementation of all required recommendations from both the CRF and fish
resource biological consultants would reduce any potential impact to aquatic species
and habitat resources to a less than significant level.

2. Have a substantial adverse effect on (] X ] []
any riparian habitat or sensitive natural
community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations
(e.g., wetland, native grassland,
special forests, intertidal zone, etc.) or
by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Discussion: See discussions under B-7 and C-1.

3. Interfere substantially with the [] 1 X []
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?

Discussion: The proposed bridge replacement will temporarily alter the movement of
native fish species in Cojo Creek. As discussed in B-2 above, consulting biologists
have performed site assessments and evaluated the potential impact of the proposed
development on aquatic species associated with Cojo Creek. Additionally, the
proposed work in the stream channel will be restricted to between August 1% and
October 25" so as to have the least impact to fish migration and breeding cycles.
Additional required project conditions are included in the Project Plans (Sheet B-1 of
Attachment 2) and include a requirement that the fisheries biologist implementing the
fish relocation measures have a minimum of three years field experience with
electrofishing techniques and possess a valid State of California Scientific Collection
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Permit as issued by the California Department of fish & Game.

All recommendations have been incorporated into project conditions and would reduce
any potential impact to the migration of fish species to a less than significant level.

4. Produce nighttime lighting that would [] X ] ]
substantially illuminate wildlife
habitats?

Discussion: The development area is adjacent to a riparian corridor, which could be
adversely affected by a new or additional source of light that is not adequately
deflected or minimized. The following measures have been incorporated into required
conditions of approval: All exterior lighting shall be directed away from the corridor and
adjacent properties, light sources shall not be visible from the riparian area of
surrounding properties, light sources must be shielded by landscaping, fixture design
or other physical means, lighted parking areas shall utilize low-rise light standards to a
maximum height of 15 feet, exterior lighting shall be high-pressure sodium vapor, metal
halide, fluorescent, or equivalent energy-efficient fixtures.

5. Have a substantial adverse effect on ] ] ] X
federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (including, but not limited to
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other
means”?

Discussion: See the discussion regarding riparian resources in Section B-7, Cc-1,C-3
and C-4.

6. Conflict with any local policies or ] Nl X ]
ordinances protecting biological

resources (such as the Sensitive
Habitat Ordinance, Riparian and
Wetland Protection Ordinance, and the
Significant Tree Protection
Ordinance)?

Discussion: The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances in that
a Riparian Exception is required for the removal of the culvert and installation of the
replacement flat car bridge at the Old Timber Drive creek crossing. The proposed
development complies with the mandatory findings 1o support a Riparian Exception
and conditions of project approval require adequate monitoring, restoration and
revegetation of the corridor, as shown on Sheets 2.0 and L3.0 of the Project Plans
prepared by Environmental Planning & Design and Biotic Resources Group
(Attachment 2).
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7. Conflict with the provisions of an ] ] L] X
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan?

Discussion: The proposed project would not conflict with the provisions of any
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Therefore, no impact
would occur.

D. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and
forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

1. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique ] ] L] 4
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

Discussion: The project site does not contain any lands designated as Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency. In addition, the project does not contain Farmland of
Local Importance. Therefore, no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmiand of
Statewide or Farmland of Local Importance would be converted to a non-agricultural
use. No impact would occur from project implementation. '

2. Conflict with existing zoning for ] ] ] X
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act

contract?

Discussion: The project site is zoned Timber Production (TP), which is not considered
to be an agricultural zone. See Section D-3 for a discussion on timber resources. The
project site’s land is not under a Williamson Act Contract. Therefore, the project does
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not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Contract. No
impact is anticipated.

3. Conflict with existing zoning for, or [] ] X []
cause rezoning of, forest land (as

defined in Public Resources Code
Section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code
Section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code Section 51104(g))?

Discussion: The project is zoned for Timber Production and timber harvests have
historically occurred on the site. A Forester's Report on Timber Production Zoning
Issues and Timber Management Plan was prepared by Staub Forestry and
Environmental Consulting, dated November 11, 2008 (Attachment 14). The timber
assessment found no adverse impacts on timber production or timber management
from the proposed development, including the proposed bridge and horse and
accessory structure development. Specifically, the review found that the areas of
development contained primarily oaks with grass and herbaceous surface vegetation.
The proposed development would designate an existing large clearing to be used as a
turnaround for log loading and other timber production purposes. Further, a condition
of project approval states that timber resource may only be harvested in accordance
with California Department of Forestry timber harvest rules and regulations. Therefore,
the project, as proposed and conditioned, would not significantly impact timber
resources.

4. Result in the loss of forest land or [] ] X ]
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Discussion: The Forster's Report referenced in Section D-3 concludes that the
effective loss of productive timberiand is less than % acre, which represents, “...an
insignificant amount on this large property with extensive forest resources.” Project
conditions require all recommendations made in the forester’s report to be
implemented, including consistency with the project forester’'s site map that shows the
precise locations of existing redwood and douglas fir trees being retained next to
proposed limits of grading at the shop site, covering bare soils in rooting areas,
improving the existing access road for forest management and control of shrub and
tree encroachment into the grassland habitat.

5. Involve other changes in the existing ] [] X []
environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest
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land to non-forest use?

Discussion: The project site and surrounding area within radius of ¥2 mile does not
contain any lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide Importance or Farmland of Local Importance as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency. Therefore, no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide, or Farmland of Local Importance would be converted to a non-agricultural
use. As discussed in D-3 and D-4 above, the project site contains forest land. In
addition to the project conditions discussed previously, an additional project condition
requires any future changes to the approved development of this site to be evaluated
by a qualified forester to ensure that the existing forest resources on site be protected

from encroachment of non-forest development.

E. MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

1. Result in the loss of availability of a ] L] ] X
known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

Discussion: The site does not contain any known mineral resources that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state. Therefore, no impact is anticipated
from project implementation.

2. Result in the loss of availability of a [] ] ] X
locally-important mineral resource _
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan?

Discussion: The project site is zoned Timber Production (TP), which is not considered
to be an Extractive Use Zone (M-3) nor does it have a Land Use Designation with a
Quarry Designation Overlay (Q) (County of Santa Cruz 1994). Therefore, no
potentially significant loss of availability of a known mineral resource of locally
important mineral resource recovery (extraction) site delineated on a local general
plan, specific plan or other land use plan would occur as a result of this project.

F. VISUAL RESOURCES AND AESTHETICS
Would the project:

1. Have an adverse effect on a scenic [] ] X L]
vista?

Discussion: Smith Grade is a scenic resource, as designated in the County’s General
Plan (1994). However, the areas of unpermitted and proposed development are not
visible from Smith Grade. The only views of the project site that would be affected by
the project are those from private property and County visual resource protection
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regulations only apply to public viewsheds. Therefore the project would not significantly
impact any public scenic resources.

2. Substantially damage scenic ] [] X []
resources, within a designated scenic

corridor or public view shed area
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

Discussion: The project site is located along a County designated scenic road,
however the distance between the development and road, the dense forest canopy
and changes in topography prevent any of the existing or proposed development from
being visible from the scenic resource area. Therefore, no impact is anticipated.

3. Substantially degrade the existing [] ] X []
visual character or quality of the site

and its surroundings, including
substantial change in topography or
ground surface relief features, and/or
development on a ridgeline?

Discussion: The existing visual setting is a rural, densely forested hillside. The
proposed project represents a small fraction of the 152-acre subject parcel and is
clustered in two, relatively flat portions of the site. The development is not located on a
ridgeline or other prominent landform and is is designed and landscaped so as to fit
into this setting. Although a substantial amount of grading is proposed to be recognized
and/or conducted, the grading has not substantially altered or degraded the visual
character or quality of the site and surroundings relative to the overall expanse of the
acreage.

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

Discussion: The project would contribute an incremental amount of night lighting to
the visual environment. However, the following project conditions will reduce this
potential impact to a less than significant level: All exterior lighting shall be directed
away from the corridor and adjacent properties, light sources shall not be visible from
the riparian area or surrounding properties, light sources must be shielded by
landscaping, fixture design or other physical means, exterior lighting shall be high
pressure sodium vapor, metal halide, fluorescent, or equivalent energy-efficient
fixtures.
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G. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

1. Cause a substantial adverse change in ] ] ] X
the significance of a historical resource
as defined in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.57

Discussion: The existing structure(s) on the property is/are not designated as a
historic resource on any federal, state or local inventory.

2. Cause a substantial adverse change in [] [] X ]
the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.57?

Discussion: According to the Archeological Reconnaissance Survey Letter, prepared
by Archaeological Consulting, dated 8/31/2009, (Attachment 12), there is no evidence
of pre-historic cultural resources. However, pursuant to Section 16.40.040 of the
Santa Cruz County Code, if archeological resources are uncovered during
construction, 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 ] L] X ]
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

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

unique geologic feature?

Discussion: No known paleontological resources of geologic features exist on the
site.
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H. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:

1. Create a significant hazard to the [] [] X (]
public or the environment as a result of
the routine transport, use or disposal
of hazardous materials?

Discussion: The project does not include any uses which would be expected to
generate any hazardous materials. See B-5 for a discussion of project conditions
related to temporary construction vehicles and equipment in the stream channel.

2. Create a significant hazard to the ] ] X ]
public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

Discussion: See the discussion in H-1 above.

3. Emit hazardous emissions or handle (] L] X []
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Discussion: See H-1. Additionally, the site is located more than two and one-half
miles from the nearest school, Bonny Doon Elementary to the north.

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

Discussion: The project site is not included on the 9/3/10 list of hazardous sites in
Santa Cruz County compiled pursuant to the specified code.

5. For a project located within an airport ] ] ] X
land use plan or, where such a plan

has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project resultin a safety
hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?
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Discussion: The closest airport, Bonny Doon Airport, is not a public use airport and is
located approximately three miles to the north of the project site.

6. For a project within the vicinity of a ] ] X ]
private airstrip, would the project result

in a safety hazard for people residing
or working in the project area?

Discussion: The project site is located approximately three miles south of the nearest
private airstrip, Bonny Doon Airport.

7. Impair implementation of or physically ] ] 4 ]
interfere with an adopted emergency

response plan or emergency
evacuation pltan?

Discussion: The proposed residential development does not conflict with the County’s
adopted Emergency Management Plan (April 2002). Specific countywide evacuation
routes are not designated in the Emergency Management Plan; rather feasible routes
are determined based on particular events.

8. Expose people to electro-magnetic ] ] L] X
fields associated with electrical

transmission lines?

Discussion: The proposed residential development would not include the installation
of electrical transmission lines; therefore there is no impact.

9. Expose people or structures to a L] L] X ]
significant risk of loss, injury or death

involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences
are intermixed with wildlands?

Discussion: The project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code
requirements and includes fire protection devices as required by the local fire agency.
The closest fire station is located within a 10 minute response time and a new fire
hydrant and 20,000 gallon water tank are required conditions of project approval.
Therefore the impact of the proposed residential development on wildland fire safety is
less than significant.
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I. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Would the project:

1. Conflict with an applicable plan, ] (] X ]
- ordinance or policy establishing

measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit
and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?

Discussion: The project would create a small incremental increase in traffic on
nearby roads and intersections. However, given the small number of new trips created
by the project, this increase is less than significant. Further, the increase would not

" cause the Level of Service at any nearby intersection to drop below Level of Service D.
The horse facilities are not open to the public.

2. Result in a change in air traffic ] ] ] 4

patterns, including either an increase
in traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks?

Discussion: The proposed residential project does not impact air traffic patterns,
therefore there is no impact. ‘

3. Substantially increase hazards due to ] [] X []
a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

Discussion: The proposed residential development includes widening of the main
entrance off of Smith Grade and improves the existing line of sight entering and exiting
the subject property. The setting is rural residential uses, with timber production and
agricultural uses in the vicinity. Therefore, there are no increased hazards as a result
of design features or incompatible uses.

4. Result in inadequate emergency D D ‘X] D
access”?

Discussion: The project's road access meets County standards and has been
approved by the California Department of Forestry. Old Timber Drive is proposed to be
improved widened and the visibility from Smith Grade intersection will be greater than
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the current configuration. The existing, substandard bridge at Cojo Creek will be
replaced with a bridge that meets all County fire and building code standards.

The proposal does not include any work on the County-maintained road, Smith Grade.

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

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

6. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, [] [] X []
or programs regarding public transit,

bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance
or safety of such facilities?

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

The replacement of the substandard bridge and widening of the access road will result
in an improvement to the current hazards that exist and will bring the road and bridge
into compliance with current County and fire design standards.

7. Exceed, either individually (the project [] [] X []
alone) or cumulatively (the project

combined with other development), a
level of service standard established
by the County General Plan for
designated intersections, roads or
highways? :

Discussion: See response I-1 above.

J. NOISE
Would the project result in:

1. A substantial permanent increase in [] (] X []
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without
the project?

Discussion: The project would create an incremental increase in the existing noise
environment. However, this increase would be small, and would be similar in character
to noise generated by the surrounding existing rural residential uses.
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2. Exposure of persons to or generation ] [] X []
of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
Discussion:
3. Exposure of persons to or generation [] [] X []

of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the General Plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

Discussion: Per County policy, average hourly noise levels shall not exceed the
General Plan threshold of 50 Leq during the day and 45 Leq during the nighttime.
Impulsive noise levels shall not exceed 65 db during the day or 60 db at night. The
addition of several nonhabitable structures, horse facilities and a mobile home are not
expected to significantly impact noise levels on the site. No commercial uses are
included in the proposal.

4 A substantial temporary or periodic ] [] X []
increase in ambient noise levels in the

project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

Discussion: Noise generated during construction would increase the ambient noise
levels for adjoining areas. Construction would be temporary, however, and given the
limited duration of this impact it is considered to be less than significant.

5. For a project located within an airport [] [] (] X
land use plan or, where such a plan

has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

Discussion: The project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport. :

6. For a project within the vicinity of a [] [] ] X
private airstrip, would the project

expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

Discussion: The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.
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K. AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria

established by the Monterey Bay Unified

Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) may be relied

upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

1. Violate any air quality standard or [] [] X ]
contribute substantially to an existing

or projected air quality violation?

Discussion: The North Central Coast Air Basin does not meet state standards for
ozone and particulate matter (PMy,). Therefore, the regional pollutants of concern that
would be emitted by the project are ozone precursors (Volatile Organic Compounds
[VOCs] and nitrogen oxides [NO,]), and dust.

Given the modest amount of new traffic that would be generated by an additional
residence there is no indication that new emissions of VOCs or NO, would exceed
MBUAPCD thresholds for these pollutants and therefore there would not be a
significant contribution to an existing air quality violation.

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

2. Conflict with or obstruct D D @ D

implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

Discussion: The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
regional air quality plan. See section K-1 above.

3. Result in a cumulatively considerable [] [] X []
net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

Discussion: See section K-1.

4. Expose sensitive receptors to ] ] X ]
substantial pollutant concentrations?

Discussion: The proposed residential development is not expected to generate any
significant concentration of pollutants.
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5. Create objectionable odors affecting a ] ] X ]
substantial number of people?

Discussion: Although the storage of horses on the parcel could potentially create
objectionable odors, a Manure Management Plan has been submitted for the project,
which would reduce the potential impacts due to odor. Specifically, the plan includes
provisions for cleaning the horse stalls and paddocks daily, and for transporting all
manure offsite once a week. Additionally, given that the parcel is approximately 152
acres in size and that the nearest residence is approximately one-quarter mile from
the equestrian area, the likelihood that odors will impact surrounding properties is fow.

L. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:

1. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, ] ] X L]
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment?

Discussion: The proposed project, like all development, would be responsible for an
incremental increase in green house gas emissions by usage of fossil fuels during the
site grading and construction. At this time, Santa Cruz County is in the process of
developing a Climate Action Plan (CAP) intended to establish specific emission
reduction goals and necessary actions to reduce greenhouse gas levels to pre-1990
levels as required under AB 32 legislation. Until the CAP is completed, there are no
specific standards or criteria to apply to this project. All project construction equipment
would be required to comply with the Regional Air Quality Control Board emissions
requirements for construction equipment. As a result, impacts associated with the
temporary increase in green house gas emissions are expected 1o be less than
significant.

2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy ] [] B4 ]
or regulation adopted for the purpose

of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases”?

Discussion: See the discussion under L-1 above. No impacts are anticipated.

M. PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project:

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

a. Fire protection?

b. Police protection?

c. Schools?

I I R B A I
I N
X X X X
O o O o

d. Parks or other recreational
activities?

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

Discussion (a through e): While the project represents an incremental contribution to
the need for services, the increase would be minimal. Moreover, the project meets all
of the standards and requirements identified by the local fire agency or California
Department of Forestry, as applicable, and school, park, and transportation fees to be
paid by the applicant would be used to offset the incremental increase in demand for
school and recreational facilities and public roads.

N. RECREATION
Would the project:

1. Would the project increase the use of [] (] X []
existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

Discussion: The project includes recognizing horse facilities, therefore providing on-
site recreational opportunities. Therefore no increased use of neighborhood or regional
park recreational facilities is expected.

2. Does the project include recreational [] [] X []
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

Discussion: The proposed horse facilities serve only the friends and families of the
property owner; therefore no construction or expansion of recreational facilities is
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anticipated.

O. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:

1. Require or result in the construction of [] [] X []
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Discussion: Drainage analysis of the project conducted by Robert DeWitt (Attachment
7) states that the post-development runoff rates would not exceed pre-development
rates. Department of Public Works Drainage staff have reviewed the drainage
information and have determined that downstream storm facilities are adequate to
handle the increase in drainage associated with the project.

2. Require or result in the construction of ] [] <] []
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
effects?

Discussion: The project would rely on an individual well for water supply. Public
water delivery facilities would not have to be expanded.

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

3. Exceed wastewater treatment [] [] X []
requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

Discussion: The project’'s wastewater flows would not violate any wastewater
treatment standards. A Manure Management Pian has been provided which ensures
that the animal waste will not negatively impact the water quality of the streams located
on site (see B-8) for discussion of water quality issues. Environmental Health Services
staff has issues a preliminary environmental health clearance to apply for an enhanced
individual sewage disposal permit for the proposed mobile home. The proposed
development is not anticipated to significantly impact wastewater treatment
requirements.
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4. Have sufficient water supplies (] [] X []
available to serve the project from

existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

Discussion: See 0-2 above and B-4 for a discussion of groundwater impacts.

5. Result in determination by the [] [] X (]
wastewater treatment provider which

serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing
commitments?

Discussion: See O-2 above.

6. Be served by a landfill with sufficient [] [] X ]
permitted capacity to accommodate
the project’s solid waste disposal
needs?

Discussion: The project would make a one-time contribution to the reduced capacity
of regional landfills during construction and grading activities. However, the scope of
the bridge replacement proposal is relatively small with respect to the expected amount
of generated waste material. Additionally, the Manure Management Plan (Attachment
13) states that a maximum of eight horses will boarded at the site and will generate
four 64-gallon carts of manure per week. The manure would be transported to the
Buena Vista Landfill, where it is accepted for composting. In that the compost is made
available to other users, the impact of the transport of horse manure is not expected to
significantly impact the capacity of the landfill.

7. Comply with federal, state, and local [] (] X (]
statutes and regulations related to

solid waste?

Discussion: Solid waste accumulation is anticipated to increase slightly as a resuit of
the new uses that would occur in conjunction with the proposed residential
development. However, trash accumulation from the additional dwelling and
nonhabitable structures would be modest and is not anticipated to result in a breach of
federal, state or local statutes and regulations. Issues related to the equestrian facilities
and manure management plan are discussed in Section O-6.
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P. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:

1. Conflict with any applicable land use sl X []
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency

with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

Discussion: A Riparian Exception would be required for the construction of the
removal of the existing culvert and construction of a replacement rail car bridge at the
Old Timber Drive Cojo Creek crossing. Under Chapter 16.30.060(d) of the County
Code, specific findings must be made in order to allow a Riparian Exception. These
findings, as specified in Chapter 16.32 of the County Code can be made in that the
existing stream crossing is inadequate, the replacement of the culvert is necessary for
the proper functioning of the stream crossing, the granting of the exception will not be
injurious to downstream property, the riparian corridor will not be adversely impacted
and the exception conforms to the purpose of the Riparian Corridor and Wetland
Protection Ordinance.

2. Conflict with any applicable habitat [] [] X []
conservation plan or natural

community conservation plan?

Discussion: No adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) or natural community
conservation plan (NCCP) occurs within the project area.

3. Physically divide an established [] [] ] X
community?

Discussion: The project would not include any element that would physically divide an
established community.

Q. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:

1. Induce substantial population growth (] ' [] [] X
in an area, either directly (for example,

by proposing new homes and .
businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)? '

Discussion: The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in
an area because the project does not propose any physical or regulatory change that
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would remove a restriction to or encourage population growth in an area including, but
limited to the following: new or extended infrastructure or public facilities; new
commercial or industrial facilities; large-scale residential development; accelerated
conversion of homes to commercial or multi-family use; or regulatory changes
including General Plan amendments, specific plan amendments, zone
reclassifications, sewer or water annexations: or LAFCO annexation actions.

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

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

2. Displace substantial numbers of ] [] (] X
existing housing, necessitating the

construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

Discussion: The proposed project would not displace any existing housing since the
site _would result in an additional unit.

3. Displace substantial numbers of ] ] ] X
people, necessitating the construction

of replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion: The proposed project would not displace a substantial number of people
as no housing stock is being eliminated as a result of the project.
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1. Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment, D & D D

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

Discussion: The potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory were
considered in the response to each question in Section i1l of this Initial Study. Resources
that have been evaluated as significant would be potentially impacted by the project,
particularly riparian and aquatic resources. As a result of this evaluation, with the
incorporation of the identified mitigation measures, there is no substantial evidence that
significant effects associated with this project would result. Therefore, this project has
been determined not to meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
2. Does the project have impacts that are D D [E D

individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects ofa
project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?

Discussion: In addition to project specific impacts, this evaluation considered the
projects potential for incremental effects that are cumulatively considerable. As a result
of this evaluation, there were determined to be no potentially significant cumulative
effects

Application Number: 08-0150

371176
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

3. Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects l:l D D &
on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Discussion: In the evaluation of environmental impacts in this Initial Study, the potential
for adverse direct or indirect impacts to human beings were considered in the response
to specific questions in Section lll. As a result of this evaluation, there were determined
to be no potentially significant effects to human beings. Therefore, this project has been
determined not to meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance.

Application Number: 08-0150 38/176
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IV. TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

REQUIRED

Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission

(APAC) Review Yes [ ] No X
Archaeological Review Yes X No [ ]
Biotic Report/Assessment Yes [X] No[]
Geologic Hazards Assessment (GHA) Yes D No &
Geologic Report Yes E] No D
Geotechnical (Soils) Report Yes X] No[ ]
Riparian Pre-Site Yes D No ‘E
Septic Lot Check Yes @ No D
Other: (Timber Assessment) Yes X No[ ]
Application Number: 08-0150

| 39/176

DATE

COMPLETED

8/2009

11/2009

11/2008

11/2008

4/2008
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V.

REFERENCES USED IN THE COMPLETION OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW INITIAL STUDY

County of Santa Cruz 1994.

VI. ATTACHMENTS

1. Vicinity Map, Map of Zoning Districts; Map of General Plan Designations; and
Assessors Parcel Map.

2. Project Plans prepared by Robert L. DeWitt & Associates, last revised 3/1/2010,
Morris Engineering, dated 1/15/2010, Quilici Engineers, Inc., dated 5/14/2009,
Terri L.N. Fisher, Architect, dated 2/15/2010,

3. Preliminary Geologic Hazards Investigation (Report Summary, Conclusions,
Recommendations, Map & Cross Sections), prepared by Nolan Associates,
dated November 8, 2008, addendum October 23, 2009

4. Geotechnical Investigation (Conclusions and Recommendations), prepared by
Tharp & Associates, Inc. dated January 1999 (bridge), March 2008 (accessory
structures and retaining walls, addendum dated November 3, 2008

5. Geologic Review Letter, prepared by Joe Hanna, County geologist, dated June
15, 2010

6. Discretionary Application Comments ‘

7. Drainage Report and Calculations, prepared by Robert L. DeWitt, dated April 14,
2008, April 22, 2009, and March 1, 2010

8. Water Sampling Report, prepared by Water Sampling Services, dated May 13,
2009

9. Aquatic Assessment, prepared by D.W. Alley, dated November 13, 2008, and
April 2, 2009.

10. California Red-Legged Frog Preliminary Site Assessment, prepared by <Bryan
M. Mori, dated November 13, 2008

11 Biotic Assessment Review, prepared by Santa Cruz County Planning
Department, dated March 23, 2009

12. Archeological Reconnaissance Survey Letter, prepared by Archaeological
Consulting, dated 8/31/2009

13. Manure Management Plan, prepared by Patrizia Materassi, revised 3/4/2010

14. Forester’s Report on Timber Production Issues, prepared by Stephen R. Staub,
dated April 14, 2008, updated November 18, 2008.

Application Number: 08-0150 40/176 E‘X{E{ ; e

1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz,
California. Adopted by the Board of Supervisors on May 24, 1994, and certified by
the California Coastal Commission on December 15, 1994.
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PARCEL DATA.

OWNER:
John Drasger 831 Smith Grade
Santa Cruz, CA 85080

DRAEGER PROPERTY ;
: 51 St Grace 2
flis» Santa Cruz County, CA M

P 4%.7:,

2 1024 GUYDS 348 CUYDS
.2 1234 CUYDS  2.200 CU YDS [IN1ERM GRADING)
4 100 CU YOS 16 CU YDS (FINAL GHADING) APPLICANTS REPRESENTATIVE
Parlzia MatBrass! BUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING

o i Box 682
: : Py SITE LOCATION TOTAL 2308 CUYO8 7208 CUYDS PO. 87
I Scone Valley, CA 95067
; ) NEI TOTAL ~ 4,850 CUYDS (FILL) 831.334-2383

ATTACHMENT

PARCEL CHARACTERISTICS:

Zoning: ™

General Plan: Mountan Aesidential

Coastal Zone: Yes

Estimateo Acreage: 152.568 AC. (Courty QIs)
NOTE; Lot coverage 5,390 S.F. (huiidings and sFrucires)
£27, B40, 821, & E20 REPRESENT VIOLATIONS IDENTIFIED BY THE <0.1%
%ﬂhummg)ozm:g!oﬁmg.mm SHEET 12 /~ DEDENAX_ENTRY SHEET INDEX

&

VICINITY MAP i .
NoTToSCALE NORTH

- Prert |, DOWRLS AMOC.
E | ™ PRELININAAY SITE PLAN
QEGE_REPLACEMEN] 1?2 CODE COMPLIANCE DOCUMENTS
GROGE PLR WORRES ENG. (B2) = — P DRIVEWAY ENTRY IMPROVEMENT PLAN
Lt E BAIDGE REPLACEMENT EROBION CONTROL PLAN
81 BIOLOGIST NOTES, WATER QUALITY NOTES AND DETAIL
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P : ~ PHOPOSED WORKBHOP / OFFICE FLOOR PLAN §3az2
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DRAEGER PROPERTY
APN: 062-251-01
831 Smith Grade
Santa Cruz County, CA
RED TAGS

STIPULATIONS
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L, ETNS . POR TRR COUNTY OF SANTA CRAZ.
. R i | ploid
i, o8 [ TRETG .y e L
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a—y, Asxaican Councit or Evnnamon Comranms PREPANED AT NE MEDUST OF
o/ shged. Canitarnta
Jrheashesiy
LINAUTHORIZED CHAMGES AND USES: ACEC
ﬁ -800-227- fieeg — om0 gmcan Counet of Bncrampn Cowaim

JOHN E@amw,»vmﬂmm
Py W e o — Catirarnia ﬁm - AL

Sarta Cruz, Catforria Pe—
APN; 062-251-01

e

ATTAOHMENT




- ® . SN
— e l ! . i

2z

Y
N DY
X

R
: S
A B -t EN
)

SNt

: .
I OO
2]
GRAPHIC SCALE PLAN VIEW
. -
| = = & -Ir
COI N d
(& FoET )
tmea s B R
: MOIES
1. coNg PROTECTION FOR TREES SHOULD BE PROVIED FORE GRANG OR OTMER 1. PROPOSED GRADING = 80 CU YUS (ML)
CQUPMENT 1S ALLOWED ON THE PRCPERTY. FOR BRIDGE APPROACHES
2 WHEN OONSTRUCTION IS TO TAKE FLACE BENEATH A TREL CAWOPY ON ONE SIDC, THE FENCE 5T AL SAMD BAGS TD BE AEMOVE LPON PRO.ECT GOMPLETION. SAND BAGS B 10 BL MANTNNED
SHOULD B SIGHTED 7 TO 3 BEYOND TAT BT BETWEEN N0 THE GURING PROECT OUMATION. DETENORATED SAND BAGS ARE TO BE REMOVED AND KEFLACED AS NOT
TREE TIMK. TO ENTER THE CREEX.
1 M 0P OF THE FENGE MUNO WTK FLUORESCENT FLAGGNG TAPE EVERY 10
A 0 CHAM LIVK O WELD WAL MESH.
S T T Che 10 OTELT TRGES S COSTRUC RGN CONTELION SR AL MRS
. A
7. ¥ CONSTRUCTION QR PAVNG 15 TO TAKE FLACE THROUGHOUT THE AREA BENEATH THE CANOPY M iioﬁﬁﬁuﬂ!ﬂﬂmﬁ.ﬁ!ﬂgaﬂgﬂ
ANO DRP UNE. FENGING IS NOT PRACTICAL SNOW FENCING SHOULD BE USED TO PROTECT ThE TRunk SHALL TAKE PLACE (2) -
FROM DAMAZE. .2 THERE IS A (20) CONSTRUCTION DAY ALLOWANCE FOR REMOVAL OF THL CULVERT.
& CTHAEE LATERS OF WIRE AND LATH SNOW FENGING O & ABOVE GROUND ON TREES SHERE S THERE 15 A (30) CONSTRUCTION DAY ALLOWANCE FOR CONSTRUCTION OF THE EISOGE FOUNDATIN.
CONSTRLCTION WLL TAXE FLACGE GENEATH THE CANOPY. b

TRUCTION SCHEDUAE SMALL BE SUBMTTED WITH THE BUILDING PESMIT

Bridge Replacement

Erosion Control Plan

ACEC
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JOHN sw.%,kvmﬂmm
Santa Cruz, Calfornia
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(E) GRADE -~ - AREA = 104 50 F1. L AREA = 37 S0 T
— g IWEET o ESTIMATED EARTHWORK QUANTITIES
. e T e i MAXIMUM EXCAVATION DEPTH = 5% ft.
E . R -
L e b= — TOTAL SITE EXCAVATION
(N) GRADE —— (E) GRADE - WITHOUT FLUFF = 1024 * cu. yd.
(N) GRADE
CUT AREA A = 104 8q. R, FILL AREA & = 37 aq. It MAXIMUM FILL DEPTH =71t
9 CUT AREA OVER B4 UNEAL fT. = 8736 cublc ft. = 324 cu vd FiLL AREA OVER 95 UNEAL FT. = 3515 cubic ft. = 130 cu. yd- ’
&7 SITE FILL = 3899 % cu yd.
o AR 1935011 AREA = 48 5Q. FL.77m o (N) GRADE TOTAL IMPORT —
—— S WITHOUT FLUFF = 2875 % cu. yd i¢8at
e LT =088
- - -
— B 545+ Fr A LI EL LS e — . 293 ¢ w
i - 2777z : THE _EARTHWORK QUANTITIES ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY, AND ARE PROVIDED FOR THE | Zpd . L4
[ N Tt / Ll ’ — CONTRACTOR’S CONVENIENCE. [T SHALL BE THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO § = et
- p o ¥ e CARRY OUT THE CUT, FILL, EXPORT, AND DEWATERING OPERATIONS NECESSARY TO Y 3]
RETANING (N) GRADE — - RETAINING MEET THE DESIGN GRADES AND CONSTRUCTION OF SUBSURFACE FACILITIES SHOWN | — 53 < m
WAL ON THE PLANS. THE EXCESS WASTE MATERIAL SHALL BE HAULED OFF-SITE AND iy =%
CUT AREA B = 193 sa. fL. FILL AREA B = 48 3q. . DISPOSED OF IN A LEGAL MANNER. E5H Mm
\9 CUT AREA OVER 56 UNEAL FT. = 10808 cubic ft = 400 cu yd. FILL AREA OVER 43 LINEAL FT. = 2084 cubic M = 76 cu. yd. mUu £3
=Ug o~
37 982
3
AREA = 496 5Q. FT (6 GRADE m
I — N I !
] - = : Ridsessinst
ni — R -
12 - - i
O —— e o - e
108
100 - = - —
1o A e
B T e N
" - - o i —_— N
" SO T R
0 — - — T T T T — ~
CUT AREA B = 193 sq. R (Ny GRADE—"" ;| WREM C = 496 3q. M. o
JEAN CUT AREA OVER 36 UNEAL FT. = 10608 cudic #. = 400 cu yd. FILL AREA QVER 100 UNEAL FT. = 8600 cubic f. = 1837 cu. yd. IS
(E) GRADE —. WWMM
S 4:\11 ma
e : mmww
CUT AREA D = 12 oq. A FILL AREA D = 338 og 1t
/o CUT AREA OVER 58 LNEAL FT. = 672 cubic ft. = 25 cu. yd. FILL AREA OVER 108 UNEAL FT. = 36504 cudic f. = 1352 cu. yd.
B o~ ARER = 108 SO. F1. - i m
N - . o o GRAPHIC SCALE . m ﬁ_,
/—duﬁf./r!, e, — d i
e B (m e ) ml f
[ (s
(€ GRADE-—’  “--RETAINING Rkt 3
WALL
FILL AREA £1 = 14 8q. 1,
FILL AREA OVER 70 UNEAL FT. = 980 cubic M. = 36 cu. yo.
CUT AREA E = 39 eq T FILL AREA E2 = 108 3q. ft.
FILL AREA OVER 116 LINEAL FT. = 12644 cubic ft. = 468 cu. yd.

