
Staff Report to the 
Zoning Administrator Application Number: 05-0407 

Applicant: Hamilton Swift Land Use 
Owner: S&P Carmichael Enterprises, Inc. 
APN: 040-081-06, -07, -09 

Proiect Description: Proposal to cut approx. 1,880 cubic yards of earth and fill 2,300 cubic yards 
for a single family dwelling with garage, detached shop, water tank and driveway. Recognize grading 
of approximately 3 10 cubic yards of earth that has already occurred. Recognize remedial grading that 
was done to mitigate erosion and to improve drainage. Requires a Grading Permit and Riparian 
Exception (Residence redesigned and relocated from that area proposed under application 00-01 43) 

Location: The property is located near the Vienna Woods neighborhood ofthe Aptos Planning Area 
on the vacant parcel approximately 100’ west of Danube Drive, approximately % of a mile north of 
the intersection of Soquel Drive and Vienna Drive. 

Supervisoral District: 2nd District (District Supervisor: Ellen Pirie) 

Permits Required: Grading Permit, Riparian Exception 

Staff Recommendation: 

Agenda Date: November 16,2007 
Agenda Item #: 4 
Time: After 1O:OO am 

Certification that the proposal is exempt from further Environmental Review under the 
California Environmental Quality Act and Approval of the attached Mitigated Negative 
Declaration. 

Exhibits 

A. Project plans F. Zoningmap 
B. Conditions G. Septic Test Locations 
C. Mitigated Negative Declaration and H. Comments & Correspondence 

D. Riparian Exception Findings Department) 
E. Assessor’s parcel map 

Approval of Application 05-0407, based on the attached conditions. 

Initial Study (CEQA Determination) (on file with the Planning 

Parcel Information 

Parcel Size: 141 Acres 
Existing Land Use - Parcel: Vacant 

County of Santa CNZ Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060 
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Application #: 05-0407 
APN: 040-081-06, -07. -09 
Owner: S&P Carmichael Enterprises 

Existing Land Use - Surrounding: 

Project Access: 
Planning Area: Aptos 
Land Use Designation: 

Coastal Zone: - Inside X Outside 
Appealable to Calif. Coastal Comm. - Yes X No 

Environmental Information 

SU (Nisene Marks), PF (Cabrillo College), R-1 (Vienna 
Wood Subdivision), RA (Parcels to the West) 
Kamian St. (A St.) off of Danube Dr. via Jennifer Dr. 

Rural Residential, Mountain Residential, Public Facility 
Zone District: FL4-D, PF, SU 

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

Not mappeano physical evidence on site 
Watsonville Loam, Los Osos Loam 
Yes, Portion 
Less than 30% 
Wetland, Native Grassland, Oak Woodland 
Yes, 1,850 cys of cut, 2,300 cys offill 
Yes 
Not a mapped resource 
To be retained / dispersed onsite 
Not mappeano physical evidence in disturbance area 

Services Information 

UrbaniRural Services Line: - Inside X Outside 
Water Supply: Well 
Sewage Disposal: Septic 
Fire District: Central Fire 
Drainage District: None 

History 

The project has an extensive history. A grading violation occurred in 1999 where portions of the 
p~-operty were stripped and graded. In 2000, the property owner submitted an application (00-0143) to 
recognize the unauthorized grading as well as propose a new single family dwelling and accessory 
building. The grading initially proposed in application 00-0143 was refined through the review process 
to comply with General Plan policies on the protection of ridge-tops and minimizing grading. The 
proposed single-family dwellingwas moved below the ridge top to a point approximately two thirds of 
the height ofthe slope. This further helped reduce the disruption of the ridge top as well as disturbance 
of Coastal Terrace Prairie. 

Application 00-0143 was originally heard by the Zoning Administrator on March 21, 2003. After 
continuing the hearing for clarification concerning compliance with sensitive habitat protection, erosion 
control, fire access, project design, and over-height issues, the application was reviewed and approved at 
the Zoning Administrator’s Hearing on December 19,2003. Due to Notices of the Hearing not being 
sent to some neighbors, the application was re-noticed, re-reviewed and approved again on March 19, 
2004 by the Zoning Administrator. 
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Application #: 05-0407 
APN: 040-08 1-06, -07, -09 
Owner: S&P Carmichael Enterprises 

Nisene 2 Sea appealed the Zoning Administrator’s decision to the Planning Commission. On June 23, 
2004, the public hearing was continued by the Planning Commission to allow stafftime to provide more 
information regarding 30% slopes, biotic issues, fire access, public access, septic suitability, and the 
potential for future development ofthe site. On August 11,2004, the Planning Commission upheld the 
appeal thereby denying application 00-01 43. The Planning Commission’s decision to uphold the appeal 
was because a 600 square foot portion of the proposed house was located on a greater than 30% slope. 