CUT AREA OVER 126 LINEAL FT. = 7434 cubic ft. = 275 cu. yd.
\NJ TOTAL FILL AREA £ = 504 cu. yd.

ATTACHMENT



[BY Lokl

RV A S

TURNOUTS

|||||| POOUE FINTRTE AKX ML
e POONTEN IX))T ONTH B o/ OMT SOR GANL
FOR ODAS A & AT
a0 NI OOMEPOA OF $ARS
- P LreToR
L] - PPL BAART DLEETION

— ERE ™
= SRR SRS
- TSI
£ TVGENEY FERDMAR B O Ve MY

" K PORNES ONRTIA OF ML PPT

(=

TN
7 Y
i N/ A
- - N\
v/nﬂ\an . s \ P \\\v\
- e \\\ g TURNOUTS \\ /
o e \ \ { o \
e v / L \
/\VA/ & J / e e
= N/ . /
- x//\“ A / P /
SN / . /
. \..\A\\‘ ,\\\ / e
\ ! /. i

HORSE FAGLTY
PLAN

30 Union Avenue. Sulte 200
Campbell, Californis 85008

IC1 ENGINEERS, INC.

Ltsbnatn oo

L

56/176

|

[Soaa . 30T\

ATTACHMENT

e

~==C5.3




NV1d_NOLLOINNOD

SN
ow aad fai B T5INT NVE0 WoldAL\G/
PTH 0 SV TN

£
&/

TRONV3TD 3did T1ONIS\ 2./

SHNILLY 3did Nvaa &/

DETALS & SECTIONS

N

//\\‘ A

N

T

l
\

w? o WA

2 yom Agand sul een

‘PeMDAI | 1S ERUI] S0 BT 84
(OATOW S DA 0} HOHe LBY2 IO

L Y

LY
Lot b ot IR
LIC1 ENGINEERS, INC. hy
30 Union Avenue Suite 200
Campbell Californie 85008 .

¥ 408)080ONED _ F{408)b83_OS _malBqengineers com

57/176




ESTIMAT]

|

nic 95008

if or
ohBgengrwer 5.con

|
C1 ENQINEERS, INC.

sl babatbandbenadag by
LY ,

30 Union Avenue, Sulte 200

Campbell, Catiforn

140873930321 7 (4083830329

58/176

s TEWY™ L FITER LTNR T



D

o5
e =
O
~~_ (E) GRADE MMM 2§
==, 3 w
CUT AREA A= 179 wq. ft. FILL AREA A = 519 sa. ft. =3 9q
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i WITHOUT FLUFF - 1234 % cu ye
242 \\l\\l\\
W
TOTAL QFFHALL
if.ocwmﬂﬂ.c -0 % cu yd . O
MAXIMUN FILL DEPTH R O~
CUT AREA B = 94 sq. L FILL AREA B = 177 sq. R SITE AL - 3200 % cu yd —
s T —
\mj CUT AREA OVER 50 LINEAL FT. = 4700 cublc 1. = 174 cu. yd. FILL AREA OVER 113 UNEAL FT. = 20001 cubic ft. = 741 cu. yd. TOTAL WIPORT - 1966 % cu. yd —~
. o))
@ THE_EARTHWORK QUANTITIES ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY, AND_ARE_PROVIDED, fOR THE o
O TRACTOR'S CONVENIENCE.  IT_SHALL BE imQBzgSm RESPONSIBIITY TO
AREA = 161 5Q. FT.. TN AC N THE. CUT. FlLL, EXPORT, AND DEWATERING OPERATIONS NECESSARY 10
AREA = 170 SO FT. u (N) GRADE A N DESICN GHADES  AND CONSTRUCTION OF SUBSURFACE FACILITIES SHOWN
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LEGEND

— — — — INDICATES PERFORATED PVC PIPE

JINOICATES SQUD PVC PIPE

MATERIAL LIST:

Pipe: (4" & 8" dia. PV.C)

SDR 35 srmooth, sofia wall PYC pipe contorming
to ATSM D3O34, perforatec or non—perforaied, os
required. Perforated pips anoli have holes @l 4 and

Smollar Oio. holes (1/4° Min.) on shorter spacing

ATTACHME

GRAVEL DRIVEYAY

@ CB  INDICATES 12°x12" CAICH BASIN w/ CAS1
IRON GRATE PER DETARL 2/C8.8
- (3 Win) are preterred. Pipa shail have intagrol et
o 0S  INDICATES DOWNSPOUT SEE 1/C68 e ‘qaskets, factory instohed, conforming w/ ASTM
R = PPE Rt ELEVATION 477, Pipe snail bs mods o PVC plostic having a
WY - PPE NVERT ATION osd classification of 124548 or 123648 os defined
i St eve~, By & Cioonouts:  SOR 33 amooth, sokg wall pipe filngs contorming
%ﬁ&tw M. GRADED ,1,,, 3 :&:\ ?....M.w. o..n.awdm.v »/ ASTM D034, w/ integral bell or bel & spigot
RN AS\ joints, ond bell joints having an integral_tactory—
A~ e NOCATES 2% MIN. SLOPE o, fnstalled gaskat confarming w/ ASTM FA77- wxcept
SLOPE OVER {ANDSCAPE PR nﬁ g for cleanouts ond downspout odaplers which may be
—»—  INOICATES DIRECTION OF AR - SRR R IR O .
ROCATES DiRECTIOn O "y : M e Euk gy IN &, #.v.C. Coment: Conform w/ ASTM 2384.
I ool /‘l 2 : > Base Rock: Class | permeable
= Droin Rock (3/87): waw..:..w /47 claan arein rock for subdrains and Mﬂm g w
. Geotaxtiie Fabric: Mrafi 140N or anginest approved equal. |.m|lm ot
% BackFlll: Non-expansive o sita soil o non-exponsive imported m%Su 2 W
g A 10ll, fres and clean of organic material. “hoc H
b » - % 0%
: N . = N
VA puaCE STRaw RoLf (E) STORAGE \ SN = m B
, a3 3 EROSION CONTROL RUCTURE SRR =0
L fe 7 STABGERED ALONG . \ SN Y Q< .8
A g 10P OF SLOPE (€) STORAGE STRUCTURE [ v~ WO\ NOTES 355 i
7 5 el
mwu Mu % N, mxrwmmomqwmﬂqm”r/\ Jw.,) + DD NOT CONNECT SURFACE ORAN SYSTEM hmu £d
& A (P SUB-SURF; DRAN . - w
g . \ LY fiial . STAGGERED ALONG v To suB £ —~Ha 0
Al A 44’ siR SHEET A2 FOR IPKOLOSED _ - TOP OF SLOPE o  CLEAN DRAINAGE SYSTEM OF ALL DEBAES = §
-H . ) WANUME BUMKER | OCATIGN . & TEST ORAN SYSTEM AT LEAST ANNUALLY. :
L - — . —
PLACE STRAW ROLL fad of . S T
EROSION CONTROL .\m\w L ~— e e SET SHEET C6.8 FOR EROSION CONTROL NOTES
CONTINUOUS ALONG, «@. b . . e §
TOE OF SLOPE—" £ cwﬁﬁ H;/Nh, -
' d Pty
. -
4 > T N, NaIE
‘ . 7 SEE GRADING PLAN FOR O
3 }))) / < GRADING INFORMATION
ks g . PROPOSED ™
/. - eer -~ BASEROCK A\ 50mxm10nv ————
- \‘ . ;/\A A\
! . T : o~
J % ¥ v o
. . 5
/ K \\ \ AN 9, TPUCE STRAW ROLL
\: EROSION CONTROL
CONTINUOUS ALONG

TOE OF SLOPE
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W

\\ FIRE COMPLIANCE NOTES,
THESE PLANS ARE [N COMPLIANCE WITH CALIFORNIA BULDING AND \_/
FIRE CODES (2008) AS AMENDED BY THE AUTHORITY HAVING
5 I 5

DURINS INSIFECTIONS.

FIRE HYDRANTS SHALL BE PAINTED IN ACCORDANCE NTH T™HE STATE ,.m q
OF CALIRORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE. SEE PLANS FOR .

LOCATION OF (4)-BOCO SALLON PATER TANKS, AND FIRE HYDRANTS m\,\rHM!lhl«()’\w/

LOCATED WITHIN IS0 FEET OF BUILDINSS. A MINIMM FIRE FLON OF q
BO0 SFM |9 REGUIRED FROM HYDRANTS.

THE MOBILE HOME SHALL BE PROTECTED BY AN AFPROVED
AUTEMATIZ PIRE SFRINCLER STSTEM COMPLYINS WITH THE CURRENTLY
ADOPTED EDITION OF NPFA 13D AND CHAFTER 28 OF CALIFORN A
BUILDING CODE AND ADOSTED STANDARDS OF THE AUTHORITY HAVING
MISDICTION,

THE SPRINKLER STSTEM DESGNER/INSTALLER SHALL SUBMIT THREE (3)
SETS OF PLANS AND CALCULATIONS FOR THE UNDERSROUND AND
OVERHEAD RESIDENTIAL AUTOMATIC FIRE SPRINKLER STYSTEM TO
COF/CONTY FIRE FOR APFROVAL. INSTALLATION SHALL FOLLON
THEIR SUIDE SHEET.

AN UNDERSROUND FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM NORKINS DRAAINS MIST
BE FREFARED BY THE DESIGNER/INSTALLER, THE PLANS SHALL
COMPLY NTH THE UNDERSROUND FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM
INSTALLATION POLICY MANDOUT.

NOTE:
SEE GRADING PLAN FOR
GRADING INFORMATION

BUILDING NMEERS SHALL BE PROVIDED. NMBERS SrALL BE A
MINIMUM OF 4 INCHED IN HEIGHT ON A CONTRASTING BALKSROND AND
VISIELE FROM THE STREET. ADDI TIONAL NMBERS SHALL DE
INSTALLED ON A DIRECTIONAL SIGN AT THE FROFERTY DRIVENAT AND
STREE

AN AFFROVED SPARK ARRESTER SHALL BE INSTALLED ON THE TOR
OF THE CHIMNET. THE NIRE MESH SHALL BE 1/2 INCH.

.«fﬂgg‘;rnsgggd.;g
ROOF.

A 1OC FOOT CLEARANCE NILL BE MAINTAINED N TH NON-COMBUSTIBLE
VESETATION AROUND ALL STRICTURES OR TO THE PROPERTY LINE

EXEMET

ALLESS ROAD NOTES:

THE ALCESS ROAD SHALL B 12 FEET MINMM AND MAXIMM TRENTY
PERCENT SLOPE. ALL BRIDSESD, CULVERTS AND CROSSINGS BE
CERTIFIED BY A REGISTERED ENSINEER.  MINIMUM CAPACITY OF 29
TONS. CAL-TRANS H-20 LOADING STANDARD.

O

o

THE ACCESS ROAD SraLL BE IN PLACE TO THE FOLL! NS
STARDARDS PRIOR TO ANT FRAMINS CONSTRUCTION,

CONSTRUC TION NILL BE STOFFED: —_—— e e —
THE ACLESS ROAD SURFACE SHaLL BE "ALL NEATHER' A MINIMM b°

2 EGASIVALENT,

OF COMPACTED ASSRESATE BASE ROCK. CLASS 2 OR
ERTIPIED A LICENSED ENSINEER TO 9%% COMPACTION AND SHALL
BE MAINTAINED. ALL PEATHER SURFACE SHALL BE MINMM OF 6* OF
COMPALTED CLASS || BASE ROCK POR GRADES U TO AND INCLUDING
5%, OIL AND SCREENED FOR GRADES UP TO AND INCLUDING IS8 AND
ASPHALTIC CONCRETE MOR GRADES EXCEEDING 128, BUT IN NO CASE
EXCEEDING 20%. THE MAXIMM GRADE OF THE ACCESS ROAD SHALL
ROT EXCEED 20W. FITH GRADES GREATER THAN 128 NOT PERMTTED
ROM DISTANCES OF MONE THAN 200 PEET AT A TIME, THE ACCESS
ROAD SHALL HAVE A YERTICAL CLEARANCE OF |4 PEET FOR TS
ENTIRE WD’ AND LENSTH, INCLUDING TURNOUTS, rmomzo
A TURN-AROUND AREA FHICH MEETS THE REGUIREMENTS OF THE RIRE
DEFARTMENT SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR ACCESS ROADS AND
DRIVENATS SHALL CONFORM TO CURRENT ENOINEEIUNS PRACTICES, [ © sane smcrom
INCLUDING EROSION CONTROL MEASURES, BB -Ta— FENGED AREAB TO AMAN
ALL PRIVATE ACCESS MOADS, DRIVERATS, TURN-ARGUND AMD w11©U m_.—um v;Z Bl ro-~oPomm SmUCTURES
BRIDSES ARE THE RESFONSIBILITY OF THE OPNER(S)} OF RECORD AND L R,
! i )

EXPEDIENT PASSASE AT ALL TIMES.
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» Hyvdrogenlopy
& y

o IS Servires

NOLAN ASSOCIATES

November 8§, 2008 Job No. 08032

Mr. John Draeger
831 Smith Grade
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY GEOLOGIC HAZARDS INVESTIGATION
PROJECT:  Geologic hazards evaluation to support red tag removal from
existing development
APN 062-225-01
831 Smith Grade
Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Mr. Draeger:

We have completed our geologic hazards investigation at the above-referenced project site. Our
investigation addressed potential geologic hazards associated with existing development on the
parcel.

Geologic hazards that may affect the project within its design life include strong seismic shaking,
and landsliding. We have evaluated these geologic hazards with respect to existing and proposed
structures associated with the horse facilities and the equipment barns. We have made
engineering geologic recommendations for project design in order to mitigate risks from these
hazards to ordinary levels. Your project engineers and designers should carefully review and
incorporate our conclusions and recommendations into the project plans.

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

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

Sincerely,
Nolan Associates

Jeffrey M. Nolan Aaron Powers
Principal Geologist Staff Geologist
C.E.G. #2247 M.S.

SR

WA

1500 Seabright Ave. Suite A2 < P.O. Box 597 Sa -+~ =~ ~-lifornia 95061 Tel. 831-423-7006 Fax 831-423-7008
Fmail: 66/17 6%010g\f.c0m

"l

g A ST TWRD gy Gb



Job No. 08032 Page |
Dreager - 831 Smith Grade Road November 8, 2008
INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of our geologic hazards investigation for the Draeger property
located on Smith Grade, approximately 5 miles northwest of the city of Santa Cruz, in Santa
Cruz County, California. The project site is located on Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 062-
225-01. Figure 1, Topographic Index Map, depicts the location and topographic setting of the
project site.

PURPOSE OF INVESTIGATION

The purpose of our investigation was to provide an assessment of geologic hazards at the site
relevant to the removal of red tags issued for unpermitted development of structures associated
with horse facilities and equipment barns and to provide recommendations for prudent
development of the site. Where particular geologic hazards were found to present greater than
acceptable risks to the project, we developed recommendations to reduce these risks. Our
geologic hazards analysis was based on an assumed 50-year design life span for the project.

SCOPE OF SERVICES
Work performed during this study included:

1. A review of geologic literature and maps pertinent to the project site, including prior
geologic reports for the property:

a. “Preliminary Landslide Investigation, Lands of Carey, Assessor’s Parcel No.

62-201-02, 150 Acres on Smith Grade, Santa Cruz County, California.” Report
by Foxx, Nielsen and Associates, Santa Cruz, California, dated August 1990.

b. “Slope Evaluation, Draeger Property, Smith Grade Road, Santa Cruz, Santa
Cruz County, California.” Memo by Nolan Associates, Santa Cruz, California,

dated December 8, 1998.

2. Examination and interpretation of stereo pair vertical aerial photographs to assess the
recent geologic history of the project site.

3. Field reconnaissance and geologic mapping around the project site, completed on
November 4, 2008.

4. Advancing and logging three backhoe test pits on November 5, 2008

5. Preparation of a geologic base map and geologic cross sections for the project site, to be
used for the geologic and geotechnical evaluations.

6. Analysis and interpretation of the geologic data and preparation of this report.

Nolan Associates
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Tularcitos, San Gregorio and Zayante-Vergeles fault systems are considered to be active. These
faults present the greatest seismic hazard to the project.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The Geologic Site Map (Plate 1), Geologic Cross Sections (Plate 2), and Geologic Test Pit Logs
(Plate 3) depict geologic information collected for the project site. Refer also to Figure 4, Local
Geologic Map, and Figure 5, Santa Cruz County Landslide Map for generalized, smaller-scale
geologic information for the project site and vicinity.

Physiographic Setting

The project site occupies roughly 136 acres of land on a west facing, moderately to steeply
sloping hillside which drains to Majors and Cojo creeks, along the western and northwestern
property boundaries, respectively. Elevations range from about 640 feet above mean sea level
(amsl) at the northwest corner of the property, to about 1060 feet amsl on a ridge top near the
southeast corner. The elevation of the horse facilities and related structures are approximately
700 feet amsl and are located in the northeastern portion of the property (Plate 1). The elevation
of the equipment barn is roughly 850 feet amsl. It is built on a large fill prism laid down on a
west trending spur ridge located in the center of the subject property (Plate 1).

Slope Gradients on the subject property range from approximately horizontal to almost vertical
along the banks of Majors and Cojo creeks and along the flanks of the ridgecrest on the
southeastern property boundary, where rock outcrops form steep cliffs. The majority of the

natural slope gradients measured on the subject property during our survey ranged between 20%
and 40%.

There are three broad, gently sloping areas arranged from north to south through the central
portion of the property (Plate 1). The northernmost and southernmost of these three areas were
used for development of the horse facilities and the equipment barn, respectively. The central
flat forms a wide, open meadow that is presently undeveloped. These areas are a result of the
contrast between the highly erodable Santa Margarita Sandstone and the harder, underlying
Lompico Sandstone, as will be discussed in more detail in the Site Geology section.

We did observe one large fill prism in the central portion of the property located under the
equipment barn, as well as a number of small cuts and fills associated with the horse facilities
and access roads that traverse the subject property. We noted several incised channels on the
western slopes of the fill prism due to erosion from surface water runoff. We also noted a number
of transverse cracks on the fill slope, indicating some incipient, shallow failures on the face of

the fill slope. We did not evaluate the density or stability of the fill prisms in the detail needed to
comment on their overall stability.

The project site is vegetated chiefly with fir, redwood, oak, bay laurel, and madrone trees with
moderate to dense underbrush.

68/176
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Table 1 contains a list of active faults near the subject property. The distances and directions
shown on Table 1 were measured using the most recent available database of Quaternary-active
faults (Bryant, 2005). See Figure 3 for locations of these faults, and Appendix B for discussions
of each fault. Locally, the San Gregorio, Monterey Bay, Zayante-Vergeles, and San Andreas
fault systems are considered active seismic sources (Peterson et al., 1996; Cao et al., 2003).

- 7 Table 1: Distances anq Drirectiiornsito Local Faults o

Fault Disstiil:?;lf]r)om Disi::?lc;ﬂf: s(;m - Direction from site
Monterey Bay/Tularcitos 8.8 55 ﬂSorutheast 7
San Gregorio 10.37 o §4 S WSppthwest )
Zayante-Vergeles 172.2 o 76 S _qutheast
San Andreas 20.1 12.5 Northeast

We did not find any published maps that depict faults intersecting the project site (Hall et al.,
1974; Brabb, 1989; Bryant, 2005). We did not find evidence for faulting at the project site in our
aerial photo reconnaissance, during our ground mapping, or within any subsurface exposures.

Landsliding

The Santa Cruz County landslide map (Figure 5; Cooper-Clark and Associates, 1975) shows four
uncertain landslides on or adjacent to the subject property. The largest of these landslides is
shown to cover the majority of the central portion of the subject property. The County landslide
map was prepared using stereographic aerial photographs and did not involve any ground
verification of the landslide mapping. Consequently, much of the landslide mapping is
approximate, particularly in areas of heavy tree cover. Figure 4 (Brabb, 1989) does not depict
any landslides around the property; however, this map was intended to display major geologic
units, and many property-scale landslides can be t0o small to be included.

In our investigation we found evidence of three pre-existing landslides on the west-facing slopes
above the horse facilities and related structures (Plate 1). These landslides are inferred to be
relatively moderate in depth, reaching a maximum depth of approximately 30 feet (Plate 2).

We did see any evidence for the large uncertain landslide shown in the central portion of the
subject property on the County landslide map, either in our aerial photo review or in our field
reconnaissance. Our Test Pit 2 was excavated in the central portion of this suspected landslide.
The test pit revealed intact rock. Based on these observations, we are therefore of the opinion
that this landslide does not exist. The two earlier geologic investigations on the parcel (Foxx,
Nielsen, 1990; Nolan Associates, 1998) reached the same conclusion. In our opinion, the broad,
gently sloping area identified as a possible landslide unit surface on the County landslide map is
aresult of erosion of the friable Santa Margarita Sandstone from the top of the more resistant
Lompico Sandtstone. No other evidence for landsliding was found around the developed sites. It
should be noted, that we did not perform significant field observations on portions of the

sy
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property not relevant to the developed sites; additional Jandsliding may exist outside areas
studied for this investigation.

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

The following section summarizes geologic hazards with respect to development around the
subject property. We have included discussions of strong seismic shaking, ridge-top ground
cracking, and landsliding. In our opinion, other geologic hazards are not likely to affect the
project sites. Recommendations for mitigating geologic hazards to acceptable levels are
presented in the following section. Any structures designed for habitation should have risks
reduced to “ordinary” levels. An “ordinary” risk level attributable to geologic hazards 1s defined
in Appendix C.

Seismic Shaking

Seismic shaking at the subject site will be intense during the next major earthquake along one of
the local fault systems. Modified Mercalli Intensities (see Appendix B, Table B1) of up to VIII
(8) are possible at the site, based on the intensities reported by Lawson et al. (1908) for the 1906
earthquake and by Stover et al. (1990) for the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake. It is important that
our recommendations regarding seismic shaking be considered in the design for habitable
structures and site improvements.

We have estimated expected deterministic seismic shaking intensities for the site. A
deterministic assessment considers only the effects of the largest ground motion that can be
expected at a given site, regardless of how likely it is to occur within the typical 50-year design
life of a single family residence.

For comparison, we have included the results of a statewide probabilistic assessment, applied to
the project site. A probabilistic seismic analysis differs from a deterministic analysis in that it
evaluates the probability for shaking of a certain intensity to occur at a particular site within a
given time frame (50 years for residential development).

The intensity of seismic ground shaking is typically characterized as the peak acceleration that a
point on the ground experiences during the shaking. Acceleration is measured as a proportion of
the acceleration of the Earth’s gravity, g.

Deterministic Seismic Shaking Analysis

For the purpose of evaluating deterministic peak ground accelerations for the site, we have
considered the faults listed in Table 1 as potential seismic sources. All four of the faults listed in
the Table 1 are considered to be active seismic sources by the State of Califorma (Peterson et al.,
1996; Cao et al., 2003). While other faults in this region may be active, their potential
contribution to seismic hazards at the site is overshadowed by these closer and/or larger faults.

Table 2 shows estimated magnitudes (Myuax) and rupture geometries for the maximum
expected earthquakes on each of the above-listed fault systems (Cao et al., 2003). Estimated
=y
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development at ridge top sites should be independently evaluated for ridge top ground cracking
hazards.

Landsliding

We observed landsliding in the northeast portion of the subject property (Plate 1). Judging from
the geomorphology of these slides, they are moderate in depth and size and can be mitigated by
avoidance. The largest of the landslides does appear to €cross under the access road leading from
the horse facility to the equipment barn. This landslide displays muted geomorphic expression
and is therefore considered to be of relatively great age. Renewed movement of this Jandslide is
considered to be unlikely, but we recommend that no habitable structures be sited on or near the
landslide mass without further investigation. The existing mobile home site is situated on intact
bedrock, as demonstrated by our observations in Test Pit 3 (Located on Plate 1; Log depicted on
Plate 3). The mobile home is situated away from steep slopes and is therefore not at significant
risk of landsliding.

We did not observe any other evidence for landsliding on or adjacent to the other developments
on the subject property. Provided that our recommendations are followed and that habitable
structures are situated a minimum of 50 feet away from any recognized landslide masses, risks to
the project from landsliding hazards should be considered ordinary (Appendix C). Thereisa
possibility that movement of the large landslide near the horse facilities could damage the access
road or some of the horse facilities, although we consider the risk posed by renewed movement
of this landslide to be low.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on our investigation, we have identified potential hazards at the site from strong seismic
shaking and landsliding. Our recommendations include measures to reduce risks to habitable
structures to ordinary levels, as defined in Appendix C.

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

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. We recommend that the project geotechnical engineer provide foundation design
recommendations for any habitable structures.

(-]

We recommend that the project engineers consider the findings of our seismic shaking
analysis in project design. Given the potential for strong seismic shaking to occur during
the design life span of the proposed retaining structures, all structures should be designed
to the most current standards of the California Building Code. at a minimum.

' T4
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We recommend that any foundations constructed over artificial fill be designed to
accommodate settlement of the fill. Fill materials at the site include geologic trench
backfill. Alternatively, the fill may be removed and re-compacted or foundations
deepened to derive support from underlying earth materials. Engineering specifications
for the re-compaction of the backfill should be provided by the project geotechnical
engineer.

Any improvements to access roads on the property should be performed under the
supervision of a geotechnical engineer.

We recommend that all drainage from improved surfaces be captured by closed pipe or
lined ditches and dispersed on site in such a way as to maintain the pre-development
runoff patterns as much as possible. At no time should any concentrated discharge be
allowed to spill directly onto the ground adjacent to structures or to fall directly onto
steep slopes. It is particularly important to protect steep fill slopes in the area of the
equipment barn from runoff. The control of runoff is essential for erosion control and
prevention of water ponding against foundations and other improvements.

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

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

If any unexpected variations in soil conditions, or if any unanticipated geologic
conditions are encountered during construction, or if the proposed project will differ from
that discussed or illustrated in this report, Nolan Associates should be notified so that
supplemental recommendations can be given. Our conclusions and recommendations
shall not be considered valid unless the changes are reviewed and the conclusions in this
report are modified or verified in writing by a representative of Nolan Associates.