On June 28,2005, the owner submitted the current application (05-0407) with theresidence redesigned 
and relocated off of the area of 30% slopes. Other notable changes from the previous application include 
a refined 30% slope line that now includes slopes that are currently steeper than 30% and an estimation 
of 30% slopes before the unauthorized grading, the elimination of the circular driveway above the 
residence, the elimination ofthe access driveway to the water tanks, as well as more drainage, biotic and 
fire protection / fuel management information included on the plan set. 

Fruiect Setting 

The approximately 141-acre property consists of 3 parcels numbers (040-081-06, -07, -09) and is 
currently undeveloped. A developed sub-division (Vienna Woods) is located to the east. Developed 
single-family residences are located on larger parcels (-5-21 acres) to the west. Cabrillo College is 
located to the southwest and Nisene Marks State Park is located to the north. The property has slopes 
generally less than 15% near the Vienna Woods subdivision and the slopes generally increase towards 
the northern and western property lines. Vegetation on the site includes coastal terrace prairie, mixed 
oak woodland, coyote brush, redwood forest as well as non-native grassland and invasive plant species 
such as French broom, acacia, cotoneaster, and pampas grass. Two small wet meadows also exist on the 
property. (See Botanical Report for Details, Exhibit C Attachments 11-13), 

Application 05-0407 proposes the grading of an access driveway to a building site (see Exhibit A; 
Sheets C1- C7) and grading to accommodate a proposed single-family dwelling and accessory building 
(shop). The total volume ofearthwork will be approximately 1,880 cubic yards of cut and 2,300 cubic 
yards of fill. All grading and building will occur on slopes less than 30%. Retaining walls will be 
located along the driveway near the homesite to minimize grading as well to ensure that all grading will 
occur on slopes less than 30%. 

The breakdown of the excavation is as follows: 
Strippings 550 cys 
Lower Driveway 480 cys 
Upper Driveway 440 cys 
Residence and Turnaround 410 cys 

1,880 cys 

The breakdown of fill is as follows: 
Lower Driveway 920 cys 
Upper Driveway 300 cys 
Residence and Turnaround 80 cys 
Asphalt and Baserock 1000 cvs 

2,300 cys 
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Application #: 05-0407 
APN: 040-081-06, -07, -09 
Owner: S&P Camichael Entwpriser 

The proposed driveway starts approximately I 10 feet west of the intersection of Danube Drive and 
Kamian Street (see Exhibit A, Sheet C2) and traverses the relatively flat portion of the property for 
about 1,700 feet before climbing a hill. An accessory building (shop) is proposed to be located 
immediately west of the access roadway at the base of the hill. The access driveway continues 300 feet 
up the slope to the building site. The building site is located near the acceptable septic location to avoid 
problems associated with a pump-up septic system. Retaining walls up to a maximum of 8.5 feet are 
proposed below the home and along portions of the driveway. A turn-around is proposedupslopeof the 
home, which will also require the construction of retaining walls. The water tanks for the house are 
proposed further up the ridge, but no grading will be required to access the tanks. The gading for the 
residence, driveway and retaining walls, while necessqfor the project as designed, will also correct the 
previous unpermitted gading. This includes smoothing drainage ditches and supporting an un-retained 
cut. 

When the Park Wilshire subdivision (Tract No. 388) was approved in 1963, a I-foot wide non access 
strip at the terminus ofKamian Street where i t  abuts the Cmichael  property was offered for dedication 
to the County. A non-access strip would ordinarily prevent access from Kamian Street and force the 
access to move to the end of Jennifer Drive, further south. However, research on the non-access strip 
indicates that the non-access strip offered for dedication has never been accepted by the County; 
therefore the non-access strip does not exist. This project, however, does include a Condition of 
Approval that requires the Applicant to offer for dedication to the County a 1 -foot wide non-access strip 
at the terminus of Jennifer Drive. In turn, the County of Santa Cruz will immediately quit claim it’s 
interest in the offer of dedication at Kamian Street. 

Zonine & General Pian Consistency 

The subject property is 141 acres, located in the RA-D, PF, SU (Residential Agriculture w/ future park 
site designation, Public Facility, Special Use) zone districts, designations which allow the construction 
of a single-family dwelling. Barry Samuels, as Director of the Department of Parks and Recreation, 
issued a memo to the Planning Department on August 28, 2001 stating that a prading permit for the 
construction of a road would not trigger the park site review process. Mr. Samuels reiterated this on 
February 6,  2006. The proposed single-family dwelling is a principal permitted use within the zone 
district and the project is consistent with the site’s RR (Rural Residential) General Plan designation. 

Analysis and Discussion 

Primary Planning Constraints: 
The project is affected primarily by sensitive habitat including Coastal Terrace Prairie / Mixed 
Grassland, slopes near the proposed development greater than 30%, and septic suitability. These 
issues were addressed in detail in the Initial Study (Exhibit C) and are summarized below. 

Sensitive Habitat: 
During the review ofthis project two primary biotic issues were identified. First, Eco Systems West - - -  
identified the need to determine whether a special status species, the Ohlone Tiger Beetle, is present 
on the property, and secondly, the site has been identified by Biotic Resources Group (see Initial 
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Application # 05-0407 
APN: 040-081-06, -07, -09 
Owner: S&P Carmichael Entmrises 

Study Attachments 1 I ,  12 & 13) as containing Coastal Terrace Prairie / Mixed Grasslands. 

Protocol Surveys for the Ohlone Tiger Beetle were performed (see Initial Study Attachment 9). The 
beetle was not identified during these surveys. Dr. Arnold concluded that the beetle is unlikely to 
occur on the property based upon these surveys and upon his personal experience with similar 
environments. (Reference Exhibit C, Attachment 9) 

Coastal Terrace Prairie is present on the property. The proposed building pads are located away 
from the Coastal Terrace Prairie Grasslands, but portions of the proposed driveway alignment as 
well as the drainage system do impact the Coastal Terrace Prairie. Because the status of the 1 ’ non- 
access strip at Kamian Street was unknown when this application was submitted, two driveways 
alignment alternatives were evaluated for impacts to biotic resources - access via Jennifer Drive and 
access kom Kamian Street. Of the two, the driveway alignment from Kamian Street has the least 
impact to sensitive habitat. This alignment has been designed to minimize the impacts to prairie by 
utilizing the alignment of an existing 8’ wide path for the proposed driveway. 

The project plans were revised during the review process to include the entire construction 
disturbance limits. The construction disturbance limits are shown on sheets C2 through C6 of 
Exhibit A, and include the entire length of the driveway including required fire turnouts, plus 5’ on 
either side of the driveway. Also included in the disturbance area are the proposed shop and house, 
construction staging areas, the septic location, drainage dispersion trenches and the areas required to 
install the drainage pipe. The water tank location and associated piping does not disturb mapped 
coastal terrace prairie. The proposed project is projected to permanently affect 15,345 sf (.35 acres) 
of prairie habitat, 4,885 sf (.I 1 acres) of mixed grassland, and 5,950 sf (.I4 acres) of mixed non- 
native / native grassland with french broom and cotoneaster. In addition, 11,968 sf (.28 acres) of 
prairie habitat and 6,3 1 1 sf (.15 acres) of mixed grassland and mixed non-native / native grassland 
with french broom and cotoneaster will be temporarily affected by site work. 

Mitigations to ensure impacts are minimized include installation of temporary fencing along the 
construction limits prior to construction to contain disturbance; prohibiting storage of construction 
materials, equipment and parking outside of the designated work area; re-vegetation of areas 
disturbed during construction and during the 1999 unauthorized grading with native plant species 
compatible with the prairie habitat; implementation of a prairie management plan to manage and 
enhance prairie habitat at a 4:l ratio’; installation of plastic mesh fencing along the construction 
limits of the drainage line and salvaging of prairie sod blocks during excavation for drainage 
improvements. 

The proposed project will include the removal of approximately 23 mature trees for the construction 
of the driveway and for fuel management around the shop and house. Twenty two of the trees 
proposed to be removed are native oak trees between 5 and 18 inches in diameter. The project will 
also require limbing of trees and possibly trenching within root zones. All of the trees proposed to 
be removed fall within the 30’ tree removal zone required by the local fire department. The tree 
removal plan has been confirmed with Central Fire Protection District in the field. Any oak tree 
removed will require replacement oak trees to be replanted at a 3:l  ratio (66 trees), which will be 
required to be maintained and monitored for survival for a period of seven years. 