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

EXHG D
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October 23, 2009 Job No. 08032

Mr. John Draeger
831 Smith Grade
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

SUBJECT: Addendum Report
Draeger Property
831 Smith Grade, Santa Cruz, CA
APN 062-251-01
Santa Cruz County, California”

REFERENCE: “PRELIMINARY GEOLOGIC HAZARDS INVESTIGATION
APN 062-251-01
831 Smith Grade
Santa Cruz County, California”
Report by Nolan Associates, Santa Cruz, California
Dated November 8, 2008

Dear Mr. Draeger:

At your request, we have performed some historical research and planimetric mapping for the
stream crossing on the access road to your property. The stream crossing is subject to code

compliance proceedings by Santa Cruz County. This letter summarizes our findings and
conclusions.

The services covered by this letter are an addendum to an earlier geologic investigation
performed for the property. The historical research is meant to identify the age of the existing
stream crossing based on inspection of historical aerial photos. The planimetric mapping is
intended to help establish potential impacts that failure of a retaining wall in the stream channel
may have on the stream crossing and on water quahty in Cojo Creek.

P.O. Box 597 Santa Cruz, CA 95061 < 1509 Seabright Ave. Ste. A2 ¢ Tel. 831-423-7006 Fax 831-423-7008 email na@nolanassociates.com
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Our scope of services included:

1. Review of 15 sets of stereographic aerial photos taken of the subject property between
1940 and 2003.

2. Surveying of the stream channel above the stream crossing.

3. Hand augering five test holes in the area of the retaining wall in Cojo Creek, upstream

from the stream crossing.
Historical Research

We reviewed stereographic aerial photos of the subject property taken in 1940, 1941, 1943, 1948,
1953, 1956, 1957, 1963, 1968, 1973, 1975, 1982, 1989, 1997, and 2003. The stereographic
aerial photo review indicates that the existing road crossing Cojo creek has been in existence at
least since 1940. The area of the road and stream crossing is partially obscured by the forest
canopy in all photos, so only portions of the road are visible on most photos.

Portions of the road, but not the stream crossing, are visible on the south side of Cojo Creek in
the 1940 and 1941 photos, and on both sides of the creek in the 1943 photos. The stream
crossing itself is clearly visible on the 1963 and 1973 photos. On the 1973 photos, an elevated
road bed can be observed crossing the creek. The elevated road bed suggests that the crossing is
probably a culvert or set of culverts covered with fill, as at present. In the 1963 photos, the road
bed appears truncated at the creek bank due to the crossing having been removed, either on
purpose or by creek erosion. The cabin that presently exists on the access road leading from
Smith Grade to the stream crossing is first visible on the 1956 aerial photos.

Plannimetric Mapping

We prepared a planimetric map of a portion of the Cojo Creek upstream from the stream
crossing, depicted on Plate 1. The purpose of the map is to show the distance and stream channel
configuration between the retaining wall and the stream crossing (“bridge” on Plate 1), and to
provide surveyed dimensions for the retaining wall and backfill. We also hand drilled five
exploratory borings in the area of the wall up to 2 feet deep to help determine the lateral extent
and character of the wall backfill.

The structure in question has been described as a retaining wall, although it might be more
properly described as a fence. It consists of 1-1/2" diameter steel fence posts driven into the
stream bank at intervals of a few feet. Welded wire mesh has been placed between the fence
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posts to help retain angular rip rap placed behind the wall. Photographs showing the wall are
included on Figure 1. The wall is situated about 350 feet upstream from the stream crossing.

The wall backfill consists entirely of angular rock rip rap ranging in size from about 4 inches to
24 inches in average dimension. The rip rap appears to be a mixture of sandstone and concrete
clasts, with the larger pieces concentrated near the base of the wall. An apron of large rip rap
pieces extends down the bank from the base of the wall to the creek bed.

We hand augered five exploratory borings to find the back edge of the rip rap fill above the top
of bank. The line between native soil and rip rap was clearly demarcated by the borings. The rip
rap extends about 5 feet back from the top of bank. Plate 1 shows the plan extent of the rip rap.
Cross section A-A’ shows a vertical section through the mid-point of the wall. The rip rap fill
appears to have been merely stacked on the existing stream bank, without any sort of keying or
benching (the np rap/native contact 1s exposed at the ends of the wall). The rip rap fill behind
the wall 1s calculated to be about 16 to 18 cubic yards in volume.

Conclusions

1. The present site access road has been in existence at least since the early 1940's. We infer
that the stream crossing has been in use for that time. The stream crossing is visible on
the 1963 and 1973 aerial photos, so we can confirm its existence at least since 1963.

2. Based on the planimetric map of the retaining wall, the wall backfill, and the stream
channel, we are of the opinion that there is no potential for failure of the retaining wall to
1mpact the proposed bridge at the stream crossing, and no potential for failure of the wall
to impact water quality in the creek. The wall backfill 1s composed of rip rap and will not
contribute to turbidity or sedimentation in the creek, were it to be exposed to erosion. We
anticipate that the rip rap would be gradually transported down stream by saltation should
the wall fail. The distance between the wall and the bridge, 350 feet, is such that the rip
rap debris would be well spread out along the channel before reaching the stream
crossing, particularly given the variation in clast size.

]
Should the wall fail, the stream bank would revert to its natural configuration and
hydraulic character. Any hazard posed to the adjacent cabin by lateral erosion of the
creek would be the same as that which existed prior to construction of the wall. We
would anticipate some local reduction in flow velocities if the wall were to fail, due to a
slight increase in channel roughness from the rip rap left on the bank and a slight increase
in the channel curvature at the wall site. However, in our opinion, any impacts on water
velocity or erosion potential would be minor and temporary. In any case, such impacts
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%'

Ei'fw
751176 ATTACHMENT o




- | HE WA W

Job No. 08032 Page 4
Draeger - 831 Smith Grade Road October 23, 2009

would dissipate a short distance downstream due to the sharp channel bends directly
downstream from the wall site.

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

Sincerely,
Nolan Associates

Aaron Powers
Staff Geologist
M.S.

attachements: Figure 1
Plate 1

REFERENCES
Aerial Photographs

6-17-40, City of Santa Cruz 1940, frames 6472-51 to 6472-52, black and white, nominal scale
1:18,000.

4-16-41, County of San Mateo 1940A 6660, frames 7054-282 to 7054-283, black and white,
nominal scale 1:24,000.

10-11-43, CJA 1943, frames 2B-23 to 2B-24, black and white, nominal scale 1:10,000.
5-5-48, CDF5 1948, frames 2-60 to 2-61, black and white, nominal scale 1:10,000.
8-6-53, USGS 1953B GS-XY, frames 4-09 to 4-10, black and white, nominal scale 1:23,000.

6-5-56, CJA 1956B, frames 5R-35 to 5R-36, black and white, nominal scale 1:10,000.
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347 SPRECKELS I?RIVE . APTOS - CALIFORNIA - 95003 -  Tel: (831) 662-8590  Fax: (831) 662-8592

January 15, 1999
Job No. 98-104

Mr. John Dreager
4433 Merlin Way
Soquel, CA 95073

SUBJECT: GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION - ANALYSIS/DESIGN
Draeger Residence--Bridge I
Smith Grade, Santa Cruz County, CA 95060

REFERENCES:  See Attached List

Dear Mr. Dreager:

.  INTRODUCTION

1.1 . Purpose
| a ‘This report presents the results of our greotechnicakl;4ipy»ews_tigati6r‘1k'for the
o proposed bridge and associated improvements located on Smith Grade Road,

Santa Cruz, California.

b.  The purpose of our investigation is to provide preliminary geotechnical
- design parameters and recommendations for the proposed- bridge and
associated improvements. Conclusions and recommendations related to site

grading, foundations, and slabs-on-grade are presentedhétéi‘n.

c. Final grading, structural, and foundation plans are unavaﬂable as of the date

of this report. The intention, as we understand it, is to use the findings and
recommendations of this report as a basis for developing such plans.
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2. FIELD EXPLORATION PROGRAM

Detalls of the field exploratlon including the Boring Logs Figures A-3 through A-4, are
_rpresented mn Appendrx A,

3. ‘LABORATORY TESTING PROGRAM

i

I_aboratory testmg was performed on relatively undlsturbed and bulk samples considered
representatlve of subsurface conditions. Details of the laboratory testmg program are

i presented in Appendlx B: Test results are presented on the Bormg Logs and in Appendix
B:

i 4. SITE DESCRIPTION

4.1 Lbcatim

i - The prO_]CCt site is located geographncal]y at 37° 0’ 54 atitude and 1_22°
' '6' 26" East Longitude. The site is located on a dr f Smith Grade

i approx1mately 1.mile south west of the:iite section rade and Smith

B 'Grade near Bonny Doon California. Th i the. Location

b. Near the creek bottom vegetation is sparse whlle in the upper banks it
consists of small trees and brush. Above the- creek banks vegetatron
consists of grass, thick brush and redwood groves.

C. The surface soils in the creek overbanks (generally 6+ feet above the creek

' bottom) are composed mainly of brown silty” sand and are generally .
medium dense, dry, and non-plastic. The creek bottom consists of sand
and gravel which is loose, saturated and non-plastic.

i ‘ 781176




Geotechnical Investigation Project No. 98-104
Draeger Rgs_idence-—Proposyed Bridge January 15, 1999
Smith Grade Rd., Santa Cruz ‘ R Page 7

€. Liquke'faction, lateral spreading, and differential Qompaction tend to occur

r table. The results of our

in loose, poorly graded, sands below the: |
' ‘analysis indicate that such

investigation laboratory testing and enginee
' a layer exists in the area of Borings B-2 ¢ sth of 7-10+ feet. The
potential for these hazards to occur within the limits of the subject site are
considered high. The Factor of Safety against:liquefaction was found to be
below the limits generally accepted as thie siandard of practice in Santa
‘Cruz County. The standard value is o d-to-be 1.2 in-Santa Cruz
County. The results of our liquefaction analysis are presented in Appendix
E. Mitigation measures, consisting of supporting the bridge on drilled, cast-
in-place, concrete shafts which penetrate-tHrough the liquefiable layers
found beneath this site, are presented in subsection 7.3 of this report.

b2

6.  HYDROLOGY AND CHA

as calculated by means of the
1 (SCS 1985). The unit
ual HEC-1, a windows-
S. Army Corps of
endix C for details
e;eré, ‘and results.

a. A 100 year flow rate of 900
Soil Cornservation Service Un
hydrograph was generated using
based version of HEC-1, orig
Engineers Hydrologic Engine
regarding methodology, a summation’

b. Channel hydraulic analyses were
representative of the subject creek ch
Army Corps: Of Engineers HEC.
performed for the existing, pre-|

performed using the
- The analysis was
Mitigation measures

-sufficiently so that the

applied to creek banks consist of grﬁdlng the ba

application of Renio Ma tresses does n Stri Mitigation measures
under th ¢ are designed to. 1€ osion to occur in the

overbariks afoimd the bﬁdge piers during unfore: rm events such as debris

blocking the channel and raising the flood elevat

C. Methodology and results of the hydrauhc calCﬁlAt}Qns\ are presented in Appendix

D. The cross sections analyzed are shown in Appe! ’vdiiD, Figures D-1 through D-

4 The locations of the cross sections are prese ted on the Boring\Cross-Section
Location Plan, Appendix A, Figure A-1. 3
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7. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
7.1 Gerieral
a. o ‘B\QSed on the results of our investigation, it’is‘our bpinioﬁ that from the

geotechnical standpoint, the subject site is suitable for the proposed bridge
provided the following recommendations are implemented.

b. If these recommendations are implemented during design and construction,
the danger to life and property is considered an ordinary risk (General
Plan). '

c. No active faults are known to exist through the site although published

maps indicate the presence of faults nearby.

d. The steep banks in the area of the proposed bridge should be graded back
t0 a minimum of 1:1 (H:V). Reno mattresses will be placed along the
banks and grading should be sufficient so that the final configuration does
not constrict the channel. This should be performed per the
recommendations of Subsection 7.2.2.

; tﬁétﬁiﬁ;‘t{ndatlon system‘cdmpos'ed of drilled, éagt—i{vrigplace
and grade beams will be suitable for the support-of the

ults of our hydraulic analysis indicate that the 100, year water
ation for the creek section beneath the bridge occurs at
mately 6 feet above the stream bed. This material is loose to
dense silty and clayey sand. We recommend that the area beneath
e graded back to a minimum slope of 1:1 and be protected with
1attresses. Refer to Subsection 7.4 for more detailed discussion and

g. ‘ Theresults of our laboratory testing indicate that the soluble sulfate content

£ the ori-site soils likely to come into contact with concrete is below the.

0.2% generally considered to constitute an adverse sulfate condition.
Therefore, it is not anticipated that sulfate attack will occur to concrete in
contact with on site soils provided Type II cement was used during
construction. Type Il cement is considered suitable for any concrete to be
used in association with improvements recommended herein or by the
Project Structural Engineer.

80/176




Geotechnical Investigation Project No. 98-104
Draeger Residence--Proposed Bridge January 15, 1999
Smith Grade Rd., Santa Cruz Page 9

h. A potentially liquefiable layer exists in the area of Boring B-2. Our

We conisider that the anticipated grading w

1t is assu

th 0
“wi ‘the full knowledge of, and not under the direct observation of

analysis suggests that for our design earthquake and corresponding peak
horizontal ground acceleration, the factor of safety against liquefaction is
bel Jimits considered the standard of practice in Santa Cruz County.
Mitiga Upnf;mea:sme's consist of supporting the bridge on drilled, cast-in-
place, concrete shafts which penetrate through the liquefiable layers found

beneath this site.

ill not adversely affect, nor be

,adiiéfr’ysély affected by, adjoining property, with due precautions being
~taken. . '

umed that final grades will not vary more than 4+ feet from current

Significant variations will require that these recommendations be

The ﬁnalGradmgPlansFoundatlon Plans and design loads should be

reviewed by this office during thieir preparation, prior to contract bidding.

¥

The design recommendations of this report must be reviewed during the
grading phase when subsurface conditions in the excavations become
exposed. ‘ g

Field observation and testing must be provided by a representative of
Donald M. Tharp & Associates 10 enable them to form an opinion
regarding. the adequacy of the site preparation, the adequacy of fill
materials, and the extent to which the earthwork is performed in accordance
withi the geotechnical conditions present, the requirements of the regulating
agencies, the project specifications and the recommendations presented in
h rt. Afiy earthwork performed in connection with the subject project

Donald ,M."Th‘ar'p & Associates, the Geotechnical Consultant, will render
the recommendations of this report invalid.

The Geotechnical Consultant should be notified at least five (5) working
days prior to any site clearing or other earthwork operations on the subject
project in order to observe the stripping and disposal of unsuitable materials
and to ensure coordination with the grading contractor. During this period,
a preconStructiori conference should be held on the site to discuss project
specifications, observation/testing requirements and responsibilities, and
scheduling. This conference should include at least the Grading Contractor,
the Architect, and the Geotechnical Consultant.
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7.2 Grading

7.2.1 General

All gradm > d earthwork should be performed in accordance with the

recommendatlons presented herein and the requirements of the regulating
agencies.

eek banks in the area of the existing bridge are considered
Steep and should be graded back to an inclination not
g 1:1 (H:V). The sections to be cut back should be tied
stlng natural grade. The extent of gradmg should allow
no Mattresses to be placed without constricting the channel

dltch should be placed at the top of the cut slopes in-order
t surface run-off and prevent it from running over the
ut slopes. Surface runoff should not be a]lowed to
slope faces. Cut slopes should be constructed o that
noff will not be allowed to discharge over the top. of the
This may require the construction of berms or ditches

~of slopes. Runoff collected by berms and- ditches
L 0] ed to a drop box and carried by closed condurt to the
“cree] he base of the banks. :

k-banks whose vegetation was dlsturbed durlng grading
ted by Reno mattresses should be revegltated with
on resistant plant species. A revegetation plan
fic plant species and revegitation method should be
- uahﬁed revegitation expert.

d. Care should be taken during grading not to deposit excavated
material into the creek channel or stream flow as this will cause
undesirable siltation downstream. :

7.2.3 Site Clearing
82/176
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7.2.3 Site Clearing

a. Prior to grading, the areas 10 be developed for structures,
pavements and other improvements, should be stripped of any
vegetation and cleared of any surface or subsurface obstructions,
including any existing foundations, utility lines, basements, septic
tanks, pavements, stockpiled fills, and miscellaneous debris.

b. All pipelines encountered during grading-sheuld be relocated as
necessary to be completely removed from construction areas or be
capped and plugged according to applicable code requirements.

C. Any wells encountered shall be capped in accordance with Santa
Cruz County Health Department requirements. The strength of the
cap shall be at least equal to the adjacent soil and shall not be
located within 5 feet of any structural element.

d. Surface vegetation and organically contaminated topsoil should then
be removed from the area to be graded. The required depth of
stripping will vary with the time. of year the w A
be observed by the Geotechni onsultant. It is generally
anticipated that the required depth of stripping will be 6 t0 12

inches. :

Note: If this work is done during or J_Sbéh{’zifie,r the rainy season, OF
in the spring, the soil may be too wet to beused as engineered fill.

e. Holes resulting from the removal of buriied‘Qb'stmctions that extend
b{e‘lqw finished site grades should be backﬁllcd with compacted
engineered fill. AT

7.2.4 Pregaration of On-Site Soils

a. Significant earthwork other than that required to cut back the
' oversteep creek banks and to replace soil disturbed during
construction is not anticipated at this juncture. However, detailed
earthwork recommendations have been provided should the project
requirements change.

b. Drilled, cast-in-place, concrete shafts and grade beams require no
reworking of materials other than that necessary to rework materials
disturbed during earthwork and construction.
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C. In pavement areas. the native subgrade should be reworked to a

depth sufficient to. prov1de a zone of compacted fill extending at
least 24 inches below the orrglna] ground surface and should result
in at least 18 inches of reworked material below the aggregate base
course. This zone. of reworkrng should extend laterally a minimum
of 5 feet beyond the pavement

~d.. Due to the fact that the depth of reworking will be dependent of the

final pavement, grades etc., our ofﬁce should be provided with a
copy of the final, approved plans prior to the commencement of
earthwork operations.

€. Prior to placmg frll the exposed surface should be scarrﬁed to a
depth of 6t0 8 1nches moisture condmoned and compacted.

. Settlements may need 0 be 'evaanted should the planned grades
result in the ground surface berng raised 4 or more feet above the
ex1st1ng grades ‘Should thls occur, some reworking of existing
compressrble materrals may be requrred beneath areas to receive
ﬁll

;d,be brought 1mmed1ately to the attention of
ultant for proper processing as required.

of subgrade in pavement

] ggregate base and subbase shall be
i m relatrve compactron of 95%. The

evaluated prror to gradmg.’f ;

b. The relative compactlon and requlred moisture content shall be
based on the maximum dry density and optimum moisture content
obtained in accordance with ASTM D-1557.

c. Fill should be compacted by mechanical means in uniform
horizontal loose lifts not exceeding 8 inches in thickness.
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d. Imported fill material should be approved by the Geotechnical

Consultant prior to importing. Soils havmg a significant expansion

potential should not be used as 1mported fill: The Geotechmcal

" Consultant should be notified not.less: than rking

,advance placing any fill or base course material proposed for

import. Each proposed source of import material should be

sampled, tested and approved by the Geotechnical Consultant prior
to delivery of any soils imported for use on the site.

e. All fill should be placed and all gradirlg performed in accordance
applicable codes and the requirements of the regulating agency.

7.2.6 Fill Material
a. The on-site soils:may be used asscompac'ted fill.
b. All soils, both existing on-site and. 1mp0rted to be used as fill,

should contain less than 3% organlc "dvbe free of debris and
cobbles over 6 inches in maximum: dlmensmn :

7.2.7 Shrinkage and Subsidence

a. Shrinkage due to the removal and recompactlon of éexiSting on-
site fill soils is estimated to be on the order of 8 percent: Subsidence
may be assumed to be Y2 to 1 inch..

b. These are preliminary estimates which may vary with depth of
removal, stripping loss, and field conditions at the time of grading.
;_Handlmg losses are not included. ,

728 Excavating Conditions

a. We ant1c1pate that excavation of the on-site: soils may be
accomplished with standard earthmoving and trenchmg equipment.

b. Groundwater was encountered during the course. of our field
investigation at a depth of 9 feet in Boring B-1 andat a depth of 7
feet in Boring B-2. Casing may be necessary due to flowing sands
at these depths.

C. Per the Santa Cruz County Planning Department, it should be noted
that equipment is not allowed in the creek channel.
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7.2.9 Cut and Fill Slopes

All fill slopes should be constructed with engineered fill meeting the
minimum density requirements of this report and have a gradient no
steeper than 2:1 (horizontal to vertical). Fill slopes should not
exceed 15 feet in vertical height unless specifically reviewed by the
Geotechnrcal Consultant. Where the vertical height exceeds 15 feet,

_ intermediate benches must be provided. These benches should be
at least 6 feet wide and sloped to control surface drainage. A lined
dltch should be used on each bench.

o

b. F111 slopes shall be benched and keyed into the native slopes by

prov1d1ng a base keyway whose mimmum width is 10 feet and

hich- is sloped’ negatively at least 2% back into the slope. The

th of keyways will vary, depending on the materials

encountered but at all locations shall be at least 2 feet into firm

materlal This keyway should be combined with intermediate
benchrng as requrred Refer to Figure No.3 for general details.

c. Refer to Subsectlon 7.2.2 for recommendatrons tegarding cut
slopes -

If a fill slope is to.be placed above a cut slope, the toe of the fill
slope should be set back at least 8 feet honzontally from the top of
the ‘cut slope. A lateral surface drain should be placed in the area
between the cut, and fill slopes.

e. Th bove slope gradlents are based on the strength characteristics
nditions of normal moisture content that
111 falhng directly on the slope, and do not
, jonal activating forces applied by seepage
Therefore, in order to maintain stable slopes at
] adients, it is important that any seepage forces
ymg"hydrostatlc pressure encountered be relieved by
a te drainage. Drainage facilities may include subdrains,
gravel blankets, rockfill surface trenches or horizontally drilled
drains. Configurations and type of drainage will be determined by
the Geotechnical Consultant during the grading operations.

=9
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The surfaces of all cut and fill slopes should be worked to reduce
erosion. This work, as a minimum, should include track rolling of
the fill slopes and effective planting of all slopes. The protection of
the. slopes_ should be installed as soon, as practicable so that a
sufficient growth will be established prior to inclement weather
conditions. It is vital that no slope be left standing through a winter
season without the erosion control measures having been provided.

Refer to Subsection 7.2.2, item c. for further recommendations

regarding slope revegitation.

The above recommended gradients do not preclude periodic

maintenance of the slopes, as minor sloughing and erosion may take

' pléb‘e.

72.10 Sulfate Content

tory testing indicate that the soluble sulfate content
o into contact with concrete is below the 0.2%
onstitute an adverse sulfate condition. Therefore,
sulfate attack will occur to concrete in contact with
~ment is considered suitable for any concrete to be
it ~ improvements recommended herein or by the
ngineer.

r granular nature, the expansion potential of the near
1i'site soil is considered to be low.

expansion testing may be required to evaluate the
ansivity of material proposed for imported fill.

Drainage

Site wdré'inage should be designed to collect and direct surface water

aiW'ayi'f‘rom structures to approved drainage facilities. A minimum
gradient of 2+ percent should be maintained and drainage should
Ge directed toward approved swales or drainage facilities.
Concentrations of surface water runoff should be handled by
providing the necessary structures, paved ditches, catch basins, €tc.

Drainage patterns approved at the time of construction should be
maintained throughout the life of the structures. Surface drainage
facilities must not be altered nor any grading, filling, or excavation
conducted in the area without prior review by the Geotechnical

MAanonltant 87/176 {ﬂg':k bt

D



Geotechnical Investigation
Draeger Residence--Proposed Bridge January 15, 1999
Smith Grade Rd., Santa Cruz

7.3

Foundations -

Project No. 98-104

Page 16

Cut and fill slopes shall be constructed so that surface runoff will
not be allowed to discharge over the top of the slope face. This may

 require the construction of berms of ditches along the top of slopes.

Runoff collec‘téﬁdﬁ by berms and ditches should be routed to a drop
box and carried by closed conduit to the creek bed at the base of the
banks.

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

7.3.1 General

a.

BaSed on the results of our field éxploration and laboratory testihg
we recommend that the proposed bridge be founded on a system

* composed of drilled, cast-in-place, concrete shafts and grade beams.

Cast-in-place concrete shafts will ensure that foundation members
will remain embedded into competent material and minimize the
potential for scour and damage from liquefaction to occur.

At the time we prepared this. report, the grading plans ‘and
foundation details had not been finalized. We request an opportunity
to review tliese items during the “design. stages 10 determine if

supplemental recommendations will be required.

| 632 ﬁfﬁléﬁ"(:]{:alsit'-jlh'-‘PiaCé‘Concrete Shafts

a.

Shaft depths in cut or fill areas should be reviewed by the
Geotechnical Engineer. Minimum shaft embedment should be 4+
feet into the gravelly sand found in borings B-1 and B-2. This
equates to a depth of 16+ feet below currently existing grade. The
minimum depth of embedment should be 16 feet below lowest

adjacent grade.
The minimum recommended shaft diameter is 18 inches.

The estimated allowable downward and upward axial shaft
capacities for 1.5, 2, and 2.5 foot diameter, drilled, cast-in-place,
concrete shafts are presented in Figures 4.1 and 4.2. These were
computed assuming a minimum depth of embedment of 16 feet
below existing grade, penetrating into the gravelly sand underlying
the site. These capacities do not include the weight of the shaft.
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d. The axial capacities shown apply to a single shaft, as this is the

anticipated conﬁ:gu‘;atrion. If multiple shafts are used, group
efficiencies should be: evaluated on the basis-of actual structural

configurations in order to assess possible reductions in capacity due
to group influences.

€. In the event that all or part of the shaft is placed in structural fitt — ~
consisting of imported materials, allowable bearing capacities will
be influenced by the type of these materials and should be re-
evaluated.

f. Active pressures‘, as shown in v:lr,“ablel_l, (See‘Sukbse'ction 7.6.), from
the upper 2 feet of soil against the shaft, acting on a plane which is
1.4 times the pie ete mayﬁé'asmm’ed for design purposes.

‘ Tablel, (See Subsection 7.6.) acting
th shaft diameter, may be assumed for
Ect:passive pressure as shown in Figure 5.

j,ed 1o closer than 2.5 diameters, with a
s preferred.

issoris drilled for the installation of the shafts should be
cle:  and free of debris or loose soil. The caissons should not
déﬁ/}lya_tcitmore than 1% from:vertical.

] Based on the results-of our field exploration, caving is anticipated

y present problems during caisson drilling operations in the area
“Sidence.‘? - Flowing sands presented a problem during the
dri 'g"‘,o‘f the borings past a depth of 7-8 feet. Therefore it is
anticipated that casing may be necessary during drilling operations.

n. If the contractor chooses o use casing, it must be pulled during the
concrete pour. It must be pulled slowly with a minimum of 4 feet
of casing remaining embedded within the concrete at all times.

0. For caisson depths in excess of 12 feet, concrete should be placed
via a tremie. The end of the tube must remain embedded a
minimum of 4 feet into the concrete at all times.

p. All shaft construction must be observed and approved by the
Geotechnical Consultant. ARy shafts constructed without the full
knowledge and continuous observation of Donald Tharp &

Associates will 39 /”‘“'7'86 recommendations of this report invalid.
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g. "The shaft(s) shpﬁld contain steel reinforcement as determined by the

je‘f(’:at‘_"Stiji'(':,t].i"rzil Engineer in accordance with applicable UBC or
- ACI Standards.

7.4  FErosion Control Measures

a. The 100 year water surface elevation for the creek section beneath
‘the bridge was calculated to be approximately 6 feet above the
stream bed elevation (see Appendix D). During periods of high
flow such as a 100 year flow, it is typical for. debris such as fallen
trees and brush to become wedged in narrow creek channels:. Such
an event creates additional turbulence and friction in the channel
and raises the water surface elevation further. For these reasons it
is considered likely that storm water flow may come in contact with
the colluvial material during significant storm events such asa 100
year storm.

b. The colluvial sand with trace clay and silt that composes the banks
of the stream is considered erodible for the flow velocities produced
by a 100 year storm. AL

c. The scour depth was calculated to be 3 feet. in the stream cﬁanﬁe'l.

Structures should be designed to accommodate for ':tliiéffa(:to'r. 7

d. Structures Jould Be'lo(iated‘ a minimum distance of 1 foot above the

100 yea surface elevation. However, we recommend that
reased to a minimum of 3 feet above the water

tion for the bridge height to allow for debris in the

7.4.2 Mitigation

In order to mitigate the possibility of erosion of the exposed colluvium
beneath the bridge, resulting in possible degradation in the capacity of these
soils to adequately support foundation elements, we recommend that the
area beneath and around the bridge be protected against erosion by the
application of Reno Mattresses. The Reno Mattresses should be applied per
the following recommendations.
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rea of application for the Reno mattresses should extend from
of slope, up the overbanks to the bridge foundations. The
be protected should extend laterally beyond the bridge a
ance of 15+ feet in either direction. In addition, the Reno
attresses should tie into the bank a dlstance of 3', so as to prevent
scour from behind.

wThe area of application 1_should be graded back to provide a -

minimum 1:1 slope. The placement of Reno Mattresses should not
encroach mto the channel.

Beneath Reno Mattr' ses placed for scour protection, the native soil
'rolled to provide a firm, uniform surface.

accordance with tk

The Reno Mattresses should be underlam by a layer of Mirafi 500X,
or equ1valent woven geofabrlc

In general, very little settlement occurs with cast-in-place concrete piers. It is our
opinion that little to no settlement will occur in the future under the anticipated
loads.

mthela l»fforce ana1y51s for the existing bridge to be performed by the
Prolect Structural Engineer.
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March 31,2008
Project No. 08-02

Mr. John Draeger ’
c¢/o Draeger Construction
- 831 Smith Grade Road
- Santa Cruz County, CA 95060

&
|

SUBJECT: GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
Geotechnical Adequacy of Existing F ills, ‘Foundations and Retaining Walls
831 Smith Grade Road, Santa Cruz County,’ Cahforma
APN 062-251-01 ‘

c

Dear Mr. Draeger,

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose-
a. This report presents the results of our geotechmcal 1nvest1gat10n for the

proposed single family residence, to be locgted on A.P.N. 062-251-01, 831
Smith Grade Road, Santa Cruz County, C 'fornla ;

b. The purpose of our investigation is to provL e geotechmcal design parameters
and recommendations related to various exi :tlng improvements at the subject
site. Conclusions and recommendations ite grading, foundations,
slabs -on-grade, retaining structures, and dramage 1mpr0i1éments are presented
hereln '

C. Final grading, structural, and foundation plans are unavailable as of the date
of this report. The intention, as we understand it, is to use the findings and
recommendations of this report as a basis for developing such plans.