There are also two oak trees between driveway stations 9+50 and 10+50 that could be saved by 
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Application #: 05-0407 
APN: 040-081-06, -07, -09 
Owner: S&P Carmichael Enterpnses 

realignment of the driveway. A proposed mitigation measure is to realign the driveway in this area 
to avoid removal ofthe oak trees. This realignment of the driveway would not have more impact on 
other sensitive habitat than what was evaluated in the initial study. 

30% Slopes 
General Plan Policy 6.3.1 states “Prohibit structures in discretionary projects on slopes in excess of 
30 percent.” Additionally, General Plan Policy6.3.9 (b) states “Access road and driveways shall not 
cross slopes greater than 30 percent.. .” 

The previous application for this property was denied because a 600 square foot portion of the 
proposed house would be located on a slope greater than 30%. The current proposal has the 600 
square foot portion of the house removed. In addition, Planning staff required the project applicant 
to better define the 30% slope line. The previous plans showed only slopes that are currently over 
30%. The applicant has now revised the plans, such that the 30% slope line also takes into account 
the slopes that were greater than 30% prior to the grading violation. 

The applicant was also required to revise the plans to eliminate the circular driveway above the 
homesite as well as the driveway to the water tank site. The current plans have all proposed 
development located on slopes less than 30%, and on slopes that were less than 30% prior to the 
grading violation. The project is therefore in compliance with General Plan Policies 6.3.1 and 6.3.9. 

Septic Suitabiliiy 
The property has been extensively evaluated to determine whether and where there is a suitable 
location for the septic leachfield. The testing done on the property has shown that there are no 
suitable locations for onsite sewage disposal on the lower portion ofthe property, and that only the 
steeper slopes on the property contain soils suitable for a leach field. County Environmental Health 
Services staff has reviewed the testing done at the 28 locations onsite and concurs that the testing 
was appropriately distributed, and that the only suitable sites for a leach field are on the steeper 
portions of the site. See Exhibit G for a map of the areas tested for septic leachfield suitability. 

The testing done the property for the purpose of evaluating the septic suitability are listed below: 

1978: 14 Borings evaluated by Bowman and Williams 
1999: 10 backhoe pits dug and evaluated by Christopher Rummel (Reg. Env. Health Specialist) 
1999: 4 additional hand borings evaluated by Christopher Rummel 

Additional Issues: 

1999 Unauthorized Grading 
Part of this project is the recognization of the 1999 unpermitted grading and the associated 
disturbance. The vegetation in the area graded in 1999 is identified in the botanical report as mixed 
non-native grassland / native grassland; mixed non-native and native grassland with French broom 
and / or cotoneaster; and bare. The botanical report states that the mixed-non native / native 
grassland areas are a result of the prior disturbance and the erosion control mix which was placed on 
site. This area represents approximately 50,036 sf (1.15 acres). The applicant will be required to 
include this entire area as part of the prairie management plan. To mitigate for the loss ofwhat may 
have been there before the invasive erosion control mix was used, a 4:1 ratio for enhancement and 
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Application #: 05-0407 
APN: 040-081-06, -07, -09 
Owner: S&P Carmichael Enterprises 

replacement will be required 

In addition, the unauthorized grading included the removal of numerous oak trees on the knoll 
above the proposed homesite. This area is indicated as “Bare” on sheet C7 of Exhibit A. The 
applicant will be required to plant native oak trees, spaced at 10 feet on center, in this area to 
account for the oak trees removed during the unauthorized grading. 

Fire Department Reauirements 
The Central Fire Protection District has reviewed and approved the proposed driveway and 
turnaround. Additionally, to ensure that the fill scope of tree removal was disclosed, the Planning 
Department required the applicant to prepare a fuel management plan to identify trees that will be 
required to be removed by the fire agency. The applicant has worked with the fire agency to identify 
the fire protection zones around the proposed structures. The fire protection zones are shown on 
Sheet C8 ofExhibit A and include a 30’ tree removal zone and a 100’ fuel management zone around 
the proposed structures per the fire department requirements. 

Additional Biotic Information Sunplied bv Nisene 2 Sea 
Nisene 2 Sea is a local organization that has opposed this project in the past. Nisene 2 Sea had their 
own biotic evaluation prepared on the property, and states that the applicant’s biotic information and 
the review by the County’s consultant are inadequate to analyze the biotic impacts on the site and 
protect habitat. One of the primary differences between the mapping prepared by the applicant’s 
consultant, Biotic Resources Group, and the information prepared for Nisene 2 Sea is that the 
Nisene 2 Sea mapping identifies all grassland as “Coastal Terrace Prairie (CTP)”. Biotic Resources 
Group distinguishes between grassland that supports a mix of native grasslands and other species 
that constitute a prairie, and degraded grassland that is largely or completely made up ofnon-native 
species that have invaded and displaced the native grass prairie. The distinction is important because 
disturbance in a grassland that is not a native prairie is not a negative environmental impact, 
whereas displacement of native CTP is an impact does require mitigation. 

The applicant’s professional biotic consultant, Biotic Resources Group, has provided detailed maps 
and data on the vegetation and habitat types on the property. This information has been critically 
reviewed by the County professional consulting biologist, William Davilla of EcoSystems West, 
and he has found it to be an accurate description of the resources onsite. 

The disturbance ofthe CTP was documented during the Environmental Review of the project and a 
mitigation measure was required. The specified mitigation is the design and implementation of a 
management plan that, over time, will favor the native species in the degraded areas. After review of 
all of the data, staff and the County’s biotic consultant believe that with appropriate mitigation, the 
proposed project will result in an overall benefit to the grassland habitat through implementation of 
the required CTP management plan. 

Visual Resources 
The current visual setting is an open terrace and oak studded hillside within a visual context of 
single-family dwellings. The proposed new home will interrupt this view. However, the home has 
been designed to comply with the General Plan policies 8.6.5 and 8.6.6 to “encourage design that 
addresses the neighborhood and community context” and to assure incorporation of “design 
elements that are appropriate to the surrounding uses and the type of land use planned for the area.” 
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Application # 05-0407 
APN: 040-081 -06, -07, -09 
Owner: S&P Camichael Enterprises 

Specifically, at this property, this means that the ridge top will be avoided in the development, the 
trees on the ridge will remain, the tank will be located so that it is screened by the trees, and the site 
will he landscaped. Further, the color of the buildings and the retaining walls will be required to be 
earth-tones in the range of the colors of the hillside and ridge backdrop, and non-reflective materials 
will be required to be used in the glazing and roofing. A single family dwelling on this large parcel 
is compatible with the neighborhood context. 

Acquisition orthe Propertv bv State Park 
On June 12,2007, County staff contacted Victor Roth of State Parks regarding interest in acquiring 
the site. While State Parks has assessed the property and feel that the property has interesting 
attributes, acquisition of the property has not been approved by State Parks. In addition, the 
attributes are ranked low (25" of 34) with respect to other opportunities in Santa Cmz County. It 
should also he noted that the Planning Department evaluates applications for development based 
upon the standards contained in locally adopted policies and ordinances. Possible future changes in 
ownership play no role in the evaluation process by the Department. 

California Department o f  Fish and Game (DFGI Approvals 
An Initial Study/ Negative Declaration was prepared for this application in compliance with the 
County's Environmental Review Guidelines. The document was circulated to the Regional 
Clearinghouse as required per CEQA for comment by agencies and interested parties. DFG did not 
submit comments on the Initial Study/ Negative Declaration. It is not expected that permits will be 
required by DFG for this project. 

Riparian Exception 

The botanical report has identified two small previously unidentified wet meadow areas (approximately 
200 sfand 800 so where an intermittent drainage traverses the property. The proposed driveway will be 
constructed within 8 feet of the larger wet meadow and approximately 110 feet from the smaller wet 
meadow. According to the report, the wet meadows probably meet the definition of a wetland due to the 
presence ofpositive wetland hydrology (drainage swale), the dominance ofhydropyhtic vegetation, and 
likely hydric soil conditions. The driveway was proposed near the larger wet meadow in order to follow 
the alignment of an already disturbed pathway to reduce the disturbance to the coastal prairie grassland. 
The standard setback required from a wetland per County Code Section 16.30 is 100 feet. However, the 
findings for a riparian exception (see Exhibit D) can be made to allow the proposed access to pass 
within 8 feet of the wet meadows, based on the special circumstances of having to balance two 
competing biotic management goals, that of avoiding CTP on one hand, and providing a large buffer 
around a wetland on the other. There is not an alternative alignment ofthe driveway that would result in 
less disturbance to coastal prairie. Since the driveway follows the alignment ofthe pathway, the grading 
in this area will be minimal and the supporting hydrology and surface flow will not be changed. If the 
driveway were relocated to be further from the wet-meadow, the result wouldbe a greater loss of coastal 
prairie grassland. Mitigations to reduce the impacts from disturbance are discussed in the attached Initial 
Study. Given the lack ofnegative impact and the characteristics of the wet-meadow, it ismore desirable 
to conserve Coastal Terrace Prairie than relocate the driveway further from the wet-meadow. 