A
i

1.2 Project Description

a. Based on our discussions with you, it is our understanding that the subject
project consists of the evaluation of the geotechnical adequacy of several
existing improvements on a parcel in a rural residential area.

M
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b. © The existing improvements to be evaluated include:
1. An existing wood wall retaioing soii for the dressage arena.
ii. An existing cut / native pad vsuppovrtiog a mobile home.
iii. Existing minor fill placed behind fhe ,Wésfern horse stalls.
1v. Fill supporting an eXJStmg storage barn it’s proposed extension, and

a proposed new metal workshop:

V. An existing keystone retammg wall supportmg a cut slope above the
dressage arena.

vi. Visual assessment of the condltlon of an ex1st1ng loj gging road leading
from the main entry near po . 1ng the metal storage barn to
the top of the ridge to the’ :

ssions; that the County of Santa
natlve slopes be analyzed as part
h bility of the native slopes is
ur'serv1ces on this phase

of the project.

1.3 Scope of Services

The scope of services provided during the 0 r mvé"stigation included:

a. Review of previous geotechmcal geologlc"' and selsmologlcal reports and
maps pertinent to the site. # ~

drilled to depths of 6.5 + to 26.5+

b. Field exploration consisting of 8b

FIngs
feet below existing grade. ‘

" N ]

C. Logging and sampling of the bor g by our Fleld Engineer, including the
collection of soil samples for laboratory testing.

d. Laboratory testing of soil samples ‘considered representative of subsurface

- conditions.
e. Geotechnical analyses of field and laboratory data.
f. Preparation of a report (6 copies) presenting our findings, conclusions and
recommendations.
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6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 General
a. Based on the results of our investigation, it is our opinion that from the
geotechnical standpoint, the subject site is suitable for the existing
Improvements.
b.  Iftheserecommendations are implemented in the design and construction, the

- danger to human life is considered an ordinary risk (General Plan).

c. No active faults are known to exist through the site although published maps
indicate the presence of faults nearby.

east portion of the dressage arena is
lagging supported by drilled, cast-in-
sroximately 7 feet of soil at its
e performing as designed and
hnical perspective. The
by a Structural Engineer
1 6.2 for further discussion.

d. The existing wall along the
constructed of steel I-beams and
place, concrete shafts. This. wal
highest point. The wall generall
appears suitable for the inten
internal stability of the wall’
registered in the State of Californ

e. The cut / native pad supportmg e E)‘meappears to have been
constructed by cutting sufficient’ soilben theastern portion of the
mobile home to level the pad. The resulting cuts do ﬁOt appear to exceed 18
inches. The existing mobile home: foun '[ears to be performing
generally as designed and the pad appears to be suitable for the intended use
from the geotechnical perspective. The existing fouridation should be verified
to be in conformance with HCD gu1dehnes See Sectlon 6.3 for further
discussion. :

f. A minor amount of fill has been placed in connection with the construction
of the western horse stalls. The maximum depth of fill appears to be
approximately 5 feet. This fill is retained by a small landscape wall along the
I northern end and by small keystone walls alono the entry drive. Placement of
the fill has resulted in fill slopes approximately 5 feet high trending along the
- eastern bank of a small drainage which runs north - south behind the stalls.
I:' The results of our field investigation and laboratory testing indicate that this
area would likely be subject to both liquefaction and lateral spreading during
the design seismic event. Consequent damage to the structures and injury to
livestock may occur. See Section 6.4 for further discussion.
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j- It is assumed that final grades will not vary more than 3+ feet from current

m.

6.2 Existin

grades. Significant variations will require that these recommendations be
reviewed. ' ‘

The final Grading Plans, Foundation Plans ahd design loads shouid be
reviewed by this office during their preparation, prior to contract bidding:

The.design recommendations of this report must be reviewed during the

grading phase when subsurface conditions in the excavations become
exposed. '

Field observation and testing must be provided by a representative of Tharp:
& Associates, Inc. to enable them to form an opinion regarding the adequacy
of the site preparation, the adequacy of fill materials, and the extent to which
the earthwork is performed in accordance with the geotechnical conditions
present; the reqﬁiréﬁients ofthe regulating agencies, the proj ect specifications
and the recommendations presented in this report. Any earthwork performed
in connection with the subject project without the full knowledge of, and not
under the direct observation of Tharp & Associates, Inc., the Geotechnical
Consultant; will render the recommendations of this report invalid.

The Geotechnical Consultant should be notified at least five (5) working days
prior to any site cléaring or other earthwork operations on the subject project
in order to observe the stripping and disposal of unsuitable materials and to

‘ensure coordindtfi_’yo‘n' with the grading contractor. During this period, a

preconstruction: conference should be held on the site to discuss project
speciﬁcations,'obserVation/testing requirements and responsibilities, and
scheduling. This conference should include at least the Grading Contractor,
the Architect, and the Geotechnical Consultant.

o Wood Wall Retaining Soil along the NQrthern Side of the Dressage Arena

" The existing wall along the northeast portion of the dressage arena is
- constructed of steel I-beams and wood Jagging supported by drilled, cast-in-

place, concrete shafts. This wall retains approximately 7 feet of soil at its
highest point. Photographs taken during construction of this wall are
presented in Figures 2 and 3.

The wall generally appears to be performing as designed and appears suitable
for the intended use from the geotechnical perspective. The internal stability
of the wall should be verified by a Structural Engineer registered in the State
of California.
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C. Based on the results of our field exploration, laboratory testing and review of

6.3

a

photographs taken during construction, the following geotechnical parameters
may be assumed for analysis of the wall.

The dril_led, cast-in-place, concrete shafts may be assumed to be 1.5 + feet :

in diameter.

assumed to be approximately 10 to 12 feet deep. See Figures 2 and 3.

An allowable downward axial shaft capacity of 25 Kips may be assumed for
analysis.

An allowable upward axial shaft capamty of 4 Kips may be assumed for

wall.

Existing Cut/ NatlvePad Sﬁnnorting a Mobile Home

The cut / native pad supporting the mobile home appears to have been
constructed by cutting sufficient soil beneath the southeastern portion of the
mobile home to level the pad. The resulting cuts do not appear to exceed 18
inches.

The results of our field exploration indicate that the soils composing the pad
are generally brown sands with trace to some silt. The results of our
laboratory testing indicate that the soil supporting the mobile home
foundations may be considered of very low expansivity and only very slightly
compressible under the loads anticipated for a mobile home.
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c. Based on material type and the results of our laboratory testing this material

is not considered collapsible and settlements due to imposed loads should be
elastlc Further total and differential settlements beneath foundation elements
are,expected to be w1th1n tolerable limits. Further vertical movements are not
expected to exceed 1'inch. Further differential movements are expected to be
within the normal range (% inch) for the estimated loads and existing
spacings. ' '

6.4

Mobile home foundations generally fall under the jurisdiction of the
California Department of Housing & Community Development. (HCD)
Allowable soil bearing capacities of 1000 psf are generally assumed for
design. Based on the results of our investigation this value is considered:
acbeptable for the pad as graded.

The ex1st1ng foundatlon should be verified to be in conformance with HCD '
guldelmes :

Existina Min‘of Fiﬂ Placéd B_ehind the Western Horse Stalls

A minor amount of ﬁll has been placed in connection with the construction
of the western horse stalls. The maximum depth of fill appears to be
approximately 5 feetThls fill is retained by small landscape walls at the
northern end and along the entry drive. Placement of the fill has resulted in
fill slopes approximately 5 feet high trending along the eastern bank of a
small drainage which runs north - south behind the stalls.

The results of our field investigation and laboratory testing indicate that both
the fill and the underlying subgrade are in a very loose to loose in-situ
condition. Groundwater was encountered at a depth of 9 + feet in this area.

This area would likely be subject to both liquefaction and lateral spreading
during the design seismic event. The resulting differential settlements are
impossible to quantify as failure of the fill slopes and consequent loss of
support beneath the stall foundations and slabs could result. As the stalls are
not considered habitable structures, liquefaction and lateral spreading is not
considered to constitute a threat to human safety, however, damage to thie
structures and injury to livestock may occur.
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6.5. Fill Supporting an Existing Storage Barn, It’s Proposed Extension, and a Proposed
New Metal Workshop.

a. A significant amount of fill has been placed to construct a building pad in the
area supporting an existing storage barn, it’s proposed extension, and a
proposed new metal frame workshop. The fill is composed of compacted,
imported, aggregate base.

8 feet in the area proposed for the storage barn extension, represented by
boring B-2. The resulting fill slope has an angle of inclination of
approximately 1.5 : 1 horizontal to vertical.

c.  The average relative compaction of the in-place fill is approximately 95%.

d. The results of our field exploration suggests that the native material below the
fill is composed of very dense gravelly sand. We were unable to determine
if the fill has been keyed and benched into the native soil. No subdrainage
appears to have been installed. Erosion rills are present near the base of the
fill slope.

e. In general the fill in this area seems to have been uniformly placed and
compacted to commonly specified engineering standards. However, the
resulting fill slopes are. steeper thanthe 2 : 1 horizontal to vertical inclination

commonly recomme and spemﬁed n Santa Cruz County. This,

1ty While, as in the case of the fill supporting
the horse stalls dis 63 above the 1mprovements are non-habitable
structures, and :thereforeany 1nstab111ty ‘would not constitute a threat to
human safety, 51gn1ﬁcant damage to the structures and their contents may
occur.

f. We therefore recommend that the inclination of the fill slopes be reduced to
a maximum of 2 : 1 horizontal to vertical and that subdrainage be provided.
This may be accomplished either by buttressing the slopes with further fill
and providing a subdrain in the requisite keyway or by constructing retaining
walls at the base of the fill slopes and providing the walls with backdrains.

g. Further fill placed in this area should be keyed and benched into the existing
fill and / or native soils as required and compacted by mechanical means in
uniform horizontal loose lifts not exceeding 8 inches in thickness to achieve
a minimum relative compaction of 90%. The relative compaction and
required moisture content shall be based on the maximum dry density and
optimum moisture content obtained in accordance with ASTM D-1557.
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h. The final prepared surface of the fill slopes should be provided with erosion
protection.

1. Structures placed on this fill may be founded on a system composed of
conventional, shallow, continuous and pad footings or a slab-on-grade with

thickened edoe sections

T ThRoaoU s oot otiuhao-

j- The allowable bearing capacity may be determined from the following
equation:

g,y = 2000 + 1000D + 100B

where:

Qy = allowable bearing capacity (Ib/ft?)

D = Depth of embedment (ft) measured from the
lowest adjacent grade.

B = minimum footing width (ft)

k. The allowable bearing capacity used sho’ul“d‘not exceed 35‘00 Ibs/ft”.

1. The allowable bearing capacity values above may be increased by one-third
in the case of short duration loads suchas those induced by wind or seismic
forces.

m. The allowable bearing capacity values above apply to both square pad

footings and shallow strip footings, although they are slightly conservative
for the pad footing case.

n. In computing the pressures transmitted to the soil by the footings, the
embedded weight of the footing may be neglected.

0. The footings should contain steel reinforcement as determined by the Project
Structural Engineer in accordance with applicable UBC or ACI standards.

p. No footing should be placed closer than 8 feet to the top of a fill slope nor 6
feet from the base of a cut slope.
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g. Further total and differential settlements beneath existing foundation

elements are expected to be within tolerable limits. Further vertical
movements are not expected to exceed 1 inch. Further differential movements
are expected to bé within the normal range (%% inch). Similar settlements are
anticipated beneath proposed structures. These preliminary estimates should
be reviewed by the Geotechnical Consultant when foundation plans for the
proposed structures become available.

6.6 Existing Keystone Retaining Wall above the Dressage Arena

h.

The existing keystone retaining wall supporting the cut slope along the
southern edge of the dressage arena retains appro‘(lmately 5to 6 feet of
landscape fill and native materials in the area exploxed Photographs taken
dunng construct1on of thls wall are presented in F 1gures 4 and 5.

The Wall generally a'ppears to be performing as designed and appears suitable
for the 1ntended {ise from the geotechnical perspective. However, keystone
retammg walls of this helght usually require the placement of geofabric in the
backﬁll behind them. While photographs taken during construction suggest
that such geofabnc was installed in the gravel placed directly behind the wall,
the required development length of the fabric may be less than that
recommended by the manufacturer. The internal stability of the wall should
be verlﬁed by a Structural Engineer registered in the State of California.

Based on the results of our field explorat1on laboratory testing and review of
aken during construction, the following geotechnical parameters
or'analys1s of the wall.

may be assume

A:“' actlve pressure of 45 pef (equivalent fluid pressure) may be assumed fo
be it posed by the wall backfill.

A passive pressure, of 400 pef (equivalent fluid pressure) may be assumed for
analysis. Neglect passive pressure in the top 2 feet of soil. Passive pressures
may be increased by one-third for seismic loading.

A layer of tensile Geofabric may be assumed to have been placed in the
gravel backfill behind the wall at the elevation of the top of the first course
of block above the grade of the dressage arena floor. This layer of geofabric
may be assumed to extend 8 feet behind the wall.

The soil behind the gravel backfill may be assumed to have an angle of
internal friction of 36 degrees and a cohesion of 130 1b/ft *.

A layer of filter fabric may be assumed to be in place behind the wall between
the gravel and the s01100/176
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1. Backdrainage may be assumed to be adequate to prevent undue build-up of

hydrostatic pressure behind the wall.

j- A seismic loading of 22}112 should.be applied as a rectangular distribution
behind the wall whose resultant acts at a point 0.6 H from the bottom of the
wall.

6.7

Observatioh of the Existing Logging Road to the Top of the Ridge

During our field exploration our engineer Qbserved the con‘ditibn of an existing
logging road leading from the main entry road to the top of the ridge to the southeast
of the storage barn area. In addition, we have reviewed the preliminary alignment

drawings for this road prepa‘rédfﬁy DeWitt Engineering. Based on our observations
and review of the drawings provided, imprOVéméht"of ihe road appears feasible from
the geotechnical perspective, hQWéyer, evaluation‘of the existing logging road was
beyond the scope of our services on this phase of the project and further geotechnical

investigation would be required. to conﬁr'mrtheé feasibility of any improvements.

LIMITATIONS

Our investigation was performed in accordance with the usual and current standards
of the profession, as they relate to this and: similar localities. No other warranty,

expressed or implied, s provided-as to the‘;"cbﬁchlsions;fand?professional advice
presented in this report. R

The samples taken and tested andtheo ) yvéﬁo‘ﬁs made, are considered to be
representative of the site; however, soil and geologic conditions can vary
significantly between sample locations.

As in most projects, conditions revealed during construction excavation may be at
variance with preliminary findings. If this occurs, the changed conditions must be
evaluated by the Project Geotechnical Consultant and the Geologist, and revised
recommendations be provided as required.

This report is issued with the understanding that it 1s the responsibility of the Owner,
or of his Representative, t0 ensure that the information and recommendations
contained herein are brought to the attention of the Architect and Engineer for the
project and incorporated into the plans, and that it is ensured that the Contractor and
Subcontractors implement such recommendations in the field.

B i,
¥ i
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T H AR P & ASSOCIATESTINLC

SITE  ASSESSMENTS . 'FOUNDATION ENGINEERING . CONSTRUCTION MONITORING

347 SPRECKELS DRIVE =+ APTOS +« CALIFORNIA -« 95003 +  Tel: (831) 662-8590  Fax: (831) 662-8592

November 3, 2008
Project No. 08-02

Mr. John Draeger

c/o Draeger Construction

831 Smith Grade Road

Santa Cruz County, CA 95060

SUBIECT: ADDENDUM TO GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION REPORT
OpTiOH to Use Pierand-Grade Beam Foundation
Retaining Walls Below Fill Slopes Supporting Storage Facilities
831 Smith Grade Road, Santa Cruz County, California
APN 062-251-01
REFERENCE: Tharp & Associates, Inc., 2008, Geotechnical Investigation, Geotechnical

Adequacy of Red Tagged Improvements, Existing Fills. Foundations and
Retaining Walls, 831 Smith Grade Road, Santa Cruz County. California,
APN 062-251-01. March 31, 2008, Project No. 08-02.

Dear Mr. Draeger,

1. INTRODUCTION

Per our conversations with you and your structural engineer, this addendum 1s being
provided in light of your desire to use pier and grade beam foundations to support
pier-and-lagging retaining walls to be constructed at the base of the fill slopes
supporting the existing storage barn, 1t’s proposed extension, and a proposed new
metal workshop. See reference, subsection 6.5. '

As discussed, it is our opinion that the proposed retaining walls may be founded on
a system composed of drilled, cast-in-place, concrete shafts and grade beams. The
drilled. cast-in-place concrete shafts should be embedded a minimum of 8§ feet
below the bottom of the grade beams or 5 feet into the dense, native, gravelly sand.
whichever is greater. See Section 2 for grading recommendations. See Section 3 for
foundation recommendations.

Final grading, structural, and foundation plans are unavailable as of the date of this
report. The intention, as we understand it, is to use the findings and recommendations

of this report as a basis for developing such plans.

Except as amended herein, all recommendations presented in the referenced report
generally continue to apply.
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2. PREPARATION OF ON-SITE SOILS

a. With drilled cast-in-place concrete shafts and grade beams, no over excavation and
recompaction of the native subgrade beneath the walls will be necessary, other than
that required to recompact material disturbed during construction.

b. It 1s our understanding, based on our conversations that the inclination of the slopes

in this area is to be reduced to a maximum of 2 horizontal to 1 vertical by placing
additional fill on the face of the slopes behind the walls. Further fill placed in this
area should be keyed and benched into the existing fill and / or native soils as
required and compacted by mechanical means in uniform horizontal Joose lifts not
exceeding 8 inches in thickness to achieve a minimum relative compaction of 90%.
The relative compaction and required moisture content shall be based on the

maximum dry density and optimum moisture content obtained in accordance with
ASTM D-1557.

3. FOUNDATIONS

3.1 General

a. Based on the results of our field exploration and laboratory testing, it is our
opinion that the proposed pier-and-lagging retaining walls may be supported
on a foundation system composed of drilled, cast-in-place concrete shafts and
grade beams.

b. At the time we prepared this report, the grading plans and foundation details
had not been finalized.

C. We request an opportunity to review these items during the design stages to
determine if supplemental recommendations will be required.

(V'S]
D

2 Drilled Cast-In-Place Concrete Shafts

a. The drilled, cast-in-place concrete shafts should be embedded a minimum of
8 feet below the bottom of the grade beams or 5 feet into the dense, native,
gravelly sand, whichever is greater.

b. The minimum recommended shaft diameter 1s 18 inches.

c. The estimated allowable downward and upward axial shaft capacities for 1.5,
2, and 2.5 foot diameter, drilled, cast-in-place, concrete shafts are presented
in Figures 1.1 and 1.2. These capacities do not include the weight of the
shaft. :
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n. For caisson depths in excess of 8 feet, concrete should be placed via a tremie.

The end of the tube must remain embedded a minimum of 4 feet into the
concrete at all times.

0. All shaft construction must be observed and approved by the Geotechnical
Consultant.  Any shafts constructed without the full knowledge and
continuous observation of Tharp & Associates, Inc. will render the
recommendations of this report invalid.

4. LIMITATIONS

a. This addendum was performed in accordance with the usual and current standards
of the profession, as they relate to this and similar localities. No other warranty,
expressed or implied, is provided as to the conclusions and professional advice
presented in this report. |

b. The samples taken and tested during our original investigation, and the observations
made, are considered to be representative of the site; however, soil and geologic
conditions can vary significantly between sample locations.

o As in most projects, conditions revealed during construction excavation may be at
variance with preliminary findings. If this occurs, the changed conditions must be
evaluated by the Project Geotechnical Consultant and the Geologist, and revised
recommendations be provided as required.

d. This addendum is issued with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the
Owner, or of his Representative, to ensure that the information and recommendations
contained herein are brought to the attention of the Architect and Engineer for the
project and incorporated into the plans, and that 1t 1s ensured that the Contractor and
Subcontractors implement such recommendations in the field.

e. This firm does not practice or consult in the field of safety engineering. We do not
direct the Contractor's operations, and we are not responsible for other than our own
personnel on the site; therefore, the safety of others is the responsibility of the
Contractor. The Contractor should notify the Owner if he considers any of the
recommended actions presented herein to be unsafe.

f. The recommendations provided in this addendum are considered valid as of the
present date. However, changes in the conditions of a site can occur with the passage
of time, whether they be due to natural events or to human activities on this or
adjacent sites. In addition, changes in applicable or appropriate codes and standards
may occur, whether they result from legislation or the broadening of knowledge.
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

/

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

201 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
(831) 4542580 FAx: (831) 454-2131 Too: (831) 454-2123

KATHY M. PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR

June 15, 2010

John Draeger Trustee

831 Smith Grade Road
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
And,

Patrizia Materassi

178 Nelson Road
Scotts Valley, CA 95066

Subject: Review of:
«Geotechnical Investigation Draeger Residence — Proposed Bridge”, by Don
Tharp & Associates, Job No. 98-104, dated January 1999;

«Geotechnical Report Update”, by Don Tharp & Associates, Job No. 08-02,
dated November 12, 2008;

«Geotechnical Adequacy of Existing Fill Beneath Shop and Storage Barn”, Job
No. 08-02, dated May 12, 2009;

“Geotechnical Plan Review — Application Set”, Job No. 08-02, dated May 16,
2009;

«9"d Response to Review Comments”, Job No. 08-02, dated February 15, 2010;
and,

«Geotechnical Plan Review of Revised— Application Set”, Job No. 08-02, dated
May 25, 2010.

and,

«preliminary Geologic Hazards Investigation”, by Nolan Associates, Job No.
08032, dated November 8, 2008;

“plan Review — Code Compliance Documents for the Draeger Property”, by
Nolan Associates, Job No. 08075/ 17 6Nay 13, 2009; and, ATE




Review of Application 08-0
APN: 062-251-01
Page 2 of 3

“Response to Completeness Comments” ”, by Nolan Associates, Job No.
08032, dated June 3, 2010. ’
APN: 062-251-01, Application #: 08-0150

Dear Ms. Materassi,

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

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

to the reports’ recommendations. Plans shall also provide a thorough an
representation of all grading necessary to complete this project

d realistic

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

4. A final letter from the engineering geologist must be submitted at the end of the project
before final building inspection. The letter must state the has been complete in accordance
with his approved report.

5. Please provide an electronic copy of the reports in .pdf format. These documents may be
submitted on compact disk or emailed to pIn829@co.santa-cruz.ca.us .

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

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

Please note that this determination may be appealed. Please contact me if you would like to file an
appeal and | will provide guidance on how to proceed.

Please call the undersigned at (831) 454-3175 if we can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,
Joe Ha'r'ma
County Geologist

Cc:
Robert L. DeWitt and Associates
Nolan Associates
Jessica Duktig, Environmental Planning
Tharp and Assoicates, Inc.

)]
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NOTICE TO PERMIT HOLDERS WHEN A SOILS REPORT HAS BEEN PREPARED, REVIEWED
AND ACCEPTED FOR THE PROJECT

After issuance of the building permit, the County requires your soils engineer to be involved during
construction. Several letters or reports are required to be submitted to the County at various times
during construction. They are as follows:

1. When a project has engineered fills and / or grading, a letter from your soils engineer
must be submitted to the Environmental Planning <oction of the Planning Department prior to

foundations being excavated. This letter must state that the grading has been completed in
conformance with the recommendations of the soils report and per the requirements of the
2007 California Building Code. Compaction reports or a summary thereof must be submitted.

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

the soils report.

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

If the final soils letter identifies any items of work remaining to be completed or that any
portions of the project were not observed by the soils engineer, you will be required to
complete the remaining items of work and may be required to perform destructive testing in
order for your permit to obtain a final inspection.
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County of Santa Cruz, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Application Comments 08-0150
APN 062-251-01

Code Compliance Review

Routing No:

COMPLETENESS COMMENT
REVIEW ON MAY 14, 2008 BY KEVIN M FITZPATRICK
this addresses all the code violations.

UPDATED ON JULY 17,2009 BY KEVIN M FITZPATRICK 4
owner has a July 23, 2010 compliance deadline. (KMF) Application addresses code
violations.

MISCELLANEOUS COMMENT:
REVIEW ON MAY 14, 2008 BY KEVIN M FITZPATRICK
Per Stipulation and Order, all permits to be obtained and finaled by 5/23/2009.

UPDATED ON JULY 17, 2009 BY KEVIN M FITZPATRICK
Owner has a July 23, 2010 compliance deadline.
Extension to compliance deadline has been granted. (KMF) =========

Coastal Commission Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date:

NO COMMENT

Drainage Review
Routing No: 1 May 31, 2008

Application with preliminary site plan dated 4/21/08 (sheet T1), civil plans dated April 2, 2008
(sheets CO.2 - C6.4) and architectural plans dated 4/21/2008 (sheets A1- A10) have been received.

Please address the following:

1)Clarify on all sheets associated with drainage mitigation what exactly is:
a)Existing permitted
b)Existing non permitted
¢)Proposed

For drainage review this should include all impervious areas, such as driveway, parking areas,
walkways as applicable not just structures. Review comments address primarily new
construction however all non-permitted areas will be reviewed as new and will be subject to the

Print Date: Oﬁ‘jﬁf S| ! D
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same drainage requirements. For all areas please provide pertinent drainage information on

dedicated drainage plan sheets rather than parsed between A and C sheets.

2) Projects are required to maintain predevelopment rates where feasible. Mitigating
measures should be used on-site to limit increases in post-development runoff leaving the site.

Best Management Practices should be employed within the development to meet this goal as much

as possible. Such measures include limiting impervious areas, using pervious or

semi-pervious pavements, runoff surface spreading, dischargingrunoff from impervious areas into

landscaping, retention facilities, etc.

Given the large size of this parcel and the high infiltration capability of site soils, it appears that
you can retain on site all increases in runoff due to new impervious area. Please

demonstrate that this requirement is being met and account for
the affects in stormwater calculations.

Site retention will be deemed sufficient once it is demonstrated

that the runoff rate (in cubic feet per second) from the proposed

and non-permitted site improvements will not be any greater than the
existing runoff rate. Calculations should include site specific soils
data from a soils engineer or the more general values obtained

from the USDA-NRCS Soil Survey for Santa Cruz County:
http://www.ca.nrcs.usda.gov/mlra02/stcruz.html

3) Runoff from parking and driveways are required to go through
water treatment prior to discharge. Outsloping areas to drain to
landscaped areas for filtering prior to discharge from the site is
also acceptable and preferable. If use of landscaped areas is not
feasible and structural treatment is proposed, recorded maintenance
agreements are required. Please clarify on the plans the method
used for treatment.

4) More information is needed about drainage patterns in the
watershed area containing the subject parcel. How much
runoff is received onsite from upslope properties and how is
this runoff to be controlled? Show (quantitatively, if necessary)
that the proposed drainage plan is adequate in this respect.
Include the drainage area map used to quantify the flow.

S) Road sections which were or will be re-graded, clarify how
surface runoff is controlled. Details indicate compaction for
swales. To what degree are the swales compacted? Does the
compaction allow the swales remain semi-pervious / pervious
such that it still allows runoff to infiltrate?

6) For all graded areas, proposed or non- permitted, both existing and

proposed or modified drainage patterns should be clear on the plans.
Existing drainage patterns should be maintained.
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7) The plans indicate that runoff will be collected and discharged to
dissipators. Show how overflow from dissipators will be handled
until it reaches a safe point of release such as an adequate drainage
system or a water course. Demonstrate that runoff will

not adversely impact roads or downslope properties.

8) If conditions allow please consider discharging runoff from
impervious areas into landscaping or vegetated swales as the case
may be rather than hard piping runoff or using concrete swales.

9) Submit a soil engineer review letter approving the location of the
the dissipators. Letter must state that the dissipator locations are on a
stable slope and would not be a factor of soil erosion. Also that the
dissipator are suitable and capable of receiving expected velocity fro

the project storm runoff.
10) Provide flood flow analysis for the bridge work.

11) Will existing bridge approaches be modified? If so, will the
project result in an increase in impervious area?

12) Details on Sheet C5.4 are identified as being on Sheet C5.5.

Until further information is submitted addressing the above

comments, including calculations for proposed drainage systems, a
thorough review of this application cannot be completed. Once
submitted, additional items may need to be addressed before the
application can be deemed complete.

If you have questions, please contact me at 831-233-8083.

=========UPDATED ON DECEMBER 11, 2008 BY LOUISE B DION =========
COMMENTS:----

Application with plans with revision dated 11/18/08 and Drainage
Calculations by Robert DeWitt dated April 14, 2008 have been
received.

While the previous completeness comments have not been

completely addressed our concerns regarding feasibility for

proposed drainage system have been and the application is

deemed complete with respect to the discretionary EX;”F ? D
permit application stage. Detailed review of drainage system

Print Date: 03/15/2011
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design and calculations will occur during the building permit
application stage.

Please see miscellaneous comments for additional guidance.

——————=== UPDATED ON AUGUST 3,2009 BY LOUISE B DION =========
While DPW drainage has determined the proposed drainage plan is
feasible and deferred detail review of the drainage calculation during
the building permit application, planning staff had requested that all
comments list in the miscellaneous comments be addressed by the appplicant
i -2 DPW drainage during the discretiona

: g permit
apllication stage. These comments have not been fully addressed.
————c—=== UPDATED ON MARCH 25,2010 BY LOUISE B DION =========
It is DPW drainage staff's understanding that based on a meeting with Matt
Johnston a final overall drainage plan is unnecessary at this stage.

Therefore the discretionary permit is acceptable from a feasibility

standpoint and additional DPW drainage review is not required at this time.

As such please note that Bob DeWitt's correspondence dated March 1, 2010

will be reviewed and commented on during the building permit application

stage.