Environmental Information 

An Initial Study has been prepared (Exhihit C) that addresses the environmental concerns associated 
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Application #: 05-0407 
APN: 040-081-06, -07, -09 
Owner: S&P Camichael Entelprises 

with this application. 

Environmental Review 

Environmental review has been performed 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 03/26/07. A preliminary determination to issue a Negative Declaration 
with Mitigations was made on 0411 1/07. The mandatory public comment period expired on 05/16/07, 
with comments received from neighbors and outside agencies. Comments were reviewed and the Initial 
Study was amended to address the comments received. A revised preliminary Negative Declaration with 
Mitigations (Exhibit C) was issued on 06/13/2007. 

The environmental review process focused on the potential impacts of the project in the areas of 
sensitive habitat, impacts of grading and compliance with County policies and ordinances. The 
enviromental review process generated mitigation measures that will mitigate the potential impacts 
from the proposed development. These mitigation measures include the development of a coastal terrace 
prairie habitat management plan to represent a 4:l ratio ofmanagement / enhancement area to impact 
area (including sensitive habitat disturbed by the 1999 unauthorized grading), protection measures for 
the wet-meadow areas, and replacement ofremoved oak trees at a 3:l ratio. 

Conclusion 

As proposed and conditioned, the project is consistent with all applicable codes and policies of the 
Grading Ordinance, Zoning Ordinance, and General PladLCP. 

Staff Recommendation 

0 Certification that the proposal is exempt from further Environmental Review under the 
California Environmental Quality Act and Approval of the attached Mitigated Negative 
Declaration. 

APPROVAL of Application Number 05-0407, 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: Kent Edler, Civil Engineer 
Santa Cruz County Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 
Phone Number: (831) 454-3168 
E-mail: kent.edler@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
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Application #: 05-0407 
APN: 040-081 -06. -07, -09 
Owner: S&P Carmichael Enterprises 

Conditions of Approval 

Exhibit A: Project Plans “New Residence for Stephen and Phyllis Carmichael”, Sheets C1 - C8, 
prepared by Roper Engineering dated August 27,2003, revised November 28,2006; 
3 Sheets prepared by Thacher & Thompson Architects dated June 29,2007 

1. This permit authorizes the grading of 1,880 cubic yards of cut and fill 2,300 cubic yards of 
fill for a single family dwelling with garage, detached shop, water tank and driveway. Prior to 
exercising any rights granted by this permit including, without limitation, any construction or 
site disturbance, the applicantiowner shall: 

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

“,n,,, B-.””’-,. n- _.I. c~.~-. II~ ~ n l  ul,”l,lg rc:Iliiit IIUIII UIC adnia Cruz County Buiiding Ofricial p’-:- - 

Obtain a Grading Permit from the Santa Cruz County Building Official 

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

Organize a pre-construction meeting on the site to review the mitigation measures. 
The following parties shall attend: the project applicant, the grading contractor 
supervisor, the building general contractor, Santa Cruz County Environmental 
Planning staff, the project biologist, the project arborist, the project civil engineer and 
the project soils engineer. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

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

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

Submit final grading and building 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. The final plans shall include the following additional information: 

1. 

B. 

Identify finish of exterior materials and color of roof covering in compliance 
with this approval, for Planning Department approval. Any color boards 
must be in 8.5” x 11” format. 
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Application #: 05-0407 
APN: 040-081-06, -07, -09 
Owner: S&P Carmichael Enterprises 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

2. 

3. 

Grading, drainage, and erosion control plans. 

Submit a restoration and planting plan for native oaks trees to be planted on 
the knoll top above the homesite (in the area shown on sheet C7 of “Exhibit 
A” described are “Bare”) for review and approval by the Planning 
Department, The plan must include the following information: 

a. 
b. 
c. 

d. 
e. 

Locations and species of oak trees to be planted onsite. 
The size of all replacement oak trees shall be 5 gallons. 
All replacement oak trees will be required to be maintained and 
monitored for survival for a period of seven years. 
Success criteria and reporting guidelines. 
The oak trees shall be planted at a spacing of 10 feet and shall mimic 
the existing oak trees species directly adjacent. 

4. For any structure proposed to be within 2 feet ofthe maximum height limit 
for the zone district, the building plans must include a roof plan and a 
surveyed contour map of the ground surface, superimposed and extended to 
allow height measurement of all features. Spot elevations shall be provided 
at points on the structure that have the greatest difference between ground 
surface and the highest portion ofthe structure above. This requirement is in 
addition to the standard requirement of detailed elevations and cross-sections 
and the topography of the project site which clearly depict the total height of 
the proposed structure. 

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

5 .  

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. 

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 Central Fire 
Protection District. 

Submit 3 copies of a soils report prepared and stamped by a licensed Geotechnical 
Engineer. 

Submit 3 copies of an engineering geology report prepared and stamped by a licensed 
Engineering Geologist. 

Submit plan review letters from the soils engineer and engineering geologist which 
review the final version of the plans. 
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Application #- 05-0407 
APN: 040-081-06. -07, -09 
Owner S&P Carmichael Enternrises 

1. 

J. 

K. 

L. 

M 

N. 

0 

P. 

Q 

Pay all Code Compliance costs to date. 

Record with the County Assessor an Affidavit to retain APN’s 040-081 -06, -07, and 
-09 as one parcel. One this request has been approved, a copy of the approval must 
be submitted to planning staff. 

Pay the current fees for Parks and Child Care mitigation for four bedrooms. 
Currently, these fees are, respectively, $1 000 and $ I09 per bedroom. 

Pay the current fees for Roadside and Transportation improvements for four 
bedrooms. Currently, these fees are, respectively, $2,200 and $2,200 per unit 
bedroom. 

Provide required off-street parking for three cars. Parking spaces must be 8.5 feet 
wide by’ii3 feci iong and must ot: IOLXLW eniireiy oiitside ~ekiu!ai  ; igbofv;ay.  
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 maintain the biotic habitat as 
indicated in the approved Coastal Terrace Habitat Management Plan on the subject 
property. You may not alter the wording of this declaration. This declaration will 
be prepared by the Planning Department; an exhibit that reflects the approved Exhibit 
A for this project shall be attached to the declaration to delineate the development 
envelope. The development envelope will be reviewed by County staff and must 
encompass all proposed development including the accessory unit, the home, the 
septic system, and driveway(s), all of which must be located entirely within this 
envelope. The declaration must indicate that that landscaping shall use characteristic 
native species with no invasive non-native species. Submit proof that this Declaration 
has been recorded in the Official Records of the County of Santa Cruz (Office of the 
County Recorder). Follow the instructions to record and return the form to the 
Planning Department. 

Open an “At-Cost’’ account with the County Planning Department to pay for staff 
time for review ofthe Coastal Terrace Habitat Management Plan. The account shall 
remain funded for a minimum of 7 years from the final inspection of the building and 
grading permits. 

Record an offer for dedication to the County of a I-foot wide non-access strip at the 
terminus of Jennifer Drive where it abuts the Carmichael property. Upon receipt of 
the offer of dedication, the County of Santa Cruz will simultaneously record a 
quitclaim of its interest in the offer of dedication for the 1-foot widenon-access strip 
at the terminus of Kamian Street. 

I ~ ,~-.A., 
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Application #: 05-0407 
APN: 040-081-06, -07, -09 
Owner: S&P Carmichael Enterprises 

111. 

IV. 

V. 

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

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

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

The project must comply with all recommendations ofthe approved soils report and 
botanical report. No further encroachment is allowed into the Coastal Prairie Habitat 
or Oak Woodland without written County approval 

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

C. 

D. 

Operational Conditions 

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

As a condition of this development approval, the holder of this development approval 
("Development Approval Holder"), is required to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the 
COUNTY, its officers, employees, and agents, from and against any claim (including 
attorneys' fees), against the COUNTY, it officers, employees, and agents to attack, set aside, 
void, or annul this development approval of the 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 ofany 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. 
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Application #: 05-0407 
APN: 040-08 1-06, -07. -09 
Owner: S&P Carmichael Enterprim 

B. 

C. 

D. 

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

1 ,  

2. 