As an aside, page 5 of Patrizia Materassi's correspondence
dated March 4, 2010 indicates that DPW drainage plan review corresponds
to erosion control plan and restoration plan review. Please note DPW
drainage review does not include erosion control plan nor restoration pla
review or approval.
MISCELLANEOUS COMMENT:
—————=—— REVIEW ON MAY 31,2008 BY LOUISE B DION =========
NO COMMENT
———====== UPDATED ON DECEMBER 11, 2008 BY LOUISE B DION =========

The following comments need to be addressed prior to building permit
approval:

1) Clarify on all sheets associated with drainage mitigation what
exactly is:

a)Existing permitted
b)Existing non permitted
c)Proposed

For drainage review this should include all impervious areas,
such as driveway, parking areas, walkways as applicable not
just structures. In addition to new construction all

all non-permitted areas will be reviewed

as new and will be subject to the same drainage requirements.
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2) Provide calculations supporting soil infiltration as the proposed
method to control runoff. Calculations should include site specific
soils data from a soils engineer or the more general values

obtained from the USDA-NRCS Soil Survey for Santa Cruz County:
http://www.ca.nrcs.usda.gov/mlra02/stcruz.html

3) Include the drainage area map used to quantify the flow in the
Drainage Study.

4)Remove all references to any road grading from plans as it is no
longer proposed.

5) If conditions allow please consider discharging runoff from
impervious areas into landscaping or vegetated swales as the case
may be rather than hard piping runoff or using concrete swales.

6)Provide calculations supporting Robert DeWitt statement in
response #7 (correspondence dated 11/13/08), that flows will be fully
dissipated prior to reaching the creek or other property lines.
Overflow from larger storm events should be evaluated.

7) Submit a soil engineer review letter approving the location of the
the dissipators. Letter must state that the dissipator locations are on a
stable slope and would not be a factor of soil erosion. Also that the
dissipator are suitable and capable of receiving expected velocity fro
COMMENTS:
the project storm runoff.

8) Unfortunately the Hydrology Study was not routed to us for review.
The flood flow analysis for the bridge work will be evaluated during the
building permit submit. Please submit the report again at that time.

9) Clarify whether the existing bridge approaches will be modified and how
drainage will be controlled, provide calculations if
necessary.

Driveway/Encroachment Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 12/03/2008
DEBRA LOCATELLI (DLOCATELLLI) : Complete

:Review Type= DPW DRIVEWAY/ENCROACHMENT NO PROJECT REVIEW
DESCRIPTION AVAILABLE

Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 03/12/2010

DEBRA LOCATELLI (DLOCATELLI) : Complete

‘Review Type= DPW DRIVEWAY/ENCROACHMENT NO PROJECT REVIEW
DESCRIPTION AVAILABLE
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Routing No: 3 | Review Date:
0:

‘Review Type= DPW DRIVEWAY/ENCROACHMENT NO PROJECT REVIEW
DESCRIPTION AVAILABLE

Environmental Health Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 07/30/2009

Environmental Health Review

JIM SAFRANEK (JSafranek) : Complete

hia al

‘Review Type= EN VIRONMENTAL HEALTH-NO PROJECT REVIEW DESCRIPTION

AVAILABLE
Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 03/25/2010
JIM SAFRANEK (JSafranek) : Complete

‘Review Type= ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH NO PROJECT REVIEW DESCRIPTION
AVAILABLE

Routing No: 3 | Review Date: 06/16/2010

JIM SAFRANEK (JSafranek) : Complete

‘Review Type= ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ======7=- REVIEW ON JUNE 3, 2008 BY
JIM G SAFRANEK =======77 Applicant must obtain a sewage disposal permit for the new
development. Applicant will have to have an approved water supply prior to approval of the
sewage disposal permit. Contact the septic/well specialist:454-2751 =====7""" UPDATED ON
OCTOBER 2, 2008 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= Applicant received an approved
onsite sewage disposal site evaluation and is in the process of developing an onsite water supply.
The project is approved for '‘completeness’ with the condition that EH permits for septic and water
supply are complete prior to the issuance of a BP, ========= UPDATED ON DECEMBER 1,
7008 BY JIM G SAFRANEK =======7~ Prior to the addtion of the 4 horses the applicant will
need to obtain an EH building clearance for the proposed horse manure bunker which will need a
building permit. Applicant needs to obtain Environmental Health approval for a complete manure
management plan, including drainage plan in the horse area, and design for a manure bunker in the-
horse area. ========= UPDATED ON DECEMBER 19, 2008 BY JOHN A RICKER
oo ez UPDATED ON DECEMBER 19,2008 BY JOHN A RICKER
emeeee ——=—=—=== UPDATED ON JULY 30, 2009 BY JIM G SAFRANEK
——=———=== John Ricker examined the revised Manure Man. Plan. For completeness the
applicant will need to address these issues: The location of the manure bunker so far from the
horses is of concern; the bunker should be located next to the horses. The size of the bunker needs
to be doubled to accomodate the anticipated amount of manure (especially for winter storage). The
bunker design will require 2 bays and a roof. Bunker must be 100’ from the creek. ========~
UPDATED ON MARCH 9, 2010 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= ======"==
UPDATED ON MARCH 25, 2010 BY JIM G SAFRANEK =======7 Project is approved
by EHS for completeness. See misc for septic comment. ======""— UPDATED ON JUNE 16,
7010 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ======777 Project is approved by EHS for completeness.
MISCELLANEOUS COMMENT: ======="= REVIEW ON JUNE 3, 2008 BY JIM G
SAFRANEK ========= As far as I know anything on septic going through Coastal is the larger
EHS review fee; remainder that's due is payable to Planning. ======77= UPDATED OaN .
113/176 e
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MARCH 25,2010 BY JIM G SAFRANEK ========= The EHS program manager
determined that an enhanced treatment sewage disposal system permit appl will be required for the
mobile home based on the soil perc tests and parcel watershed location. This can be a condition to

Environmental Health Review

Routing No: 3 | Review Date: 06/16/2010
JIM SAFRANEK (JSafranek) : Complete

be met prior to the issuance of a BP. EHS Clearnce required at time of BP as well.
Environmental Planning

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 06/04/2008
ANTONELLA GENTILE (AGENTILE) : Complete

‘Review Type= ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING NO PROJECT REVIEW DESCRIPTION
AVAILABLE

Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 03/29/2010

JESSICA DUKTIG (JDUKTIG) : Complete

‘Review Type= ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING NO PROJECT REVIEW DESCRIPTION
AVAILABLE

Routing No: 3 | Review Date: 07/09/2010

JESSICA DUKTIG (JDUKTIG) : Complete

‘Review Type= ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING ========= REVIEW ON JUNE 3, 2008
BY CAROLYN I BANT] ========= - Completeness Comments - Soils and Grading - First
Review - These comments saved by Diane 8/4/09 ========= UPDATED ON JUNE 4, 2008
BY ANTONELLA GENTILE ========= First review comments continued - Biotic and
Riparian issues --- These comments saved by Diane 8/4/09 ========= UPDATED ON
DECEMBER 17, 2008 BY CAROLYN I BANT] =========++ Second Review

Completeness Comments ++ 1. The geology report has been received (Nolan Associates, Job No.
08032, 11/8/08) and is currently in review status. 2. A geotechnical investigation for the proposed
bridge prepared by Tharp and Associates, Inc. (1/15/99) has been received, along with an update
for the report dated 11/12/08. The report includes a recommendation for -reno mattresses- to be
installed to prevent erosion beneath the bridge. This recommendation has not been implemented on
the plans, and would need to be reviewed for impacts to aquatic habitat prior to implementation.
The current plans show bio-degradable -ballast bags- that do not meet the need for permanent
erosion protection for the bridge and streambed restoration requirements. Our previous comment
requested appropriate rock sizes to be determined for rocks to be used in the stream channel to
ensure they will not move in high flow periods. Comment not addressed. See Completeness
Comment No. 24 for additional information. 3. We have not received a letter from the structural
engineer regarding the structural integrity of the existing retaining wall supporting the riding arena.
Please submit this with the subsequent building permit application. Comment moved to Conditions
of Approval. 4. The engineering geology report is currently under review; the soils report cannot be
accepted until all technical reviews are complete. 5. Plan review letters from the soils engineer and
engineering geologist not submitted at this time. Comment not addressed. 6-9. Comments 6-9 not
addressed. Resubmitted information indicates that the cabin will be left as a non-habitable structure
and the bank protection structure removed. The bank protection structure has not been authorized,

o
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Environmental Planning

Routing No: 3 | Review Date: 07/09/2010
JESSICA DUKTIG (JDUKTIG) : Complete

as well as the fill behind the structure. The removal of these items must be shown on the plans. Also,
please submit additional technical information that demonstrates the cabin will not be undermined,
potentially impacting aquatic habitat in Coho Creek. Additional hydrologic information must be
submitted that states the upstream and downstream impacts of this removal and provides mitigation
recommendations for any potential detrimental effects this may have on the channel. See
Completeness Comment No. 24 for additional information. 10. Please also provide the date of the
survey prepared by Ward Surveying. 11. Received: -Geotechnical Investigation, Draeger
Residence - Proposed Bridge-, Tharp and Associates, 1/15/99, -Geotechnical Report Update,
Bridge Over Tributary to Majors Creek-, Tharp and Associates, 1 1/12/08. Additional information
required, see Completeness Comment No. 24. 12. Although the soils report establishes a 100-year
T base flood elevation and provides scour estimates in The vicinity of the bridge; the reportdoes ot
provide rock sizes for streambed restoration, nor does the report analyze the effects of the
removals of both the erosion protection wall and the four existing culverts on the channel
configuration upstream/downstream of the improvements. (See Completeness Comments No. 2
and 24) 13. A cross section of the channel and bridge is provided on Sheet C3.2. The cross
section should be revised to show the location of the proposed piers. Please see Compliance
Comment No. 7 and 11 for additional bridge issues. 14-15. The contour lines have not been
updated, nor is the top-of-wall and bottom-of-wall information complete. Current plans are
sufficient for conceptual review, but additional details will be required at the building permit stage.
Comments have been moved to Conditions of Approval. 16. As previously noted, please provide
the survey date. 17. Comment addressed. 18. Location of the retaining structure labeled. Please
add removal note to plans. 19. Tharp and Associates- response to this comment recommended that
the bank along the inboard edge of the driveway should be graded back to 1.5H:1V or retained.
The grading plans do not appear to incorporate either of these recommendations. Please provide
additional information with regard to treatments for this area, along with additional survey data as
necessary. The proposed restorative work must be approved by the soils engineer in their plan
review letter. 20. The Biotic Report is currently under review. Further comments will be made once
the report review has been completed. 21. Comment addressed, fee paid. 22. Environmental
Health reviews the manure management plan, not Environmental Planning. 23. The 50-foot riparian
buffer has been shown. The existing development is located at least 60-feet from the mean high
water line. ADDITIONAL COMPLETENESS COMMENTS AFTER SECOND REVIEW 24.
The information requested regarding hydraulics in the areas of the existing bank repair and bridge 1s
insufficient to determine the effects of the removal of the bank repair and culverts on the channel
configuration and depth. Both these activities will require permits from the Department of Fish and
Game and Riparian Exceptions from the County of Santa Cruz. Please arrange a site consultation
with the following attendees: County Planning statf, DFG representative, consulting civil and/or soils
engineer (provided by applicant), and the applicant and/or owner. Please also pay the fee for the
Riparian Exception. 25. Indicate the limits of fill material on Sheet C6.1 (note: according to borings

Environmental Planning

Routing No: 3 | Review Date: 07/09/2010
JESSICA DUKTIG (JDUKTIG) : Complete
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in this area, this line will extend beneath the existing buildings). 26. Revise the extsting contours on
Sheet C6.3 to reflect existing, as-built contours. Cut and fill areas should be revised to include the
removal and replacement of all fill material placed to date. 27. Revise the cross section on Sheet
C6.4 to indicate the complete removal of all fill material placed to date. Reflect these quantities in

the estimated earthwork. ========= UPDATED ON MARCH 29, 2010 BY JESSICA L
DUKTIG ========= Please submit plan review letters from all consultants on this project.
========= JPDATED ON JUNE 24, 2010 BY JESSICA L DUKTIG ========= Project
complete, =========UPDATED ON JULY 9, 2010 BY JESSICA L DUKTIG =========
MISCELLANEQUS COMMENT: ========= REVIEW ON JUNE 3, 2008 BY CAROLYN

I BANTI ========= These comments saved by Diane 8/4/09 - Compliance Comments - Soils
and Grading - First Review - ========= UPDATED ON JUNE 4, 2008 BY ANTONELLA
GENTILE ========= These comments saved by Diane 8/4/09 Compliance comments continued
- Riparian and Biotic issues ========= UPDATED ON DECEMBER 17, 2008 BY

CAROLYN 1 BANTI ========= ++ Compliance Comments - Second Review ++ Comment

numbers refer to first review comments: 1. Per meeting with soils engineer, senior civil engineer
6/23/08, removal and replacement of fill in the arena will not be required unless future
improvements are planned. 2. The retaining wall and limits of fill are acceptable, but the following
must be addressed: (a) quantities must reflect removal of existing fill material, and (b) the current fill
slope is 1.5H:1V as opposed to 2H:1V as required by County Code. 3. See Compliance

Comment 2 4. Comment addressed. 5. Not required. 6. Comment for informational purposes only.
7. Comment addressed. Erosion control plan shall be submitted with the building permit application.
8. The Biotic Report is currently under review. Further comments will be made once this review has
been completed. 9. Applicable permits from Fish and Game and Army Corps shall be submitted
prior to Environmental Review. 10. Comment addressed. All development meets the required
60-foot riparian corridor setback and vegetative buffer from the creek(s). Note that any future
development shall be located at least 60-feet from the mean high water line of all creeks. 11. It
appears from the pier location information on Sheet C3.4 that the piers may be affected by scour
given the estimates provided by Tharp and Associates. Also, the cross section provided on Sheet
C3.2 shows that the bottom of the bridge deck will be at the base flood elevation instead of 3 feet
above, as recommended in the Tharp and Associates report for the proposed bridge. Please revise.
12. Earthwork quantities on Sheet C0.2 incorrectly indicates a -Shop Site Fill- total of 1966 cubic
yards, while the estimated earthwork quantities on Sheet C6.2 indicate a shop area -Site Fill- total
of 3200 cubic yards. Please revise. ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 6. Please
submit a letter from the structural engineer regarding the structural integrity of the existing retaining
wall supporting the riding arena. Please submit this with the subsequent building permit application.
7. Please submit two copies of the soils and geology reports and all addendums at the time of
building permit application. 8. Please submit plan review letters from the geotechnical engineer and
engineering geologist at the time of building permit application that indicate the project plans are in

Environmental Planning

Routing No: 3 | Review Date: 07/09/2010
JESSICA DUKTIG (JDUKTIG) : Complete

conformance with the recommendations of the reports. 9. Removal of vegetation within the creek
channel or within the riparian corridor of all creeks shall not be allowed. 10. An extensive erosion
and sediment control plan shall be submitted with the building permit application. 11. All conditions
from the Biotic Report review and Riparian Exception shall be submitted with the building permit

Print Date: 03/15/2011 o
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application. 12. Update grading plan contour lines to reflect existing contours as dashed and
proposed as solid, bold lines. Provide complete top-of-wall and bottom-of-wall information for all

proposed retaining walls, including landscape walls, ========= UPDATED ON MARCH 29,
2010 BY JESSICA L DUKTIG = = UPDATED ON JUNE 24,2010 BY
JESSICA L DUKTIG =========

Fire Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 12/01/2008
COLLEEN BAXTER (CBAXTER) : Complete

‘Review Type= CAL DEPT OF FORESTRY/COUNTY FIRE NO PROJECT REVIEW
DESCRIPTION AVAILABLE
Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 07/13/2010

COLLEEN BAXTER (CBAXTER) : Complete

‘Review Type= CAL DEPT OF FORESTRY/COUNTY FIRE ========= REVIEW ON

MAY 20, 2008 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= DEPARTMENT NAME:CALFIRE

Add the appropriate NOTES and DETAILS showing this information on your plans and
RESUBMIT, with an annotated copy of this letter: Note on the plans that these plans are in
compliance with California Building and Fire Codes (2008) as amended by the authority having
jurisdiction. Each APN (lot) shall have separate submittals for building and sprinkler system plans.
The job copies of the building and fire systems plans and permits must be onsite during inspections.
NOTE on the plans the OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION, BUILDING CONSTRUCTION
TYPE/FIRE RATING and SPRINKERED or NONSPRINKERED as determined by the building
offical and outlined in Part 1V of the California Building Code, ¢.g. R-3, Type V-N, Sprinklered.
Fire hydrant shall be painted in accordance with the state of California Health and Safety Code.

See authority having jurisdiction. A minimum fire flow 500 GPM is required from 1 hydrant
located within 150 feet. SHOW on the plans a 20,000 gallon water tank for fire protection
with a "fire hydrant” as located and approved by the Fire Department if your building is not serviced
by a public water supply meeting fire flow requirements. For information regarding where the water
tank and fire department connection should be located, contact the fire department in your
jurisdiction. NOTE on the plans that the building shall be protected by an approved automatic fire
sprinkler system complying with the currently adopted edition of NFPA _ 13D and Chapter
35 of California Building Code and adopted standards of the authority having jurisdiction. NOTE
that the designer/installer shall submit three (3) sets of plans and calculations for the underground

Fire Review

Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 07/13/2010
COLLEEN BAXTER (CBAXTER) : Complete

and overhead Residential Automatic Fire Sprinkler System to this agency for approval. Installation
shall follow our guide sheet. NOTE on the plans that an UNDERGROUND FIRE PROTECTION
SYSTEM WORKING DRAWING must be prepared by the designer/installer. The plans shall
comply with the UNDERGROUND FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM INSTALLATION

POLICY HANDOUT. Building numbers shall be provided. Numbers shall be a minimum of

_ 4 inches in height on a contrasting background and visible from the street, additional
numbers shall be installed on a directional sign at the property driveway and street. NOTE on the

plans the installation of an approved spark arrester on the top of the chimney. The wire mesh shall
ot
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be 1/2 inch. NOTE on the plans that the roof covering shall be no less than Class _"B" _ rated
roof. NOTE on the plans thata _100__ foot clearance will be maintained with non-combustible
vegetation around all structures or to the property line (whichever is a shorter distance). Single
specimens of trees, ornamental shrubbery or similar plants used as ground covers, provided they do
not form a means of rapidly transmitting fire from native growth to any structure are exempt. The
access road shall be 12 feet minimum width and maximum twenty percent slope. All bridges,
culverts and crossings shall be certified by a registered engineer. Minimum capacity of 25 tons.
Cal-Trans H-20 loading standard. The access road shall be in place to the following standards prior
to any framing construction, or construction will be stopped: - The access road surface shall be "all
weather", a minimum 6" of compacted aggregate base rock, Class 2 or equivalent, certified by a
licensed engineer to 95% compaction and shall be maintained. - ALL WEATHER SURFACE:

shall be minimum of 6" of compacted Class II base rock for grades up to and including 5%, oil and
screened for grades up to and including 15% and asphaltic concrete for grades exceeding 15%, but
grades greater than 15% not permitted for distances of more than 200 feet at a time. The access
road shall have a vertical clearance of 14 feet for its entire width and length, including turnouts. A
turn-around area which meets the requirements of the fire department shall be provided for access
roads and driveways in excess of 150 feet in length. Drainage details for the road or driveway shall
conform to current engineering practices, including erosion control measures. All private access
roads, driveways, turn-around and bridges are the responsibility of the owner(s) of record and shall
be maintained to ensure the fire department safe and expedient passage at all times. SHOW on the
plans, DETAILS of compliance with the driveway requirements. The driveway shallbe 12 feet
minimum width and maximum twenty percent slope. The driveway shall be in place to the following
standards prior to any framing construction, or construction will be stopped: - The driveway surface
shall be "all weather", a minimum 6" of compacted aggregate base rock, Class 2 or equivalent
certified by a licensed engineer to 95% compaction and shall be maintained. - ALL WEATHER
SURFACE: shall be a minimum of 6" of compacted Class 11 base rock for grades up to and
including 5%, oil and screened for grades up to and including 15% and asphaltic concrete for
grades exceeding 15%, but in no case exceeding 20%. - The maximum grade of the driveway shall
not exceed 20%, with grades of 15% not permitted for distances of more than 200 feet at a time. -

Fire Review

Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 07/13/2010
COLLEEN BAXTER (CBAXTER) : Complete

The driveway shall have an overhead clearance of 14 feet vertical distance for its entire width. - A
turn-around area which meets the requirements of the fire department shall be provided for access
roads and driveways in excess of 150 feet in length. - Drainage details for the road or driveway

shall conform to current engineering practices, including erosion control measures. - All private
access roads, driveways, turn-arounds and bridges are the responsibility of the owner(s) of record
and shall be maintained to ensure the fire department safe and expedient passage at all times. - The
driveway shall be therecafter maintained to these standards at all times. All Fire Department building
requirements and fees will be addressed in the Building Permit phase. Plan check is based upon
plans submitted to this office. Any changes or alterations shall be re-submitted for review prior to
construction. _72__ hour minimum notice is required prior to any inspection and/or test. Note: As a
condition of submittal of these plans, the submitter, designer and installer certify that these plans and
details comply with the applicable Specifications, Standards, Codes and Ordinances, agreeﬁglg g
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they are solely responsible for compliance with applicable Specifications, Standards, Codes and
Ordinances, and further agree to correct any deficiencies noted by this review, subsequent review,
inspection or other source, and, to hold harmless and without prejudice, the reviewing agency. The
habitable accessory structure requires the installation of a sprinkler system per NFPA 13D. If the
"carport" is an open structure it will not be required to be sprinklerd if it has walls or is enclosed in
any way or is attached to the residence it will also require a sprinkler system. Please provide square
footage for both the tack room and the office. If office is habitable, a sprinkler system is required. If
the office or tackroom are over a thousand square feet it will require a sprinkler system also. The
turnaround must have turning radius' of 20 feet. If the mobile home was built and/or installed after
1989, it will require the installation of a sprinkler system, or need to be removed from the property.
The new mobile home is required to have a 13D sprinkler system. The amount of water required
for this project will be based on the total square footage of all structures and the types of sprinkler
systems required for each structure. The water listed on this review is subject to change as all

necessary information has not been provided by the applicant to the fire department. All sprinkler

C1) nvAaranis anda walce ANKS 1S d D > J < - BN A a

========= UPDATED ON MAY 20, 2008 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER =========
========= UPDATED ON DECEMBER 1, 2008 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER =========
Your resubmittal shows that the detached structure over one thousand square feet is not
sprinklered. The local ordinance requires all detached structures over 1,000 square feet are to be
equipped with an automatic fire sprinkler system, show this note on the plans. All requirements

I [ D an om A [ NI'10 omstallation

listed above must be shown on the plans for approval. ========= UPDATED ON
DECEMBER 2, 2008 BY COLLEEN L. BAXTER UPDATED ON
JULY 13,2010 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= The new mobile home, the non

habitable structure 0f2505 square feet and an the workshop office all require the installation of an
automatic residential sprinkler system complying with NFPA 13D. The road must comply with the
standards for Santa Cruz County Fire. A turnaround is required for any driveway over 150 feet in

Fire Review

Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 07/13/2010
COLLEEN BAXTER (CBAXTER) : Complete

length. A residential fire hydrant is required within 150 of all portions of all buildings. The
turnaround must comply with the standards for Santa Cruz County. The dimensions of the
turnaround and installation guidelines for the hydrant, water tanks and turnaround can be found at
our website at www.santacruzcountyfire.com. Permits for the residential sprinkler system,
hydrant(s) and water tanks must be applied for and approved prior to installation to our office. A
certificate for the bridge complying with Cal Trans standards must be presented to the fire marshal's
office prior to final inspection. The bridge must be signed at both ends. The details of the road and
driveway must be shown on the plans. All requirements listed above must be shown on the building

plans for approval. ========= UPDATED ON JULY 13, 2010 BY COLLEEN L BAXTER
========= MISCELLANEOUS COMMENT: ========= REVIEW ON MAY 20, 2008

BY COLLEEN L BAXTER UPDATED ON DECEMBER 1, 2008
BY COLLEEN L BAXTER ========= '
Housing Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 05/15/2008
PATRICK HEISINGER (PHEISINGER) : Complete

Print Date:  03/15/2011
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‘Review Type= HOUSING ========= REVIEW ON MAY 15,2008 BY PATRICK J
HEISINGER ========= NO COMMENT none MISCELLANEOUS COMMENT:
eee—————= REVIEW ON MAY 15, 2008 BY PATRICK J HEISINGER ========= NO
COMMENT none

Project Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date:
0:

‘Review Type= PROJECT REVIEW NO PROJECT REVIEW DESCRIPTION AVAILABLE
Routing No: 2 | Review Date:
0:
Review Type= PROJECT REVIEW NO PROJECT REVIEW DESCRIPTION AVAILABLE

Road Engineering Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 05/277/2008
GREG MARTIN (GMARTIN) : Complete

‘Review Type= DPW ROAD ENGINEERING NO PROJECT REVIEW DESCRIPTION
AVAILABLE
Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 03/15/2010

Road Engineering Review

GREG MARTIN (GMARTIN) : Complete

‘Review Type= DPW ROAD ENGINEERING NO PROJECT REVIEW DESCRIPTION
AVAILABLE ,

Routing No: 3 | Review Date: 06/25/2010

RODOLFO RIVAS (RRIVAS): Complete

:Review Type= DPW ROAD ENGINEERING ========= REVIEW ON MAY 27, 2008 BY
GREG ] MARTIN =========(8-0150 5/27/08 The plans are sufficiently complete for a
discretionary permit. As a condition of approval: 1) The driveway is required to be paved with 2
inches of asphalt concrete over 6 inches of aggregate base to the gate. The drainage is required to
be evaluated to see if a standard driveway at the encroachment with the County road can be
accomodated. 2) A profile of the remaining driveway serving the new structures is required to
determine the required structural section. Greg Martin 831-454-2811 =========UPDATED

ON MARCH 10, 2010 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= The driveway serving the
improvements has been shown as being improved sufficiently to address previous comments. The
profile for the remaining driveway in order to determine the structural section required doesn't
appear present. This can be a condition of approval. ========= UPDATED ON JUNE 25,

7010 BY RODOLFO N RIVAS =========The driveway serving the improvements has been
shown as being improved sufficiently to address previous comments. The profile for the remaining
driveway in order to determine the structural section required doesn't appear present. This can be a
condition of approval. MISCELLANEOUS COMMENT: ========= REVIEW ON MAY 27,
2008 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= =====77"7 UPDATED ON MARCH 15,2010 BY

D
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GREG J MARTIN ========= =====77"7 UPDATED ON JUNE 25,2010 BY RODOLFO

N RIVAS ===
Urban Designer Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date:
0:

:Review Typ

Water Review -ALUS

e= URBAN DESIGNER NO PROJECT REVIEW DESCRIPTION AVAILABLE

Routing No: 1 | Review Date:
0:

‘Review Type= SANTA CRUZ CITY WATER DEPT 1
DESCRIPTION AVAILABLE
Routing No: 2 | Review Date:

E
‘Review Type= SANTA CRUZ CITY WATER DEPT. NO PROJECT REVIEW
DESCRIPTION AVAILABLE
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Page 1 of 3

Sheila McDaniel

From: Chris Berfy [CBerry@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us]

Sent: Wednesday, December 17, 2008 3:47 PM

To: Sheila McDaniel

Cc: 'Suzanne Deleon’; Chris Berry; Terrill Tompkins; Ezekiel Bean; Kelleen Harris
Subject: proposal for apn 06225201 Majors Creek

Hi Sheila,

Completeness Items:

-There was no manure management or septic plans attached to the packet which | reviewed. Majors Creek
shows rising nitrate levels downstream of the project site, and according to land use patterns in the upper
watershed, the most likely point of origin is equestrian facilities and onsite wastewater disposal systems (Balance
Hydrologics 2007, etc.). Without having had reviewed this material, we can not, in good faith, move forward
without opposing the approval of this project.

TorT i
sl |
|

-The project packet makes no mention of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan being required for the
development, though many of the pieces of that plan are already in place. A SWPPP is clearly required. Please
see the url below for more information on such:

hitp://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water Aissues/proqrams/stormwater/construction.shtml
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Page 2 of 3

-Mitigations for instream work do not discuss required mitigation in detail, nor is any traditionally required
monitoring discussed. For example, typically acrylic sealer is used on concrete which would be instream to protect
aquatic biota from excess alkalinity. These mitigations are traditionally included in a DFG SAA, which was also
not included in the packet.

-Information on proposed use of the property is not provided. It appears that this is going to moving toward
commercial use. Is a commercial use permit required for this project? Does the proposed project change water
use on the site? If so, additional detail on water use should be provided. The City has seen Majors Creek go dry
occasionally during the previous dry season. This is obviously the result of a diversion and increased water use
relatively nearby upstream (as this has not happened previously in our 100+ year history on Majors Creek). While
there is a new vineyard in production across the road from the project site, it is likely that the proposed project
may have water supply/instream flow impacts which have not been addressed.

-On a related note, the packet makes mention of an instream visqueen lined impoundment, though there's no
discussion of whether this is a water supply diversion or recreationai feature, etc. DFG SAAs and water rights

information on such diversions should be included for review, especially if the project will result in more water use
and diminished instream flows downstream. For example, most instream impoundments have management
plans of their own (fill/spill, construction and other related mitigations), as well as diversion rates, storage time,
etc. This information should also be included for review by all reviewing agencies.

-Though reference is made to pictures of landscaping around equestrian facilities, none are provided in the
packet.

-Presence of rainbow trout does not mean that there would not be California red-legged frog (CRLF) present.
They often coexist — especially in North Coast streams. | have personally seen 24"+ adult steelhead sitting within
6 inches of CRLF in Laguna Creek — the watershed located immediately adjacent to Majors Creek to the west. |
have seen CLRF within overland travel (and certainly instream travel) distances of the project site, immediately
downstream at the City’'s Majors Creek Diversion. Among other things, USFWS should be included in the
circulation for this project file due to the likely presence of CRLF at the project site.

-The fisheries section makes mention of management of large woody debris (LWD) by the project applicant.
Management of LWD should be prohibited or subject to conditions of a DFG SAA — as it has serious effects on
water resources, public safety/flooding, and aquatic habitat functions/stream geomorphology.

Compliance Issues:

-It is not clear (to me) what portions of the project are new and what portion is work that has already been done
which is being legalized. Perhaps this is because of my relative unfamiliarity with the project, but it would make
the review more streamlined if this information were clarified. Furthermore, it is not clear what would be approved
had the illegal work not be performed. Are we trying to make a “square peg fit a round hole”, or does the plan
provided actually make the most sense?

-Permit Conditions/Additional Information

-Though it is not an issue of City concern, there is an archaeological overlay on the parcel. It was not clear from
the packet provided whether archaeological surveys were required for the project.

-Though redwood are not considered a riparian obligate species (as stated in the packet), they are often found in
the riparian zone in Santa Cruz County.

-It is not clear whether parking areas are required to be surfaced with pervious surfacing. Where appropriate, this
would preferably be required to increase infiltration and reduce anthropogenically-induced runoff.

-Given the obvious connection of degraded beneficial uses of water to increased presence of equestrian facilities
in the Majors watershed, stormwater runoff monitoring for nitrate and bacteria should be a requirement of an
approved permit. Previous precedent for this has been set with the Vigne Farms (and other?) code compliance
cases. Likewise, if the project will result in more water use, metering of diversion rates/volumes and instream
flows should also be required. Consultation with DFG, County Environmental Health and the RWQCB (and the
City, if so desired) on such monitoring plans would be appropriate.

ek Y
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-Performance standards for stormwater, construction mitigations and instream flows should be documented on a
regular basis by said monitoring, with adaptive management built in to adjust mitigations as appropriate upon
determination of their success.

Finally, the level of complexity of this project is less than many projects which require full CEQA review (a
mitigated negative declaration, at least). Furthermore, we are concerned that follow up on implementation of
mitigations and monitoring for the project (whether it goes through CEQA or not) — once approved — will be
sporadic at best. We have reviewed and implemented many projects with similar constraints and understand their
relative difficulty. However, short of requiring abatement for the serious code viotations which have already
occurred on the property, the City advocates very strong language requiring the long term compliance with the
terms of the permit conditions, ongoing mechanisms for permit compliance inspections, and permit revocation
terms should noncompliance become an issue.

was a relatively Iate -comer to this prOJect Please don’t hesntate to contact me if you have questlons or concerns.

Chris Berry

City of Santa Cruz Water Department
Water Resources Manager

715 Graham Hill Rd.. Building A

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

O: 831420 5483, F: 831 420 6220, C: 831227 5925
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s% Please consider the environment before printing this email

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

The information contained in this electronic mail message (including any attachments) is confidential information that may be
covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521, intended only for the use of the individual
or entity named above, and may be privileged. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication, or the taking of any action based on it, is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the sender immediately and delete the original
message.
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Sheila McDaniel

From: Chris Berry [CBerry@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us]
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2009 10:19 AM

To: Mpatrizia@aol.com

Cc: ridewitt@ridewitt.com; Chris Berry; Sheila McDaniel

Subject: RE: HELLO CHRIS, WOULD LIKE SOME COMMENTS ON THE WATER TESTS, FROM
PATRIZIA

Thanks forthe-update-Patrizia

Regarding the water quality data, my concerns primarily centered on the limited number of samples and the
lack of representation of true storm flows (The turbidity and timing of collection of the wet weather sample
clearly indicate that the data doesn't represent true storm runoff - when turbidity is often over 1000 ntu in Majors
Creek. Also we have stream gages which show that the time of collection was not characterized by high

flows). While it may be true that you've effectively mitigated for runoff at the site with the improvements
proposed, | have not seen anything which supports that conclusion in the data you submitted. However, in the
interest of not holding up a permit on that account, I'm happy to have a permit requirement which includes a
monitoring plan (similar to the Vigne Farms requirements from several years ago for a similar red tag situation)
which mandates adaptive management of the facility based on the results of that future monitoring. | would be
happy to consulton the scope of that monitoring plan, as I'm sure County Environmental Health would as well.

David Carlson in County Planning worked on the Vigne Farms project and may be able to consult with you on
that as well.

That said, my other concerns remain (primarily regarding water use and zoning issues). | should also note, that
due to the recent activity where riparian vegetation was cleared along Majors Creek, | have serious
reservations about your client's interest in abiding by future permit conditions. Hopefully Planning will be able
to build some rigor into the permit process S0 that there is an incentive for your client to abide by not only the
permit conditions, but also local, state and federal environmental regulations in general.

Unfortunately, |did not receive any email from you recently for some reason. However, | look forward to getting
the package from Planning and will respond as appropriate at that time.

Chris Berry

Water Resources Manager

City of Santa Cruz Water Department

715 Graham Hill Rd. Building A

Santa Cruz, CA 95080

d- 831 420-5483, c: 831 227-5925, f: 831 420-6220

><((((o>~~~~><((((0>~~~~><((((0>~~~~><((((o>

% Please consider the environment before printing this email

CONFIDENTIALITY NQTICE

The information contained in this electronic mail message (including any attachments) is confidential information that may be covered by
the Electronic Communications privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above,
and may be privileged. !f the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution, or copying of this communication, or the 1aking of any action pased on it, is strictly prohibited 1f you have received this e-mail in
error please notifythe sender immediately and delete the original message.
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From: Mpatrizia@aol.com [mailto:Mpatrizia@ao|.com]

Sent: Friday, July 17, 2009 5:45 PM

To: Chris Berry

Cc: ridewitt@rldewitt.com

Subject: HELLO CHRIS, WOULD LIKE SOME COMMENTS ON THE WATER TESTS, FROM PATRIZIA

Welcome back Chris,

| submitted the 3rd round of revised plans for Draeger's project last Wednesday. | included a full set of plans
for you along with a response to comments, a copy of the Water test results, and a letter from Don Alley

certifying there is no evidence oOf water giversion on the-property—An-exira Manure Management Plan for Jim
Safranick ( Health Services) to review. The owner is already self hauling manure to the Buena Vista Land Fill.
Bankers for temporary storage miles away from the creek will be constructed. Detail is in the plans. Plans

were also routed to the Water Control Board. You should be recieving the plans from Sheila Mc Daniels soon.

| did not really understand your feedback on the water tests. Sent you an email. did you get it? The Water
testing company provided a repon, pbut not really an analysis. | could take the results to @ water consultant to
get it analysed if you like. Or you met that these are just preliminary results and more tests need to be done
overtime? In any case, please let me know what can | do 0 the basic requirements for this application to be
considered complete are met this time around. We have about only 5 months for discretionary action in order
to meet our Stipulation deadline, as we need to have final permits by July 2010!

Please help if you can by contacting me and letting me know what else | can bring you so when you comment
on the project it will be a Clearance for discretionary action with or without conditions. | do not think the owner
would mind conditions for periodic testing, or over the years.

The ultimate goal is to build a green home for the owner and for that these 4 redtags need 10 be cleared. The
red tags where: building the horse arena and facilities; building a large metal tool shop; placing 2 additional
culverts on the bridge so the storm would not take it away; and a couple road bank issues. Now the road banks
are revegetated and stable. In fact, the site (1 acre out of 152 acres) is improved and landscaped. Drainage
system works well. Owner lives in the mobile home on site when he is Santa Cruz, has an approved local well

for water, and a Health Department clearance for a standard septic system.

Thank you Chris, Patrizia

Patrizia Materassi

Land Use Consultant/ Sustainability Specialist
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING
P.O.Box 66287

Scotts Valley, CA, 95067

Santa Cruz County, USA

Cell Phone: (831) 334 2383

MPatrizia@aol.com

Can love help you live longer? Find out now.

D“"!.
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Robert L. DeWiti
and Associates, inc.

1607 Ocean Street - Swie 7

Tomreers & Land Survevors Sania Cruz. CA 85060
7. 8371 425-1677
April 22, 2009 E R I e
Job No. R0O7152 Vo s o

County of Santa Cruz
Ptanning Department
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Attn:  Sheila McDaniel, Planner

Re: John Draeger
APN 062-251-01
Application Number 08-0150

Dear Ms. McDaniel,

According to information provided to me by Patrizia Materassi. representing John Draeger,
| am informed that additional clarification of the drainage on the site 1s needed for your use.

Our firm prepared drainage calculations for this site dated April 14, 2008, a copy of which is
attached for your reference. 1t is our understanding that the discretionary permit application has
been cleared by the DPW Stormwater Management Division (Louise Dion), but that the Planning
Department is requiring additional analysis prior to deeming the application complete.

In narrative form, | will describe the site drainage and the proposed drainage improvements

as shown on the project plans. Following is our analysis and description of the site drainage
features:

1 Site Setting

The subject parcel is a 152-acre site located on a northwest-facing slope in the Santa Cruz
Mountains. The parcel is largely undeveloped, and is characterized by mixed conifer forest
and some open meadows. The parcel naturally drains to Majors Creek along the westerly-

boundary and to Cojo Creek (tributary to Majors Creek) along the northwesterly boundary
of the parcel

2 Existing Development

The site has been partially developed with an access road, various small outbuildings,

a mobile home caretaker's unit, a dressage ring and horse stalls. and a shop building.

The total impervious surface area of the various building amounts to approximately

6,400 square feet, or about 0.15 Acre, roughly 1/10 of 1% of the parcel area. From an
engineering point of view, the increase in runoff from the site due to these improvements is
truly negligible The precision of the drainage calculations for the runoff cannot distinguish
the negligible increase in runoff due to the improvements.

However, certain of the improvements located in the vicinity of the dressage ring are close
to Cojo Creek, which has raised issues to be addressea.
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County of Santa Cruz April 22, 2009
Attn: Sheila McDaniel Job No. R07152
Re: Draeger - Application No. 08-0150 Page 2

The access roadway from Smith Grade through the site is unpaved and surfaced with
gravel and base rock.

3. Shop Site

The shop and storage building, identified as Area 3 in the drainage calculations, consists
of approximately 4,040 square feet of impervious building area. This site is located
approximately 700 feet from Majors Creek, and approximately 1,100 feet from Cojo Creek.
The slope infiltration calculations show that 16 lineal feet of perforated pipe Is needed to

Pa

disperse the runoff. The impact of the increase in runoff from e To0!
dispersed long before reaching either of these creeks.

surfaces wittbe-fulty

4. Tack Room, Paddocks. and Storage Buildings

These improvements are identified as Area 1 in the drainage calculations, and consist of a
total of approximately 1,680 square feet of impervious building area. The slope infiltration
calculations show that 6 feet of perforated pipe is needed to disperse the runoff. The
buildings are approximately 200 feet at the closest point to Cojo Creek, and the impact of
the increase in runoff from the roof surfaces would be fully dispersed before reaching the
creek.

5 Caretaker Unit

This unit is approximately 670 square feet and is identified as Area 2 in the drainage
calculations. The unit is located approximately 200 feet from the nearest point to Cojo
Creek. As noted above, the increase in runoff from the roof surfaces would be fully
dispersed before reaching the creek.

6. Dressage Ring

The dressage ring is located approximately 50 feet from Cojo Creek at its nearest location.
The surface of the ring is soft earth that is periodically raked smooth when in operation. No
increase in runoff is attributed to this improvement, as the surface is likely more pervious
than the native soil. The ring has a sub-drainage system installed that discharges to the
slope below. However, the discharges are expected to be low, since the runoff is “filtered"
through the overlying soils.

The improvement plan indicates connecting the outlets of the subdrainage system to a
common point of discharge, where a gabion rock dispersal installation would be
constructed to dissipate the small amount of runoff.

7. Access Road Drainage

The access road is well-constructed with provisions for drainage along the inside edge and
culverts to disperse the runoff. The runoff from a gravel and base rock surface ts not much
greater than the natural runoff, so no extraordinary measures are needed from an
engineering standpoint. The project plans do include construction of a siltation basin
adjacent to the roadway prior to the creek crossing, so that silt and gravel fines can be
prevented from entering the creek.

D
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County of Santa Cruz April 22, 2009

Attn: Sheila McDaniel Job No. R07152
Re: Draeger - Application No. 08-0150 Page 3
8. Water Quality Concerns

Much concern has been expressed about nitrates migrating to the creek. While this is not
strictly an engineering issue, | feel the concern has been addressed with the submission of
the manure management plan, the dispersal distance to the creek, and the water quality
testing of the creek waters currently underway.

On my various site visits, | have observed clean conditions, noting that the owner has been
diligent in immediately removing the manure from the paddocks and ring.

Following the approval of the discretionary permit, there will be successive applications for
building permits for the various improvements indicated on the project plans. Inciuded in each of
these building permit applications will be site-specific drainage plans, which will require review and
approval by the DPW Stormwater Management Division. With this understanding, Louise Dion has
signed off on the discretionary application, according to my understanding.

I trust this information wil! assist in your determinations and that the project can move
forward to the issuance of the discretionary permit.

Please contact my office if additional information is needed. Thank you for your attention to
this matter.

Robert L. DeWitt, P.E.

RLD:klm
enclosures

cc John Draeger
Patrizia Materassi

RO7152 county 4-22-0¢
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DRAINAGE CALCULATIONS

for the lands of

John Draeger

Located at:
831 Smith Grade
Santa Cruz, CA

A.P.N. 062-251-01

Prepared at the request of

John Draeger
831 Smith Grade
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Prepared by:

R0O7152

~ioes D
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1607 Ocean Street, Suite 1 CALCULATEDBY DATE
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

(831)425-1617  (831)425-0224 (fax)
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Robert L. DeWitt

and ASSOCiateS! Inc. 1607 Ocean Street - Suite 1
Civil Engineers & Land Surveyors g Santa Cruz. CA 95060
Telephore 831 425-1617
R07152 Fax Number 851 425-0224
March 1, 2010 O  www ridewiti com

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

Attn:  Robin Bolster-Grant, Associate Planner
Re:  John Draeger 831 Smith Grade
APN 062-251-01 Application Number 08-0150

Dear Robin,

At the request of the applicant and owner, we have prepared responses to certain of the
issues raised in the letter dated August 14, 2009, from Sheila McDaniel, commenting on the
completeness of the application. These responses are limited to the grading and drainage issues
for which our firm has been asked to provide and/ or oversee. Responses to comments involving
other issues have been deferred to the appropriate professional consultant.

COJO CREEK BRIDGE CROSSING:

The owner is proposing a change to the plan for the bridge crossing at Cojo Creek, on the
Old Timber Drive entry to the site. In response to the concerns of the effects on the creek, the
previous bridge plan has been replaced with a new plan employing the use of recycled rail cars to
form the bridge superstructure. The 70 foot span would allow the placement of the abutments well
back from the 100-year flood level, thereby eliminating the construction of abutments within the
channel as proposed by the previous pian. Included in this re-submittal is a General Bridge Plan
by Morris Engineering, Sheet B2, showing the preliminary bridge plan and preliminary construction
details. This sheet replaces the previous sheets by Quilici Engineers, sheets C 3.1 through C 3.4.
Following the approval of the present application to Tift the red tag violation, a separate building
permit application would be submitted with complete construction plans and structural calculations
for issuance of a building permit for this structure.

The bridge deck is a new impervious surface that replaces the existing graveled road over
the culverts. Drainage from the bridge deck is expected to flow directly into the creek, and no
particular drainage control is anticipated for this small amount of runoff.

GRADING

The grading quantities have been revised to account for riew items shown on this plan that
was not a part of the previous submittal. To satisfy the requirements of the Department of Public
Works, we have prepared a plan (Sheet P-1) for the reconstruction of the driveway entry of Old
Timber Drive with Smith Grade. To meet the profile grade requirement, the driveway profile is

raised resulting in additional fill. This fill can be made up of the asphalt surfacing and aggregate
base rock. :

D
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Attn: Robin Bolster-Grant Job No. R07152
Re: Draeger - Application No. 08-0150 Page 2
County of Santa Cruz March 1, 2010

In addition, there will be a minor amount of grading to match the driveway grade to the
raised bridge deck across Cojo Creek. That grading will be minimized by the use of low “Keystone”
or equivalent retaining walls to contain the fills. The estimated grading for the bridge approaches is
approximately 60 cubic yards, and may be made up of imported aggregate base rock. A summary
of the grading quantities has been added to Sheet T-1.

DPW DRAINAGE

In our prior correspondence, we have addressed the miscellaneous comments by the
Department of Public Works (Louise Dion), who has deferred specific drainage issues to the
building permit stage following approval of this current application. However, the Environmental
Planning staff has request alt comments to be addressed with this re-submittal, even though
additional drainage design may be needed for the later building permit stage.

Following is our response to the most recent DPW Drainage Miscellaneous Comments
Updated December 11, 2008 by Louise B. Dion:

1) In the preparation of the drainage calculations for this site, the project was
considered as a whole without distinguishing between what may or may not have been “permitted”.
From an engineering standpoint, the impervious surfaces on this site total approximately 0.15
acres, a fraction of the total site area of 152 acres. Accordingly, the overall drainage impacts are
considered to be negligible. Specific drainage improvements are shown for the site areas where
impervious surfaces are present or proposed.

2) Calculations for slope infiltration were submitted with our correspondence dated
April 22, 2009. A copy of our calculations is included with this re-submittal.

3) The Drainage Area Map is included in the above-mentioned calculations. This map
includes the location and the areas of impervious surfaces. A complete watershed drainage map
is not needed, as the watershed drainage is unaffected by the very small amount of impervious
surfaces on the property, as detailed in our response to Comment No. 1 above.

4) All references to road grading have been removed, excepting the required
improvements to the entry driveway at Smith Grade Road and the minor grading to match the
roadway profile to the proposed bridge deck at the Cojo Creek crossing.

5) The plans indicate the discharge of the runoff to the adjacent pervious areas. Hard
piping is used only as necessary to convey the roof runoff away from the building foundation and
across the fill slopes to surface dispersal areas.

6) Calculations showing the dispersal of the runoff by the slope infiltration method is
included in the calculations referenced above.

7) Review by the geotechnical engineer will be submitted by Don Tharp, Tharp and

Associates, as requested. Specific reviews for each of the building permit locations can be issued
when the building permit plan set is ready for submittal and permitting.

. ST
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Attn: Robin Bolster-Grant Job No. R07152
Re: Draeger - Application No. 08-0150 Page 3
County of Santa Cruz March 1, 2010

8) A flood level study of the Cojo Creek crossing has been completed by the
geotechnical engineer.

9) The existing “bridge”, consisting of multiple culverts, is proposed to be removed and
replaced with structure consisting of recycled rail cars, and shown on the plan by Morris
Engineering (Sheet B-2). Minor grading to match the roadway profile to the bridge deck is shown
on the re-submittal set of the plans (Sheet E-1).

In addition to the above comments, we held a meeting with Matt Johnston, the

Environmental Coordinator for the County of Santa Cruz, 1o review, among other topics, these
drainage comments. During this meeting, it became apparent that the drainage concerns were
more about the water quality of the runoff rather than the quantity of the runoff. In particular, the
runoff from the dressage arena was of particular concern due to the proximity to Cojo Creek. We
discussed with Matt that the runoff from the arena is directed to a subsurface drain and discharged
just below the retaining wall along the north side of the arena. The natural filtration achieved by
this design mitigates the water quality of the runoff before reaching Cojo Creek. In addition, the
Landscape architect has prepared a detail entitled “COBBLE SWALE TREATMENT WITH
UNDERDRAIN" that may be employed if necessary. A copy of this detail is attached for your
reference. It was concluded at this meeting that a final overall drainage plan was unnecessary at
this stage, so long as the water quality issues are dealt with.

DPW DRIVEWAY / ENCROACHMENT

Following is a response to a comment by Debbie F. Locatelli, as updated on December 3,
2008:

1) We have included in the plan set a sheet (Sheet P-1) showing the improvements to
the driveway at the intersection with Smith Grade.

Following is a response to a comment by Greg J. Martin dated May 27, 2008:

1) The driveway improvement plan (Sheet P-1) shows a structural section of a
minimum of 2" asphalt concrete over a minimum of 6” of aggregate base, from the edge of
pavement of Smith Grade to the gate. By site observation, the present travelled roadway is
surfaced with base rock and gravels, and no further improvements are proposed to the roadway.

Due to the asphalt paving required at the entry will resultin a small increase in the runoff.
As shown on our Sheet P-1, the drainage is shown to be controlled by an asphalt berm placed
along the northerly edge of the pavement, and a small amount of rock rip-rap placed at the point of
discharge near the gate.

THIRD REVIEW COMPLETENESS COMMENTS BY ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING

Culvert Removal and Bridge Construction

These issues have been addressed in the re-submittal of the plans and the reports by the
geotechnical engineer and the geologist. Please refer to the bridge plan Sheet B-2, and the
grading and erosion control plan for the bridge, Sheet E-1. Since the review comments were
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Atin: Robin Bolster-Grant Job No. R07152
Re: Draeger - Application No. 08-0150 Page 4
County of Santa Cruz March 1, 2010

based upon the earlier submittal, and since the bridge plan is a new submittal, a detailed response
to the review comments is not relevant until the re-submittal plans have been reviewed by staff.

Shop Area

Comment 8: The shop area contours have been revised as requested. The grading
quantity summary on the title sheet, Sheet T-1, includes a summary of the “interim” grading as well
as the “final” grading.

- Additional Items

Debbie Locatelli (above). The access road from Smith Grade to the shop area is in good driveable
condition and no particular areas of concern were noted during our site review. A complete survey
of the access road has not been undertaken, but can be provided with the building permit submittal
if deemed necessary.

Comment 10: See sheet T-1 for a sheet by sheet summary of the grading quantities.

We trust this information will allow the application to be deemed complete so that the matter
may be scheduled for a hearing at your earliest opportunity.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
ROBERT |/. DeWITT sand SO ES INC.

by: Robert L. DeWitt, P.E.
/ird

enclosures

cc: John Draeger

Patrizia Materassi

R07152 To County 3-1-10
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Water Sampling Services

Sheila McDaniel — Case Planner
Santa Cruz Co. Planning Dept.
701 Ocean St.

Santa Cruz, Ca 95060

May 13, 2009
Water Sampling Services Report# 090407-Draeger Ranch

General Information

On April 7, 2009 and April 27, 2009, Water Sampling Services collected water samples
from Cojo Creek for the investigation of Nitrate concentrations in the creek. This
segment of Cojo Creek runs immediately adjacent to the Draeger Ranch. The Draeger
Ranch is located at 831 Smith Grade, Santa Cruz County, California. These samples were
collected to satisfy a request made by the Santa Cruz County Planning Department, to
asses the impact the Draeger Ranch has upon Cojo Creek. In order to adequately evaluate
Nitrate concentrations in the creek, water samples were collected from designated
“Upstreamn” and “Downstream” sample locations, and during “Wet Weather” and “Dry
Weather conditions.

Sample Locations

The “Upstream” Cojo Creek sample was collected approximately 100° upstream of the
creek side cabin. The cabin is located on the west bank of Cojo Creek, and is just inside
the electric gate at 831 Smith Grade.

The “Downstream” Cojo Creek sample was collected approximately 30" upstream of the
Majors (Coho) Creek confluence. This sample location 1s accessed by Moore Ranch
Road, a dirt road approximately one half mile south of 831 Smith Grade at the first creek
crossing denoted by a small bridge.

A “Site Map” including both sample locations 1s included as an attachment to this report.
Sample Collection

The Nitrate samples were collected by “Grab” sampling from the creek. These “Grab”
samples were performed following established stream water sampling protocol. Samples
were collected from both sample Jocations by dipping a pre-cleaned plastic sampling
bucket directly into the stream. Representative samples from both locations were
collected by placing the sample bucket mid-stream, and in the center of the strcam flow.
The sample water was then poured from the sample bucket directly into a laboratory
prepared sample container for the analysis of Nitrate. Sample bottles were then labeled,
Chain of Custody documentation was generated, and the samples were then placed 1n an

ice chest for transportation and submission to the “State Certified” laboratory for
analysis.

. DA

5-TEST Fax:831 465-8232 eman:wntersampllngsrv@sﬁcglobnl.net
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This same procedure was performed from both sample locations during the “Wet
Weather” survey and “Dry Weather” survey. Standard Observations and Field
Measurements of Temperature, pH, Conductivity, Turbidity and Total Dissolved Solids
were performed at both sample locations documenting water quality conditions at the
time of sampling. Field Measurements and Standard Observations are included in the
“Table of Results™.

Laboratory Analyses

1n-addition to Nitrate, samples were collected for the analysis of Nitrite. The inclusion of

Nitrite compliments the Nitrate analysis and allows for—better—characterization of the
creek water and its relationship with elemental Nitrogen. The laboratory analyses
included: Nitrate as NOs, Nitrite as N and Nitrate/Nitrite as N. All of the water samples
collected from the creek were submitted to Soil Control Lab, Watsonville, California.
Soil Control Lab 1s certified as a Department of Health Services (DOHS) certified
jaboratory with DOHS # of 14%94.

Analytical results from this investigation are attached as Laboratory Report #9040199
and #9040720.

Quality Assurance/Quality Control

The sampling was performed without any deviations from standard sampling protocols.

o

Kent Brown
Water Sampling Services

Attachments:  Site Map
Table of Results
Laboratory Report # 90401 99
Laboralory Report # 9040720

cc: Patricia Materassi-Substainable Development and Training
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~ ANALYTICAL CHEMISTS
U caDd

TEL: 831-724-5422
FAX: 831-724-3188

wWork Order #. 9040199
Reporting Date: April 15, 2008

Water Sampling Services
2541 So. Rodeo Guich Rd. #6
Soquel, CA 85073

Attn—Kent Brown

Date Received: April 7, 2008
Project # / Name: 080407-4B1 / Draeger
Water System #: NA

Sample Identification:  Cojo Up, sampled 4/7/2008 12:50:00PM
Sampler Name / Co..  Jeff Brown / Water Sampling Services

Matrix: Water State
Laboratory #: 9040199-02 : Drinking
Water Analysis Date
Recuits Units RL Limite » Method Analyzed Flags
Nitrate as NO3 1.2 mg/L 1.0 45 EPA 300.0 04/08/08
Nitrate/Nitrite as N 0.27 mg/L 0.10 10 EPA 300.0 04/08/08
Nitrite as N ND mg/L 0.10 1 EPA 300.0 04/08/08

RL - are levels down to which we can quantify with reliability, a result beiow this level is reported as "ND" for Not Detected.
State Drinking Water Limits: - as listed by California Administrative Code, Title 22.
*.a* in the left hand margin of the reporl means that particular constituent is above the California Drinking Water Limits.

Page 20f 2 W ,@:%»07’
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ANALYTICAL CHEMISTS
L Y- Yol PG AR

it

TEL: 831-724-5422
FAX 831-724-3188

i

L

SOIL CONTROL LAB

Work Order #: 9040199
Reporting Date: April 15, 2008

Water Sampling Services
2541 So. Rodeo Guich Rd. #6
Soquel-CA-85073

Attn: Kent Brown

Date Received: Aprit 7, 2009
Project # / Name: 090407-481 / Dreeger
Water System #: NA

Samplie Identification:  Cojo Down, sampled 4/7/2009 12:30:00PM
Sampler Name / Co..  Jeff Brown | Water Sampling Services

Matrix: Water State
Laboratory #: 8040199-01 Drinking
Water Analysis Date
Resuits Units RL Limits . Method Analyzed Flags
Nitrate as NO3 1.1 mg/L 1.0 45 EPA 300.0 04/08/09
Nitrate/Nitrite as N 0.25 mg/L 0.10 10 EPA 300.0 04/08/09
Nitrite as N ND mg/L 0.10 1 EPA 300.0 04/08/09

KL - are levels down to which we can quantify with reliability, a result below this level is reported as "ND" for Not Detected.
State Drinking Water Limits: - as listed by California Administrative Code, Title 22.
« . a* in the left hand margin of the report means that particuiar constituent is above the California Drinking Water Limits. . ...+ D
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ANALYTICAL CHEMISTS

Water Sampling Services
2541 So. Rodeo Gulch Rd. #6

Soquel, CA 85073
—AttnKent Brown

TEL: 831-724-5422
FAX: 831-724-3168

Work Order #: 9040720
Reporting Date: April 26, 2008

Date Received:
Project # / Name:
Water System #:

Sample Identification:

Sampler Name / Co.:
Matrix:
Laboratory #:

Nitrate as NO3
Nitrata/Nitrite as N
Nitrite as N

April 24, 2008

090424-JB1 / Draeger

NA

Cojo Up, sampled 4/24/2009 2:05:00PM
Jeff Brown / Water Sampiing Services
Water

State
9040720-01 Drinking
Water Analysis Date
Results Units RL Limits s Method Analyzed Flags
NO mgfL 1.0 45 EPA 300.0 04/24/09
0.16 mg/L 0.10 10 EPA 300.0 04/24/08
ND mg/L .10 1 EPA 300.0 04/24/09

RL - are levels down to which we can quantify with reliability, 3 result below this level is reported as "™ND" for Not Detected.
S[al" Drmkmg Water Limits: - as listed by California Administrative Code, Title 22.

-z * in the left hand margin of the report means that particular constituent

Pege | of 2

6-2°d
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is above the California Drinking Water L?‘“{%ﬁ Tt
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TEL: 831-724-5422
FAX: 831-724-3188

Wwork Order #. 9040720
Reporting Date: April 26, 2009

Water Sampling Services
2541 So. Rodeo Guich Rd. #6
Soguek-CA-95073

Attn: Kent Brown

Date Received: April 24, 2008
Project # / Name: 090424-JB1 / Draeger
Water System #: NA

Sample Identification:  Cojo Down, sampled 4/24/2009 2:25:00PM
Sampler Name / Co:  Jeff Brown { Water Sampling Services

Matrix: Water State
Laboratory #: 9040720-02 Drinking
Water Analysis Date
Results Units RL Limits « Method Anaiyzed Flags
Nitrate as NO3 ND mg/L 1.0 45 EPA 300.0 04/24/09
Nitrate/Nitrite as N 0.15 mo/L 0.10 10 EPA 300.0 04124/09
Nitrite as N ND mo/L 0.10 1 EPA 300.0 04/24/09

RL - are levels down to which we can quantify with reliability, a result befow this leve! is reported as "ND" for Not Detected.
State Drinking Water Limits: - as listed by California Administrative Code, Title 22. s £] 11
* . a* in the left hand margin of the report means that particular constituent is sbove the California Drinking Water Limitg—r “3
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Table of Results

Wet Weather Survey

April 7, 2009

Laboratory Data

Nitrate mg/l Nitrite mg/l Nitrate/Nitrite
Upstream 1.2 mp/] ND 0.27 mg/l
Downstream 1.1 mg/l [ ND 0.25 mg/
Field Measurements
] Temp.’F | pH EC. | TDS Turbidity |
| Upstream 50.1° | 655 1558 us | 1027 2.37NTU
" Downstream 518 | 670 | 209.4ps | 1503 3.47 NTU

Standard Observations
The water was observed to be clear and without odor from all samples.
Weather: Wet-Light to moderate rain, Cloudy skies, Light breeze.

Dry Weather Survey

April 24, 2009

Laboratory Data

Nitrate mg/l Nitrite mg/l Nitrate/Nitrite
Upstream ND ND 0.16 mg/l
Downstream ND ND 0.15 mg/l
Field Measurements
Temp.'F | pH EC. | TDS Turbidity
Upstream 558" | 639 | 1507ps | 9915 1.39 NTU
Downstream 55.9° 6.85 205.1us | 1355 0.75 NTU

Standard Observations

The water was observed to be clear and without odor from all samples.

Weather: Dry-Sunny and warm, Clear skies, No Wind.

Water Sampling Services Report# 090407-Draeger Rg““ﬁh? M T D o
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"Downstream" Cojo Creek
Sample Location : ‘
~ - ,Nh ﬂ.. I y
'.

Draeger Ranch - Cojo Creek
Sample Location / Site Map

"Upstream" Cojo Creek
Sample Location

ATTACHMENT 8
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13 November 2008

John Draeger
831 Smith Grade Road
Bonny Doon, CA 95060

RE: Cojo Creek Aquatic Assessment, With Impact and Mitigation Analysis of the
Bridge Replacement at 831 Smith Grade Road — 13 November 2008

Mr. Draeger,

The purpose of this letter-report is to provide you the findings and recommendations
resulting from my fishery assessment. The letter-report is intended to satisfy the County
of Santa Cruz Planning Department’s request for an aquatic assessment for the proposed
bridge replacement over Cojo Creek on your property located at 831 Smith Grade. The
assessment focused on the resident rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and aquatic
habitat conditions. Potential impacts from bridge replacement, as well as impact
minimization measures are provided in the report. Replacement of the existing bridge
having culverts with a free-span design will have long-term benefits to rainbow trout and
aquatic habitat in the project vicinity and potentially to steelhead habitat approximately 3
miles downstream from the project site in lower Majors Creek. The method selected for
removal of the old bridge and construction of the new bridge from top-of-bank, along
with the short duration of bridge removal (with in-channel silt fencing in place), will
minimize water turbidity and meet the “very good” standard proposed by NOAA
Fisheries personnel.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

On 21 October 2008, an 833-foot segment of Cojo Creek was habitat typed downstream
of the existing Old Timber Drive Bridge (approximately 4 miles from the ocean mouth

and 0.3 miles from the Majors Creek confluence). The habitat typed segment began at a
pool where an ephemeral tributary from the south (left bank) went through a 24-inch
culvert under a road crossing and joined Cojo Creek. A 1,330-foot stream segment was
also walked upstream of the bridge. One small rainstorm had occurred on 3 October,
prior to the survey. Streamflow on 21 October was visually estimated to be 0.25 cubic
feet per second (cfs), which was likely close to the summer baseflow after two previously
Jow rainfall winters. This baseflow was surprisingly high for a drought year. Water
temperature was a cool 51° F with an air temperature of 58° F at 1054 hr.

The stream gradient was gentle in the vicinity of the bridge. Two-thirds of the habitat in
the stream segment consisted of pools, with about % of the habitat as runs and 10% as
riffles (Table 1). Pools were shallow, on average, with mean average pool depth of only
0.6 feet. However, 3 of the 16 pools in the 1/8-mile segment had maximum depth of at

a e g

J—
3

T D
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least 2 feet due to scour created by
had large wood as scour objects (Photos 1
were misdated as 22 October in the pictures.
redwood and occasional undercut banks provided relatively go
cover in some pools, with an average ¢
linear cover per 100 feet of pool length
the scarce cobbles in pools were moderate
pool tail-outs was largely absent. Rainbow trout (Oncor.
several of the pools. Most rainbow trout were likely conce

complex instream wood clusters.

One recently eroded left streambank was observed in the habi

Jarge instream wood. Half of the pools in the segment
—3). Photos taken after 1200 hr on 21 October
The common occurrence of large mstream
od quantities of escape

over index for all pools of 0.217 (21.7 feet of
). The streambed in pools was mostly sand, and

on site was a verticalbe

ly embedded (Table 1). Spawning gravel at

hynchus mykiss) were observed in

ntrated in deeper pools with

tat typed segment (Photo

pu N
Ll.lUCk wall-on the loft

|33 =ari=rag

3). A short distance upstream of the €rosi
bank where the streambank had previousl
appeared to be stabl
the bridge was a np-

y eroded at a bend in the stream, leaving what

e rubble and soil at its base (Photo 4). About 120 feet downstream of

5). Coarse, angular, granitic gravel (2 inches in

short riffles (presumably non-native in o
likely too shallow for fish in most cases,

rigin and

rapped bank that effectively prevented streambank erosion (Photo

diameter) was common in the usually

rainbow trout in deeper pockets with escape cover.

road-related) (Photo 5). Riffles were
though runs probably had an occasional small

The stream channel was adequately shaded, with average tree canopy closure ranging

from 68% just downstream of the bridge t
canopy closure for the segment was 77%,
except at the bridge. Shade tree
redwood coast live oak and madr:

s for the stream were p

along with creek dogwood and likely rhododendron.

o 86% further downstream. The average tree

with only evergreens providing stream shading
rimarily tanoak, Douglas fir, coast
one. Willow was observed at the bridge and upstream,

Table 1. Summary of Habitat Typing Data Collected in Cojo Creek, Downstream of
October 2008 at an estimated flow of 0.25 cfs.

the Old Timber Drive Bridge on 21

Habitat | N Total Avg. | Avg. | Mean | Mean | Avg. % | Avg. | Total | Avg. Avg.
Type Length | Length | Width | Avg. Max. | Embed-| % | Cover| Cover/ %
Surveyed (o) (fty | Depth | Depth dedness | Fines | (ft) | Stream | Tree
(ft)/ (ft) (ft) Length | Canopy
Proportion Closure
Pool 16 | 550/ 66% 34 7.5 0.6 1.1 43 g0 | 107.5} 0.217 77
, (n=6)
Run 8 | 196/24% 24 53 0.3 0.4 35 59 2.5 0.016 -
Riffle 8 87/ 10% 11 53 0.1 0.2 17 16 3 0.042 -
Total 32 833

Cojo Creek Fishery Assessment 111308 1o, 17¢
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Old Timber Drive Bridge Description

The Old Timber Drive Bridge had a dirt surface (Photo 6). Streamflow was only flowing
through the southernmost culvert (left bank looking downstream) (Photos 7 and 8). This
corrugated metal culvert was originally 5 feet in diameter (now slightly compressed) and
20 feet long. It was bent down and rusted at the downstream lip. There was a 1.5-foot
drop in elevation from the point of the bend to the sedimented streambed below. There
was no jump pool below that culvert. The next adjacent corrugated metal culvert was at
similar grade, with a 1.8-foot drop into a pool with a maximum depth of 1 foot below
(Photos 9 and 10). Although this culvert was aligned closer to the center of the bnidge,
no-streamflow passed through it. Two additional fiberglass (?) culverts, approximately

"'““""“"“'“"""""“""""“"‘.“""“'“'“'"7""7."“.“"""""7."’."”.'.""".'..'

3 4 feet in diameter were adjacent to the larger culverts, one at similar grade and the most
northem at an elevated grade (Photo 10). The fill material that was poured over the
culverts to create the bridge was confined by horizontal wooden planks that formed walls
(Photos 11 and 12). The vertical support beams for the wooden walls no longer reached
the streambed due to downcutting on the downstream side. Around the base of the
culverts, gravel fill was evident. Fill dirt was evident on the bridge surface, with

unknown amounts of rock. A sediment bar existed on the upstream side of the bridge m
front of the two fiberglass culverts (Photo 13). This indicated that the culvert
configuration was undersized for the typical range of stormflows.

The bridge culverts are likely to cause logjams at their inlets during larger stormflows,
thus restricting downstream transport of large instream wood. Also, the bridge culverts
likely impede rainbow trout passage during upstream spawning movements that likely
occur in May and June, except during elevated stormflows of 5-10 cfs or greater.

Observations Upstream of the Old Timber Drive Bridge

From qualitative observations, instream wood appeared more abundant upstream of the
bridge than downstream. An old redwood trunk spanned the creek at 208 feet upstream of
the bridge, creating a 2-foot drop into a wide pool (Photo 14). The approach pool had a
maximum depth of 2 feet, with a depth of only 1.2-1.5 feet immediately below the log.
The spill width over the log was 20 feet. Visquine sheeting was visible on the upstream
side of the log, which aided in creating a grade control with a 90-foot long pool
immediately upstream. This pool had a maximum depth of 2 feet, with rainbow trout
present. Just upstream was an old rock wall that re-enforced the right bank of the creek
and protected the adjacent house from streambank erosion. If the downstream grade
control were lost, a head cut would likely occur progressively upstream to undermine this
rock revetment. A pool at 1,330 feet upstream of the bridge had a maximum depth of 4
feet. The pool was formed by scour over an old redwood trunk that spanned the creek
(Photo 15). Rainbow trout were observed in this pool. Granitic gravel was not observed
upstream of the bridge.

Coio Creek Fisherv Assessment 111308 150/176 D.W. ALLEY & ASé’(‘l)Ciat‘»e’S |
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feet Upstream of the Bridge

Photo 15. Deep Pool (4 feet maximum depth) Below Old Growth Redwood Trunk, 1330

21 October 2008

POTENTIAL POSITIVE IMPACTS TO FISHERY RESOURCES FROM
BRIDGE REPLACEMENT

Replacement of the existing bridge with a free-span bridge will allow less obstructed,
downstream recruitment of instream wood. This will positively impact resident rainbow
trout and steelhead by improving rearing and overwintering habitat.

The existing bridge likely obstructs passage of large instream wood during stormflow
events, thus reducing the natural transport of large instream wood downstream of the
bridge. The logjams that form on the existing bridge during stormflows are undoubtedly
removed, thus reducing the downstream recruitment of large instream wood. This
blockage of large wood at the bridge, and its subsequent removal from the channel,
reduce the quality of rearing habitat and overwintering habitat for resident rainbow trout
above steelhead migrational barriers at 0.65 miles from the mouth and for juvenile
steelhead below the migrational barriers. If recruitment of large instream wood is allowed
into the lower 0.65 miles of Majors Creek, steelhead habitat may also be improved. Large

Instream wood creates scour

to deepen pools, provides escape cover from predators and

creates velocity refuges for overwintering salmonids during winter stormflows.

Replacement of the existing bridge with a free-span bridge will allow unimpeded passage
of spawning rainbow trout through a natural channel in late spring/ early summer. The
existing bridge has created down- cutting below the culverts, requirng spawning fish to

jump into the culverts. These
after the rainy season 1s over.

culverts may have shallow depths between storm events and
During stormflows, the jump is lessened and water depths

are improved inside the culverts. However, water velocity during some stormflows may

Coio Creek Fishery Assessment 111308 151/176 D.W. ALLEY & Associates -
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be excessive for migrating fish. Additionally, as stormflow increases during an event, at
some point the flow becomes divided between the two main culverts, shallowing the
water depth in each.

Spawning gravel may be added to the reach for enhancement if the sandbar immediately
upstream of the existing bridge is removed, sifted, and gravel is then re- introduced to the
channel.

)
)
) POTENTIAL NEGATIVE IMPACTS TO FISHERY RESOURCES DURING
i BRIDGE REPLACEMENT ‘

)

replacement, it may be transported downstrea ited 1 i This

could reduce habitat quality for fish and aquatic insects, leading to reduced insect

production and reduced food supply for fish. In the event that suspended fine sediment is

released into the flowing stream, turbidity will also be increased, and visual feeding by

salmonids will be hampered. If suspended sediment is sufficiently high, fish mortality

may result from clogging and abrasion of fishes’ gill lamellae. These impacts are short-

term in duration. These impacts will mostly affect resident rainbow trout because the

bridge 1s approximately 4 miles from the ocean. Steelhead have access to only the first

0.65 miles of Majors Creek, based on our previous observations of a steep waterfall-

section of creek (Alley 1993), and the suspended sediment will be diluted at the

confluence of Cojo and Majors creeks, approximately 0.3 miles downstream of the bridge

replacement. ) ) '

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

) The Alaska water quality standard for allowable increase of turbidity for waters classified

) for growth and propagation of fish is not to exceed 25 NTU above natural conditions for

) clear water systems (Lloyd 1987). However, the time duration of increased turbidity will

) determine the extent of adverse impact, and this Alaska standard is for chronic sources of
turbidity. Work done with coho salmon juveniles indicated that fatality (96 hr LC50) was

)
reported at 509 mg/L (ppm) as a suspended sediment concentration, with no NTU

) measurements provided (Stober et al. 1981; referenced in Lioyd 1987). For chinook

) salmon juveniles fatality (96 br LC50) was observed at 488 mg/L (Stober et al. 1981;

) referenced in Lloyd 1987). It is probably similar for rainbow trout. Reduced feeding was
observed in rainbow trout at 70 NTU (Olsen et al. 1973; referenced in Lloyd 1987).

) Displacement of steelhead was observed at 40-50 NTU (Sigler 1980; referenced in Lloyd

) 1987). Altered feeding behavior was observed in trout (no specified species) at as low as
25 NTU (Langer 1930; referenced in Lloyd 1987).

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)
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RECOMMENDED IMPACT MINIMIZATION MEASURES FOR FISHERY
RESOURCES

Specific Impact Minimization Measures For the Top-o6f-Bank Construction Scenario

According to the project coordinator, Patrizia Materassi (personal communication), the
project engineers have stated that all bridge-related work will be done from the top-of-
bank and no equipment or fill will enter the stream below the Ordinary High Water Mark
during removal of the old bridge and construction of the new bridge.

* Block nets will be placed approximately 50 feet upstream and 150 feet
downstream of the existing bridge. Before removal of the old dam, resident
rainbow trout will be removed by electrofishing between the block nets and

- e e W ws W WS W W W W W

relocated to good pool habitat upstream. At Jeast one experienced dip-netter and
livecars for holding fish will be utilized during electrofishing.

¢ The sandbar immediately upstream of the bridge will be excavated above the
water line, sifted for gravel, with gravel re-introduced to the streambed upon
completion of the new bridge, as a future source of spawning gravel.

¢ The existing bridge will be removed, with its fill around the culverts and the

culverts themselves from the top-of-bank. The walls of wooden planks will be
* retained while removing old fill. Old fill that contains fine sediment from the

footprint of the old bridge will be deposit where it will not re-enter the stream
channel. Erosion control measures will be implemented, as needed, to prevent
future stream sedimentation from this material. The culvert containing the
streamflow will be removed last. Any clean gravel that was observed between and
under the existing culverts will be left in the channel after culvert removal.
However, the filter fabric under the gravel will be removed from the channel.

* A biological monitor will be present to assist the construction crew in following
the mitigation recommendations during the removal of the old bridge and the
placement of the new bridge on the concrete caissons.

» A series of three silt fences will be constructed across the flowing channel, within
100 feet downstream of the bridge site in order to capture suspended sediment.
Silt fences will be buried in the streambed with hand shovels and secured with
concrete blocks to prevent silt leakage underneath. Since removal of the bridge is
of very limited time duration, expected turbidity levels downstream of the in-
stream silt fencing will have insignificant impacts on rainbow trout and steelhead.
In the NOAA Fisheries proposed recovery plan for listed salmon in the area, they
have developed criteria for turbidity (J. Ambrose, NOAA Fisheries, pers.
communication). They are proposing turbidity standards based on days that
turbidity is greater than (>) 25 NTUs. The categories are “Poor” (>30 days);
“Fair” (20-30 days); “Good” (10-20 days); and “Very Good” (less than (<) 10
days). An estimated two days are expected to remove the old bridge on Cojo
Creck and cause elevated turbidities during the workday. Therefore, this activity
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will allow turbidity standards to remain well into the “Very Good” category. We
would expect that rainbow trout (and steelhead downstream) will have the
opportunity to feed during the early morning hours prior to daily construction
activities even while the bridge is being removed. In our judgment, the silt
fencing will prevent suspended sediment from ever approaching lethal levels or
changing habitat conditions for salmonids.

¢ Concrete caissons (abutments) for the new bridge will be constructed from the
top-of-bank. Uncured cement and fill will be prevented from entering the stream
during excavation and construction. Excavated material will be deposited away
from the stream with necessary erosion control measures, as needed, to prevent its
future sedimentation of the stream. Bridge construction is expected to take

e The new bridge will be placed atop the concrete caissons from the top-of-bank.
No fill will be introduced to the stream channel during this process.

e Silt fences and block nets will be removed after construction is completed and
water clarity is restored.

General Impact Minimization Measures For Bridge Construction

e The extent of temporary and permanent changes to the quality and quantity of
instream and riparian habitat will be minimized.

e Building materials and/or construction equipment will not be stockpiled or stored
where they could be washed into the water or where they may cover aquatic or
riparian vegetation that need not be removed.

e During the construction period, the operator will not dump any trash or
construction debris into the wetted channel. All such debris will be picked up
daily and disposed of at an appropriate site.

e During project activities, all trash that may attract potential predators of salmonids
(e.g. raccoons, piscivores, etc.) will be properly contained, removed from the
work site and disposed of daily. Workers will not litter and will manage their food
wrappers by disposing of them properly. Trash containers will be provided by the
operator at the jobsite and will be emptied daily.

e Protective fencing will be placed so as to prevent construction vehicles and _
personnel from impacting vegetation adjacent to and outside the project site. The
construction area will be clearly demarcated with flagging.

e Disturbance or removal of woody vegetation will not exceed the minimum
necessary to gain access to the stream. No riparian trees will be removed unless
their removal is necessary for access to the construction areas or for construction
of new facilities. Bulldozer/backhoe-type equipment will not be used to remove
woody vegetation unless the root masses of such vegetation interfere with

Cojo Creek Fishery Assessment 111308 14 D.W. ALLEY & Associates
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construction activities. The root zone of existing woody vegetation will be left
undisturbed wherever possible.

Less destructive techniques of pruning tree branches in the lower 8 feet will be
used where possible to accommodate project activities. Understory riparian’
vegetation such as blackberries, willows, etc., will be pruned only as needed to
accommodate project activities. All pruned material will be removed from the
area and properly disposed of.

A qualified fisheries biologist will be hired for the purposes of education,‘
monitoring the action areas and for removing and relocating salmonids from these
areas.

.

o Adequate sediment and turbidity control measures will be implemented. One or
more fences of filter fabric will be constructed across the stream channel
downstream of the bridge to reduce turbidity and sedimentation downstream of
the stream construction site.

e Project activities that may affect the stream channel will be scheduled to begin no
earlier than August 1 (so as not to interfere with spawning movements and egg

incubation of resident rainbow trout and at a time when baseflow is minimal) and
end by October 15.

e A pre-construction educational session will be provided by a qualified Biologist for
all members of the work crews regarding conditions of state or federal permits,
habitat requirements of fish, amphibian and reptile species, the importance of stream
shading and the adverse effects of toxic substances and sediment entering the stream
channel.

e All sandbags, plastic and construction materials and equipment will be removed
from construction sites upon project completion.

Impact Minimization Measures Related to Toxic Fuels and Chemicals During
Bridge Removal and Replacement

o Best management practices will be used to prevent spillage of hazardous materials.
into the watercourse. Oily or greasy substances originating from the Contractor’s
operations will not be allowed to enter Cojo Creek, or be placed where they will
later enter the aquatic system. Any equipment or vehicles driven and/or operated
within or adjacent to the stream shall be checked and maintained daily to prevent
leaks of materials that if introduced to water could be deleterious to aquatic life,
wildlife, or riparian habitat. Any equipment or vehicles driven and/or operated
within or adjacent to the stream shall be cleaned of all external oil, grease, and
materials that, if introduced to water, could be deleterious to aquatic life, wildlife
or riparian habitat.

e  All mechanized equipment working in the stream channel or within 25 ft of the
wetted channel will have a double containment system for diesel and ol fluids.
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Equipment will be maintained in good working order to prevent leakage. Vegetable-
oil-based hydraulic fluids will be used in equipment operated near the stream
channel.

e Fuel will be stored in an container with an impermeable membrane that can hold
125% of the volume of fuel being stored.

e Any refueling or equipment maintenance will be accomplished in the staging area
away from the creek to prevent fuel spillage to streams. .

e National Marine Fisheries Service will be notified promptly of any spill of one
gallon or more at project sites.

e All concrete structures will be isolated from the flowing stream until fully cured.
Application of a water-base concrete sealer after a period of time will be applied to
reduce the isolation time of the concrete from the stream.

Impact Minimization Measures Related to Erosion Control Measures for Bridge
Construction

e Frosion control and sediment detention devices will be implemented at the time of
construction. These devices will be in place during and after construction
activities for the purposes of minimizing fine sediment and sediment/water slurry -
input to flowing water and of detaining sediment-laden water on site. The devices
will be properly installed where the likelihood of sediment input exists.

e At least 125 percent of the necessary erosion and (water) pollution control
materials will be available on-site at all times during project construction.

e  All erosion-control practices will be inspected, repaired, and maintained prior to
and after any storm event during the construction period. Inspections will occur
at 24-hour intervals during extended storm events, and/or a minimum of every
two weeks during the winter after bridge construction.

e Frosion control measures will be utilized in order to prevent streambank erosion
after the project is completed. Excavated areas will not be filled with gravels with
less than a 0.5-inch diameter.

e  During the winter season (October 31 through May 15), all inactive areas will
have all the necessary soil stabilization practices put in place before a rain event
and two days after a period of inactivity (defined as 5 days) has elapsed.

e Throughout the winter season (October 31 through May 15), soil-disturbed areas
of the project site will not exceed 50 square feet in size.

e Mulching material will be on hand at the site as October 15 approaches, in the event
of an early storm event. When activities are ended, all bare ground will be mulched
to at least a 2-in thickness.

L T D
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The site will be monitored through the winter, and additional mulching will occur
where bare soil develops after storm runoff.

All artificial erosion control devices will be removed after the project area has
fully stabilized.

Impact Minimization Measures Related to Fish Relocation from the Work Area
Prior to Bridge Removal and Replacement

Fish will be captured by electrofishing in Cojo Creek. Other methods would be
inadequate.

"'v"vv"vvvv'vv'vv'vv'v-vv'vv'vvvvw

The fisheries biologist will have a minimum of three years field expenence with
electrofishing techniques.

The fisheries biologist will possess a valid State of California Scientific
Collection Permit as issued by the CDFG.

All captured fish will be allowed to recover from electrofishing before being
returned to the stream.

All captured native fish will be placed in suitable habitat either upstream or -
downstream of the project area. Suitable habitat will include mstream escape

cover and pools greater than one foot deep. Fish will be placed in the deepest pools
in the vicinity. Fish will be transported in livecars, if possible. Otherwise, buckets of
water will be used.

All captured native fish will be held in water with temperatures equivalent to
ambient instream temperatures. All captured fish will be held in well-oxygenated
water. Floating livecars will be used to hold the fish.

A minimum of three passes with the electrofisher will be utilized to ensure
maximum capture probability of salmonids within the area proposed for
dewatering.

All captured salmonids and other aquatic vertebrates will be processed and
released prior to all subsequent electrofishing efforts.

A minimum of one assistant will aid the biologist during electrofishing by netting
stunned fish and other aquatic vertebrates.

Any non-native fish will be removed from the aquatic system.
If California red-legged frog is encountered during electrofishing, fish relocation

activities will cease, and the necessary resource agencies will be contacted for
direction on how to proceed.

YRS BET T
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2 April 2009

John Draeger
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Bonny Doon, CA 95060
RE: Cojo Creek Survey for Water Diversions

Mr. Draegef,

I had surveyed Cojo Creek from beyond your property’s upstream boundary to 1/8 mile
downstream of Old Timber Drive Bridge last 21 October 2008, not observing any water
diversipns from Cojo Creck. Today, 2 April 2609, { re-surveyed CojoCreck from the upstream
boundary of your property down Cojo Creek to its confluence with Majors Creek and down
Majors Creek over the full extent of your property. I also walked the unpaved road from Old
Timber Drive Bridge to Moore Ranch Road, parallel to Cojo Creek, looking for evidence of
water pipes. 1 also drove Moore Ranch Road that paralicls Majors Creck through your property,
looking for water pipe. I found no evidence, past or present, of water diversion from the stream
channel or of piping upslope for the extent of Cojo and Majors creeks where they flow through
your property at 831 Smith Grade Road.

Sincerely,

Donald W. Alley, Jr.
Certified Fisheries Scientist

{ D
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BRYAN M. MORI

BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING SERVICES
1016 Brewington Avenue, Watsonville, CA 95076. Tel: 831-728-1043

November 13, 2008

John Draeger
831 Smith Grade
Bonny Doon, CA 95060

RE: DRAEGER PROPERTY =
FROG PRELIMINARY SITE ASSESSMENT

Dear John:

The purpose of this letter-report is to provide the County of Santa Cruz Planning
Department the requested biological assessment for the proposed bridge replacement at
Cojo Creek on the property located at 831 Smith Grade (Figure 1). The assessment
focused on the California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) (CRF).

SUMMARY

No CRF were observed during the site assessment. A definitive statement regarding
their presence or absence from the project area, however, could not be made at this
time, due to the lack of comprehensive focused surveys. There is a possibility that Cojo
Creek in the vicinity of the project site could support CRF, based on their occurrence in
the project region, the presence of potential habitat in Cojo Creek and the relatively
undisturbed nature of the riparian corridor and surrounding landscape. Potential cover
for frogs is provided by the abundant vegetation along the banks, coarse woody material
in the channel, undercut banks and occasional deep pools. If CRF are present, Cojo
Creek likely functions as seasonal habitat for occasional non-breeding adults and
dispersing juveniles, as the pools in the creek are not likely to provide suitable CRF
breeding habitat, due to the presence of rainbow trout, which could prey on hatching
tadpoles. In order to minimize potential negative impacts to CRF, a pre-construction
survey and other precautions have been included in this report, and will be referenced in
the construction plans.

METHODS

The assessment was performed using the following protocol as a guide - Revised
Guidance on Site Assessments and Field Surveys for the California Red-legged Frog,
August 2005 (United States Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] 2005).

The reconnaissance-level survey was performed on 22 J uly 2008. A qualitative
evaluation of potential habitat in the project area was performed by walking the length
of the creek approximately 500 feet upstream and downstream of the project site.

1 Bryan Mori Biological Consulting Services
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Habitat conditions observed were recorded in a field notebook and the project area was
photographed (Attachment A - Photos). During the reconnaissance, suitable habitats
were visually surveyed for frogs and all wildlife species observed were recorded in a field
notebook. The surrounding landscape within a one-mile radius of the site was
identified, based on interpretation of an aerial map (Google Earth) and the FeltonUSGS
topographic quadrangle. The California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) was
accessed and other biologists were consulted for records of special-status species within

one mile of the project site.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Project Site

The following description generalizes habitat conditions at the project site and within a
500-foot section up- and downstream of the bridge site.

The project site is located on Old Timber Drive at Cojo Creek, tributary to Majors Creek.
Cojo Creek is perennial and confined within a narrow, deeply incised, U-shaped
drainage channel. In the project area, the gradient is low and the channel bottom is
estimated to range between 3 - 35 feet wide. The banks are generally steep and nearly
vertical in some sections; bank-full height was estimated to be around 2 - 3 feet. The
substrate appeared to be mostly comprised of coarse and fine sand, with large gravel and
small cobbles interspersed. Small pools are located immediately up- and downstream of
the existing bridge. The upstream pool was approximately 30 feet in length and
sinuous, with water depth ranging from around 6 inches to 1.5 feet. Woody debris,
undercut banks, abundant streamside vegetation (e.g., horsetail, ferns, sedges and
willows), as well as the bridge structure, offer suitable cover sites (Photos 1and 2). The
downstream pool was more open in nature and slightly shallower, but suitable cover was
present along the shoreline and at the bridge (Photo 3). Elsewhere in the creek, aquatic
habitats included shallow riffles and runs mostly 3 inches deep or less, shallow pools
under 0.5 feet deep and occasional large pools up to 2 feet in depth (Photos 4 and 5).

The riparian corridor overstory is essentially a continuation of the surrounding mixed
conifer-hardwood forested landscape and generally lacks true riparian associates.
Representative canopy trees consist of coast redwood, Douglas fir, California bay laurel,
tanoak, madrone and coast live oak. True riparian trees are limited in extent and
distribution and consist of occasional scattered dogwoods and sparse willows in the
secondary canopy layer, which is typified by rhododendrons. At the project site, the
canopy is fairly open, presumably due to past tree removal for the bridge. Otherwise,
the canopy cover is generally moderate to high along the creek. The understory cover is
fairly dense and extends to the edge of the channel and overhangs the creek, where slope
conditions permit (Photo 6). Typical shrub and ground cover species include a variety of
ferns, horsetail, sedges, rushes, tules, coltsfoot, poison oak, stinging nettle and

blackberry.

Bryan Mori Biological Consulting Services
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and again in 1995 (CNDDB 2008; D. Suddjian, pers. comm.). The Adams Creek
observations, together with the observations to the north (Bull Creek) and south (Dimeo
Lane Landfill), indicate that this species is widely distributed throughout the project
region. Inaddition, several potential breeding ponds are present to the east, northeast
and north within CRF dispersal distance from the project site (Figure 2), also supporting
the idea that CRF may be present in the project vicinity; the nearest pond is located 0.6
mile to the east. Due to the relatively undeveloped nature of the surrounding landscape,
10 notable CRF movement barriers are present between the potential CRF breeding
ponds and Cojo Creek. Although CRF were not observed during this study, a conclusive
ination of their presence or absence could not be made and their status at the

A—dﬁmm—d—ﬁfh—l_ckvf“cmn?fehewmed‘suly—
project area remains uncertain, due to the la Veys.

Cojo Creek appears 10 provide suitable CRF habitat, due to the relatively undisturbed
nature of the drainage and its perennial nature. Potential cover for frogs is provided by
the abundant vegetation along the banks, coarse woody material in the channel,
undercut banks and occasional deep pools. If CRF are present, Cojo Creek likely
functions as seasonal habitat for non-breeding adults and dispersing juveniles. The
pools in Cojo Creek are not likely to provide suitable breeding habitat for CRF, as they
support rainbow trout, which could prey on hatching tadpoles.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are based on review of the proposed site plan (Figures 4
and 5). Bridge construction activities, including bridge/ culvert removal, grading and
vegetation removal, and storage of materials, machinery and equipment have the
potential for negatively impacting CRF and their habitat. Therefore, the following

recommendations are intended to avoid/minimize impacts to a less-than-significant
level.

1) A qualified biologist should perform a pre-construction survey within 48
hours of the project start date, as well as monitor the removal of the bridge
and culverts, initial grading along the top-of-bank and vegetation removal. If
the presence of CRF is confirmed during the pre-construction survey or
construction monitoring, work should halt and the California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG), USFW3 and the County should be notified. Work
should not resume until further notice.

2) Prior to the start of the project, a qualified biologist should present a worker’s
education seminar to the crew to discuss the natural history and identification
of CRF, their legal status and the protection measures incorporated into the
project.

3) During the worker’s education seminar, the qualified biologist should identify
a member of the work crew to serve asa qualified monitor. The intent of
selecting an operations monitor is strictly for monitoring occurrences only
and no handling of CRF should occur. 1f the monitor observes a CRF during
construction, work should halt and the biological monitor should be called
immediately to verify the identification. If the presence of CRF is confirmed,

/——/
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4)

5)

6)

the appropriate agencies should be notified and work should not resume until
further notice.

The limits of the work area shall be clearly delineated using temporary
flagging. Surface disturbance, storage of materials and equipment and spoils
should not be permitted outside the designated work area.

Initial vegetation removal within the riparian corridor shall be performed
using hand tools and machinery (e.g., saws, weed-whackers) to a height of 4 -
6 inches, with the oversight of the qualified biological monitor. Mechanical
clearing can proceed after site is inspected and deemed clear of CRF.

No heavy equipment shall operate in the stream corridor. All vehicles and
equipment operating near aquatic areas must be maintained daily to avoid
leaks. Any leaks must be cleaned up immediately. Refueling and maintenance

7)

8)

9)

10)

should be performed a minimum 100 feet from the stream channel.

Block nets installed for electrofishing (see D. W. ALLEY & Associates fisheries
assessment 2008) in place for more than a day should be installed in a
manner that will permit CRF to move around the nets.

Silt fencing in the stream channel installed for sediment control should be
installed in a manner that will permit CRF to move around the fences.

If during project construction 0.25 inch or greater rain falls from the previous

day/night, the qualified biologist should conduct a search for CRF that may be

present under equipment, stockpiled vegetation and in the creek, prior to the
start of work the following day. If the presence of CRF is confirmed, work
should halt and the appropriate agencies should be notified. Work should not

resume until further notice.
Food-related trash should be placed into an enclosed container and should be

removed from the project site daily, in order to prevent increased use by
scavengers (e.g., raccoons).

Please call me if you have any comments or questions regarding this report.

Sincerely,

Bryan Mori
Consulting Wildlife Biologist

Attachments: References; Attachment A-Photos; Figures 1 - 4.
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

f

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

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

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

j

Patrizia Materassi March 23, 2009
178 Nelson Road
Scotts Valley, CA 95066

Re: APN 062-251-01, Draeger property biotic assessment
Dear Ms. Materassi:

We have received and reviewed the completed biotic assessment for this property, prepared by
Bryan Mori and Don Alley; both dated November 13, 2008. The assessments were required
because of the potential presence of California red-legged frogs (CRF) and potential impacts to
steelhead. Both species are federally listed as threatened; CRF is listed by the state of California
as a species of special concern.

Regarding CRLF, the biologist observed that the project vicinity may support CRF and they may
be encountered during the course of development. Construction activities have the potential to
impact this plant and suitable measures to avoid impact must be observed. The following
conditions shall apply to this project:

1. A qualified biologist shall perform a pre-construction survey within 48 hours of the
project start date, as well as monitor the removal of bridge and culverts, initial
grading along the top-of-bank, and vegetation removal. If the presence of CRF 1s
confirmed at any time, work shall halt and the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service shall be notified. Work shall not
resume until notice to proceed has been granted by the County of Santa Cruz.

2. Prior to the start of the project, a qualified biologist shall present a worker’s
educational seminar to the crew to discuss the natural history and identification of
CREF, their legal status and the protection measures incorporated into the project.

3. During the worker’s education seminar, the qualified biologist shall identify a
member of the work crew to serve as a qualified monitor. The monitor shall in no
instances handle a CRF. If the monitor observes a CRF at any time in the project area,
work shall halt and the qualified biologist shall be called immediately to verify
identification. If presence is confirmed, work shall halt and the California Department
of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the US Fish and wildlife Service shall be notified.
Work shall not resume until notice to proceed has been granted by the County of
Santa Cruz. Work shall not be done on the proposed project without either the
qualified biologist or the monitor identified by the qualified biologist present.

4. The limits of the work area shall be clearly delineated using temporary flagging,
construction tape, and or fencing prior to disturbance of the project site. NO@M
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disturbance, st ¢ of materials and equipment, or stoc!  ng of spoils shall occur

outside of the approved and delineated disturbance area.

Initial vegetation removal within the riparian corridor shall be performed using hand

tools and machinery to a height of 4-6 inches, with the oversight of the qualified

biologist. Mechanical clearing can proceed after all vegetation that is to be removed
has been reduced, and the qualified biologist has ensured the site is clear of CRF.

6. No heavy equipment shall operate within the stream corridor. All vehicles and
equipment operating within 100 feet of the riparian corridor must be maintained daily
to avoid leaks. Any leaks detected must be immediately cleaned up. Refueling and
maintenance shall occur at least 100 feet from the riparian corridor.

(9]

7. Block nets installed for electro-fishing that are in place overnight shall be installed in
~ such a way as to allow CRF to move around the nets.
8. Silt fencing in the stream channel installed for sediment control shall be installed in
such a way as to affow CRF tomove around-the-nets:
9. If during the course of the project 0.25 inches of rain or more falls overnight, prior to

any further construction-related activities including movement of machinery, the
qualified biologist shall conduct a search of the entire work site, including all
machinery, to ensure CRF have not moved into the work area. If presence is
confirmed, work shall halt and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFQG)
and the US Fish and Wildlife Service shall be notified. Work shall not resume until
notice to proceed has been granted by the County of Santa Cruz.

10. All trash shall be disposed of in a closed container at the end of each workday to
prevent increased use of the arca by scavengers.

Regarding fish, the assessment identified potential impacts to resident trout from increases in
turbidity. The assessment determined impacts to steelhead not likely due to the distance of the
site above a know barrier to steelhead, and the diluting effect of Majors Creek 0.3 miles
downstream of the project site. The measures recommended in the assessment by D.W. Alley
shall be incorporated into the project as written, with the following additions:

1. A concrete washout area shall be identified at least 100 feet away from the riparian
comdor.

2. The worker educational seminar shall be conducted in coordination with the seminar
required for the CRF.

3. Any sandbags used in the stream channel shall be filled with pea-sized gravel. The

gravel shall be deposited in the stream channel after use.

The conditions above and contained within the aquatic assessment will be required conditions of
approval of the riparian exception. Please call me at 831 -454-3201 if you have any questions. A
copy of this letter will be sent to your project planner so that she or he is aware of the biotic
conditions on the parcel.

Sincerely,

Cc: Sheila McDaniel Matt Johnst
Deputy Environmental Coordinator
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONSULTING

P.O. BOX 3377
SALINAS, CA 93912
(831) 422-4912

—  PRELIMINARYARCHAEOLOGICAL RECONNAISSANCE—
FOR PORTIONS OF APN 062-251-01
BONNY DOON, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

by
Mary Doane, B.A. and Gary S. Breschini, Ph.D., RPA

August 31, 2009
Revised September 8, 2009

Prepared for

John Draeger

SUMMARY: PROJECT 4313

RESULTS: NEGATIVE

ACRES: <2 OF THE +152 ACRE PARCEL

SITES: NONE

UTMG: Co0Jo CREEK BANK FORTIFICATION 5.7940/40.9710, OLD TIMBER DRIVE
BRIDGE REPLACEMENT 5.7935/40.9699, MOORE RANCH ROAD BANK REPAIR
5.7909/40.9675, HORSE FACILITY 5.7942/40.9696, SHOP AREA 5.7925/40.9642

MAp: USGS 7.5 MINUTE FELTON QUADRANGLE

Note: SOPA, the Society of Professional Archaeologists, has been superseded by the new
Registry of Professional Archaeologists. Registered Professional Archaeologists are

designated by RPA. 165/176 PR
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No evidence of potentially significant historic period resources was seen in

any of the project areas.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based upon the background research and the surface reconnaissance, we

have concluded that the project areas do not contain evidence of potentially

significant archaeological resources. Because of this we make the following

recommendation:

The proposed project, the clearance of red tags and restoration of
banks, vegetation, -etc. should not be delayed for archaeological
reasons. Furthermore, construction of another shop building or
other amenities associated with the horse facility should not be

delayed for archaeological reasons.

Because of the possibility of unidentified (e.g., buried) cultural resources
being found during any construction, we recommend that the following standard

language, or the equivalent, be included in any permits issued for the project area:

If historic or prehistoric archaeological resources are accidentally
discovered during construction, work shall be halted within 50
meters (150 feet) of the find until it can be evaluated by a qualified
professional archaeologist. If the find is determined to be
significant, appropriate mitigation measures shall be formulated,

with the approval of the lead agency, and implemented.
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Prepared for John Draeger

351 Smith Grade

By
Patrizia Materassi
susfanable DBevelopment & Planning
November 08

{Revised March 4, 2010)

Sustainable Development & Planning, P.O. Box 66287, Scotts Valley, CA 95067
(831)334 2383, Mpatrizia g acl.com
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MANURE MANAGEMENT PLAN
831 Smith Grade

November 08, Kevised an Muareh 4, 2006

Collection of Manure/Clean up

All stalls and paddocks* are cleaned daily, as well as turnouts or fenced horse areas.
and ¢ chips/bedding is gathered and taken to the munure i
i tractor. Any remaining manure is completely cleared before winter storms.
Ram water is directed away from paddocks and othier horse facilities per the existing drainage
svstems  This avoids seepage of salts and nutrtents into the ground water and creek, and

ol wl A S kc‘«b A

QTOVVth of bacteria if any, i.e. EColi bacteria

Storage

Storage area is located away from the Creek, from the water well, and from the m
residence. The storage area is currently of base rock, and is covered with tarps. The storage
area is sprayed for flies and insects. In the future, a larcer bunker/containment area with
concrete base, and a roof will be installed to contain manure for a maximum of 8 horses. Th=
Manure Bunker is located several hundred feet avway from the residence. in the Shops/storage

IS

L

areq of the site. approximately 2007 higher in elevation and towards the Southern portion of
the parcel. Please refer to Sheet A2 for location of the Manure Bunker. Please refer 1o Sheets
ATl and A12 for fool plans. eJevations and roof plans

Eight horses (8) is the total, the maximum this facility is planned for; at the moment there are
4 horses. The horses are considered pets and care for that way. The size of the bunker is to
accommodate for all the horse manure and the chippings/bedding produced on a daily basis
for periodic disposal as described in this plan.

Disposal

Currently, manure is removed from site by farm employees and sent in a dump truck to
Watsonville, where it is composted and used to fertilize strawberries. In the future manure
will be disposed to local landfill according to a program for livestock owners. (Contact is Dan
De Grassi at (831) 454 3102, per the Ecology Action Horse Manure Management.).**

In this program, the manure is transported by the property owner to the Buena Vista Landfill,
where it is accepted for composting at a reduced fee of $30.80/mo, for four(4), 64 —gallon
carts per week, what takes care of 2 horses worth of manure/bedding. (Fees may vary.)
Currently, there are 4 horses at the site. Therefore, there will be a need to dispose of 4 more
64 gallons of manure/week once the contract starts. This will be accomplished by
participating in the Organic Material Exchange Program And, in the future, when the
facilities arrive at capacity /8 horses, the owner may start composting manure on site at the
manure bunkers location, if necessary. For further detail regarding these programs, please
refer to information attached email Dan De Grassi at drvw 180, co.santa-cruz.ca.us, and/or
visit wwowoniexchange.ore. Please refer to the Manure Disposal Approval Card attached.

D
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Other Related Issues

Protection of Riparian Buffer Strips--Riparian areas are proiecied with vegetation buffers,
and by preventing runoff from draining intc the creek via the existing drainage system.
Please refer to Drainage/Erosion Control Plan for Horse Facility area Sheet C8.3, Arena
Landscaping buffer on Sheet L-1.0, and Site Plan Sheet A.1

Horse Activities and overall maintenance----Horse access to water ways and food is
restricted. Horses are taken care of in the horse stalls and paddocks. At times they are
allowed to eat inside fenced areas- Turnouts/corrals close to the arena, but not in the open
pasture, nor drink at the creek. The stall, paddocks and horse fenced areas are cleaned daily.
The horses are exercised in the arena. The arena is cleaned up right after the exercises and
maintained clean.

The manure and bedding are cathered every 2 davs and carried (o the storave in a differemn

very week or as needed. the manure 1s hauled

area of the site with a small cart/mini tre
ut per Disposal Program outlined in this report.

AoLIG af ffect the residence with odor. and to prevent ans potential runoff into the creek. The
ceation is also not visible 1o neighbors or fi¢

I e manure stor age 15 o EY’ din a manner

rom scemc roads.

Integrate Pest Prevention—Keeping horse areas cleaned daily is fundamental to prevent
pests and reduce odors. Spraying for flies and insects is also utilized, especially during hot
summer months.

Policies to Reduce Impact on Neighbors-- Signs will be posted to wamn friends and guests
of different Manure Management Policies, and to provide specific directions on the care and
riding the horses. Please refer to signs attached, and Sheet A1, for location of signs on the
site plan.

Horse Use/ facilities —These horse facilities are intended to serve family and friends, and
keep from 4-8 horses. No commercial operations are proposed.

The horse stalls and paddocks are the places where the horses are taken care of. The dressage
arena is where they exercise. The tack rooms are the storage area for the saddles, harnesses,
horse blankets and all other horse related equipment. The tack rooms also serve the friends
and guesses when they come back from riding. They wash hands and may drink bottled
water. The horses and horse blankets and other items are washed in there as well. All areas
shall be kept clean at all times.

Water Quality Related Information--The drainage plan ensures the storm water runs clean
and 1s dissipated prior to reaching the creek. In addition, the project has been issued a Health
Department clearance for normal septic system as the underground water table is Ok- no high
water table exists in this area of the site, thus also minimizing any potential for underground
water contamination.

Prelimuinary water qua m_\' tests were pert n dr Lwet conditions. The dev conditions
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Notes: * Paddocks—Refer to small, non-irrigated, non-grazable holding pen or exercise lots,
often adjacent to horse stalls. They are used as a place to hold horses rather than as a source of
pasture feed. They are managed to protect soil and water resources.

Relerences: Ecology Action Web site, on Livestock and Land; and Councitof Bay Area
conservaticn Districts guidelines.

Report Prepared by Patrizia Materassi, Land Use consultant/sustainability Specialist from
Sustainable Development & Planning, using resources listed above, site visit/observations,
and property owner information of procedures followed.

Report reviewed by Architect, Terry Fisher. Terry also provided directions on proper

storage and drainage on the area where the horses are taking care of; she designed the manure
bunkers and proper signage to be posted on site.

C:\Documents and Settings\Patrizia Materassi\Desktop\Draeger\REVISEDMANUREMANAGEMENTPLAN.doc
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Staub Forestry &
Environmental Consulting A“B
November 11, 2008

Ms. Patrizia Materassi

Sustainable Development and Planning
PO Box 66287

Scotts Valley, CA 95067

Forester’s Report on Timber Production Zoning Issues
and Timber Management Plan for Santa Cruz APN #062-251-01

Per your request we reviewed plans for site improvements and restoration to comply with County
requirements on the Draeger property (Santa Cruz APN #062-251-01) to evaluate possible
impacts of these improvements on forest management activities and consistency with the
property’s Timber Production (TP) zoning. Our analysis included review of plan sheets in the
submittal package for the Draeger property listed on Title Sheet T1 prepared by Robert DeWitt
& Associates with specific reference to Sheets T1 — T3 prepared by DeWitt & Associates and
Sheets C0.1-C6.4 prepared by Quilici Engineers, Inc., the USDA Soil Survey for Santa Cruz
County (1980), acrial photography and other data from Santa Cruz County’s interactive GIS, and
field visits on March 28, September 30 and October 22, 2008 inspecting all sites shown on the
plans and a reconnaissance of the entire property.

Property Owner: John E. Draeger

Address and Location: 831 Smith Grade Road, which is nearly one mile west of its intersection
with Empire Grade, south of Smith Grade and immediately east of Majors Creek.

Mapping: Parcel location, topography, watercourses, roads and existing improvements are
mapped on the various sheets referenced above of the submittal package.

Zoning: Timber Production
Our site review and property analysis confirms that the parcel meets the definition of
“Timberland” per Section 51104 (f) of the Government Code and meets the timber stocking
standards as set forth in Section 4561 of the Public Resources Code and the Forest Practice
Rules adopted by the State Board of Forestry for the Southern Subdistrict of the Coast
Forest District

The property is largely forested but contains a good sized meadow in the north central part
of the parcel, a somewhat smaller meadow in the southwest corner, a moderately open
nidge in the southeast corner as well as other small openings of grass and scrub cover
within the dominant forest matrix. Forest cover is a variable mix dominated by redwood

6010 Highway 9, Suite 6 Felton CA 95018 Phone 831. 335.1452 Fax 831. 335.1462 staubtre@pacbhell net
Stephen R. Staub, Registered Professional Forester License No. 1911

Cassady Bill Vaughan, Registered Professional Forester License No. 2685
Cheyenne Borello, Registered Professional Forester License No. 2784
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and Douglas-fir trees on moister, more northerly facing sites but with significant presence,
especially on somewhat drier sites of the mixed evergreen hardwoods Shreve oak and
tanoak plus minor amounts of madrone, coast live oak and other species. Sparse stocking
of larger trees in some areas and the presence of younger, smaller Douglas-firs and Shreve
and coast live oaks in a number of areas suggest that the site was formerly somewhat more
open and that tree occupancy has increased in recent years, probably due at least in part to
fire suppression and the absence of other light disturbance such as regular grazing.

Analysis of conflicts between existing and proposed improvements and future timber production

and harvesting: Our review found no adverse impacts on timber production or management
foreseeable from the Creek Fomﬁcatlon Plan, Er0s1on Control Plans, Bndge Replacement Plans,

1mpacts from Plans for the Horse Facility and Shop sites.

Tree cover has obviously been affected on the Horse Facility Site but detailed site review found
very limited impact to conifer resources because the majority of the site formerly supported and
is best suited to growing an open stand Shreve oak (Quercus parvula, var. shrevei) with grass
and herbaceous surface vegetation. Suitable conifer growing site occurs only along the southern
edge of horse facility site improvements, where a small number of Douglas-firs and redwoods of
small to moderate commercial size were apparently removed to increase sunlight and decrease
hazard to users. Logs were apparently retained and used on site. Total area of growing site for
commercial conifers affected is estimated at less than one-quarter of an acre. Adjoining areas of
conifers, with the exception of one cluster of 5 redwoods next to facilities in the southwest
comer of the site, remain available for timber growing and production purposes with suitable
road, trail and log loading access retained. Road access for timber production off the existing
turn to the flat west of the Equestrian Site should not be compromised by ariy future plans

Improvements at the Shop Site also affected a Shreve oak dominated site but extend just into
suitable conifer growing site along the northern and western sides of existing and proposed
facilities. A few small to moderate sized Douglas-fir logs are stored on the southern edge of the
site. Proposed improvements will retain an existing large clearing to be used as a tumaround that
can be utilized for log loading or other timber production purposes. Existing grading has
occurred within some tree driplines but only one Douglas-fir appears to have suffered significant
adverse impacts as a result. Completion of grading including retaining wall installation and
construction of proposed improvements as shown on Sheet C6.1 will remove one madrone (24”
dbh), two Douglas-firs (12” & 13”) and two redwoods (13 & 24”). The total area of viable
growing site for commercial conifers affected by improvements is estimated at approximately
one-third of an acre and suitable access for timber management activities remains available for
surrounding timberland. The large flat in front of the existing and proposed shop structure
should be left open so that it can be used to deck and load logs from selective harvests.

Summarizing impacts and recommendations:
1. Effective loss of productive timberland is less than 3/4 acre, an insignificant amount on this
large property with extensive forest resources.

- Recommendation: Show the precise locations of existing redwood and Douglas-fir
trees being retained next to proposed limits of grading at the Shop Site so that grading will

Staub Forestry and Environmental Consulting Draeger Forester’s Report and Timber Management Plan
November 11, 2008 Page 2 of 4-

: \i

& PEHWEY L SNYER AR TOT 1

172/176



explicitly plan for healthy retention of these trees by avoiding any deposition of fill within one
foot of retained tree trunks and that fill be suitably stabilized to avoid raveling or movement into
contact with tree trunks or bases. Site review indicates that grading impacts beyond current
conditions to retained trees will be minimal and can be minimized by installing protective
fencing adjacent to construction footprints to protect tree trunks and rooting areas from -
compaction of foot, vehicle and equipment traffic. Cover bare soils in such rooting areas with
27+ of wood chips or other organic mulch.

2. Proposed road improvements will improve access for forest management while minimizing
impacts to riparian resources and channel conditions.
- Recommendation: Road access for timber production off the existing turn to the flat

- Recommendation: Maintain a dirt or graveled area of sufficient size to permit decking
and loading of logs in the front of the two structures at the Shop Site.

3. The good sized meadow in the north central part of the parcel is a valuable and limited habitat
within the greater forest matrix that was probably maintained by periodic ground fires in earlier
times.

- Recommendation: Control shrub and tree establishment and encroachment into this
grassland habitat.

In conclusion, existing and required site improvements detailed in the submittal package have
had and will have minimal impact on the parcel’s timber resources and timber management
activities as long as access is maintained as recommended. With productivity and access for
timber management effectively unimpaired, completion of the proposed project is physically
compatible with the growing and harvesting of timber, the purposes of the Forest Taxation
Reform Act of 1976 as well as the purposes of County Code Chapter 13.10.370 (Timber
Production Zoning). Future planning should account for timber production requirements.

Please contact our office if you have any questions about forest management options for the
property or to evaluate compatibility of other uses with the property’s TP zoning.

Sincerely,

S, -

Stephen R. Staub.
Registered Professional Forester, License #1911

Staub Forestry and Environmental Consulting Draeger Forester’s Report and Timber Management Plan
November 11, 2008 Page 3 of 4
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| DRAEGER PROPERTY FORESTER’S REPORT

EJ
EROSION CONTROL (C3.1) N\

GRADING PLAN (3.2)

MAINTAIN EXISTING TRAIL AND OPEN AREA
FOR PERIODIC USE AS HAUL ROAD AND LANDING

WETLAND PROTECTION STUDY (C51)
GRADING PLAN (C5.2)

GRADING SECTIONS (C5.3)
DRAINAGE PLAN (C5.4)

DRAINAGE DETAILS (CS.5)
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Staub Forestry &
Environmental Consulting

April 14, 2008

Ms. Patrizia Materassi
Sustainable Development and Planning
PO Box 66287

Scotts Valley, CA 95067
Dear Patrizia,

Per your request we reviewed plans for site improvements and restoration to comply with County
requirements on the Draeger property (Santa Cruz APN #062-251-01) to evaluate possible
impacts of these improvements on forest management activities and consistency with the
property’s Timber Production (TP) zoning. The property is located at 831 Smith Grade Road,
which is nearly one mile west of its intersection with Empire Grade, south of Smith Grade and
immediately east of Majors Creek. Our analysis included review of plan sheets in the submittal
package for the Draeger property listed on Title Sheet T1 prepared by Robert DeWitt &
Associates with specific reference to Sheets T1 — T3 prepared by DeWitt & Associates and
Sheets C0.1-C6.4 prepared by Quilici Engineers, Inc., the USDA Soil Survey for Santa Cruz
County (1980), aerial photography and other data from Santa Cruz County’s interactive GIS, and
a field visit on March 28, 2008 inspecting all sites shown on the plans.

The property is largely forested but contains a good sized meadow in the north central part of the
parcel, a somewhat smaller meadow in the southwest corner, a moderately open ridge in the
southeast corner as well as other small openings of grass and scrub cover within the dominant
forest matrix. Forest cover is a variable mix dominated by redwood and Douglas-fir trees on
moister, more northerly facing sites but with significant presence, especially on somewhat drier
sites of the mixed evergreen hardwoods Shreve oak and tanoak plus minor amounts of madrone,
coast live oak and other species. Sparse stocking of larger trees in some areas and the presence
of younger, smaller Douglas-firs and Shreve and coast live oaks in a number of areas suggest
that the site was formerly somewhat more open and that tree occupancy has increased in recent
years, probably due at least in part to fire suppression and the absence of other light disturbance
such as regular grazing.

Our review found no adverse impacts on timber production or management foreseeable from the
Creek Fortification Plan, Erosion Control Plans, Bridge Replacement Plans, and Regrading Plan
for Moore Ranch Road at Cojo Creek Bridge and minimal, insignificant impacts from Plans for

the Horse Facility and Shop sites.

Tree cover has obviously been affected on the Horse Facility Site but detailed site review found

ER

6010 Highway 9, Suite 6 Felton CA 95018 Phone 831. 3351452 Fax 831. 335.1462 staubtre(@pacbell.net
Stephen R. Staub, Registered Professional Forester License No. 1911
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very limited impact to conifer resources because the majority of the site formerly supported and
is best suited to growing an open stand Shreve oak (Quercus parvula, var. shrevei) with grass
and herbaceous surface vegetation. Suitable conifer growing site occurs only along the southern
edge of horse facility site improvements, where a small number of Douglas-firs and redwoods of
small to moderate commercial size were apparently removed to increase sunlight and decrease
hazard to users. Logs were apparently retained and used on site. Total area of growing site for
commercial conifers affected is estimated at less than one-quarter of an acre. Adjoining areas of
conifers, with the exception of one cluster of 5 redwoods next to facilities in the southwest
comer of the site, remain available for timber growing and production purposes with suitable
road, trail and log loading access retained. Road access for timber production off the existing
tumn to the flat west of the Equestrian Site should not be compromised by any future plans

Improvements at the Shop Site also affected a Shreve oak dominated site but extend just into
suitable conifer growing site along the northern and western sides of facilities. A few small to
moderate Douglas-fir logs are stored on the southern edge of the site. Proposed improvements
will retain an existing large clearing to be used as a turnaround that can be utilized for log
loading or other timber production purposes. Here too, total area of growing site for commercial
conifers affected is estimated at less than one-quarter of an acre and suitable access for timber
management activities remains available.

I do recommend that Jocations of existing redwood and Douglas-fir trees next to proposed limits
of grading at the Shop Site be added to the Grading and Erosion Control/Drainage Plans (Sheets
C6.1 and C6.3) so that grading will explicitly plan for healthy retention of these trees by
avoiding any deposition of fill within one foot of retained tree trunks and that fill be suitably
stabilized to avoid raveling or movement into contact with tree trunks or bases.

In conclusion, our review of the existing and required site improvements finds that they have and
will have minimal impact on the parcel’s timber resources and timber management activities.
Proposed road improvements will improve access for forest management while minimizing
impacts to riparian resources and channel conditions. Future planning should account for timber
production requirements. Given the habitat’s relative rarity and value, 1 recommend controlling
shrub and tree invasion to maintain the good sized meadow in the north central part of the parcel.

Please contact our office if you have any questions about forest management options for the
property or to evaluate compatibility of other uses with the property’s TP zoning.

Sincerely,

... -

Stephen R. Staub
Registered Professional Forester, License #1911
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NAME: Draeger
APPLICATION: 08-0150
A.P.N: 062-251-01

NEGATIVE DECLARATION MITIGATIONS

in order to ensure that the mitigation measures and conditions set forth in the proposed project
description are communicated to the various parties responsible for constructing the project, prior
to any disturbance on the property the applicant shall convene a pre-construction meeting on the
site. The following parties shall attend: The project engineer, project contractor supervisor, Santa
biotic surveys will be collected at that time and all protection measures, including proposed
dewatering plan, tree protection fencing and limits of disturbance, shall be inspected.

In order to ensure no significant impacts to red legged frogs occur as a result of this project, the
recommendations of the California Red-Legged Frog Preliminary Site Assessment, prepared by
Bryan M. Mori, dated November 13, 2008, shall be incorporated into the condition of approval and
shall be fully implemented.

In order to ensure no significant impacts to salmonids occur as a result of this project, the
recommendations of the Cojo Creek Aquatic Assessment, performed by D.W. Alley & Associates,
dated November 13, 2008, shall be incorporated into the condition of approval and shall be fully
implémented.

In order to mitigate impacts of nighttime lighting on the riparian habitat, prior to issuance of a
building permit, the applicant shall submit a lighting plan to the Planning Department for review
and approval. Include the following measures:

All exterior lighting shall be directed away from the corridor and adjacent properties.

Light sources shall not be visible from the riparian area or surrounding properties.

Light sources must be shielded by landscaping, fixture design or other physical means.
Lighted parking areas shall utilize low-rise light standards to a maximum height of 15 feet.
Exterior lighting shall be high-pressure sodium vapor, metal halide, fluorescent, or equivalent
energy-efficient fixtures.

poN=

In order to reduce the impacts to trees to be retained to a less than significant level, prior to
issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide a tree protection plan to the Planning
Department for review and approval. All exterior lighting shall be directed away from the corridor
and adjacent properties, light sources shall not be visible from the riparian area or surrounding
properties, light sources must be shielded by landscaping, fixture design or other physical means,
lighted parking areas shall utilize low-rise light standards to a maximum height of 15 feet, exterior
lighting shall be high-pressure sodium vapor, metal halide, fluorescent, or equivalent energy-
efficient fixtures.
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