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

Successors Bound. “Deveiopment Approval Hoider” s‘nail include the applicant and 
the successor’(s) in interest, transferee(s), and assign(s) of the applicant. 

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

COUNTY defends the action in good faith. 

VI. Mitigation Monitoring Program 

Themitigation measures listed under this heading have been incorporated into the condition 
of approval for this project in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the 
environment. As required by Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code, a 
monitoring and reporting program for the above mitigations is hereby adopted as a condition 
of approval for this project, This monitoring program is specifically described following each 
mitigation measure listed below. The purpose of this monitoring is to ensure compliance with 
the environmental mitigations during project implementation and operation. Failure to 
comply with the conditions of approval, including the terms of the adopted monitoring 
program, may result in permit revocation pursuant to Section 18.1 0.462 of the Santa Cruz 
County Code. 

A. Mitigation Measure: Pre-construction Meeting 

Monitoring Proaam: In order to ensure that the mitigation measures B-I below, 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 applicant, the grading 
contractor supervisor, the building general contractor, Santa Cruz County 
Environmental Planning staff, the project biologist, the project arborist. the project civil 
engineer and the project soils engineer. Orange temporary fencing demarcating the 
entire limits of disturbance, tree protection fencing, and silt fencing will be inspected at 
that time. 

B. Mitigation Measure: Coastal Terrace Habitat Management Plan 

Monitoring Promam: In order to reduce impacts on coastal terrace prairie grassland 
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Application #: 05-0407 
APN: 040-081-06, -07. -09 
Owner: SBiP Camichael Enterprises 

from the proposed development to a less than significant level, prior to issuance of a 
building or grading permit, the applicant shall do the following: 

1 .  Submit a coastal terrace prairie habitat management and enhancement plan 
prepared by the project biologist for review and approval of County staff. The 
plan shall provide for the management of native species and shall include the 
removal / control of invasive, non-native species and a mowing and / or grazing 
regime. The habitat management plan shall represent a 4: 1 ratio ofmanagement / 
enhancement area to impact area. The prairie management plan shall include, at a 
minimum, the following: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

1. 

j .  
k. 

I. 

Identify high, moderate and low priority areas for management, based on 
plant species composition and threats from invasive, non-native plant 
species. 
Identify a schedule for implementing the management actions, based on 
priorities established in “a”, above. 
Specify management actions (i.e., removal/ control of broom plants, 
mechanical mowing and/or grazing) that will preserve and manage the 
prairie areas. 
Techniques required to be implemented in prairie management areas (i.e., 
seasonal mowing, grazing, other methods), including intervals or treatment. 
Identify techniques to be implemented for removal / control of invasive, 
non-native plant species from prairie management areas (if different from 
“c”, above). 
Methods for monitoring effectiveness of management actions (Le., 
establishment of on-site prairie reference plots and monitoring locations). 
Performance standards for management areas (i.e.: species diversity, plant 
species composition, plant cover, percent cover of invasive plants), success 
criteria, and a timetable for the success criteria. 
Recommendations for overall management of grassland resources (i.e., fire 
protection mowing along adjacent residences, removal / control of other 
invasive plant species). 
Reporting guidelines. 
Adaptive management actions and remedial activities. 
Restriction on the corralling, boarding or grazing of livestock on the prairie 
grassland unless specifically approved by the County of Santa Cruz. 
Specify installation of plastic mesh fencing along the construction limits of 
the drainage line and salvaging of the prairie sod blocks at the drainage 
excavation to be used to restore the area. 

2. Revise the project plans to include notes clearly stating that no Santa Cruz 
Erosion Control Mix or any other seed mix not specifically approved by the 
project biologist, shall be used onsite. 

C. Mitigation Measure: Mitigation of Unauthorized Grading Impacts 
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APN: 040-08 1-06. -07, -09 
Owner: S&P Carmichael Enterprises 

D. 

E. 

F. 

Monitoring Promam: In order to reduce impacts on coastal terrace prairie grassland 
from the 1999 un-permitted grading, prior to issuance of a building or grading permit, 
the applicant shall do the following: 

1. Include the areas identified in the September 28,2005 botanical report as “mixed 
non-native grassland / native grassland”, “mixed non-native grassland with 
French broom and /or cotoneaster”, and “bare” in the coastal prairie management 
and enhancement plan at a4:I ratio ofmanagement / enhancement area to impact 
area. 

Mitigation Measure: Construction Impacts on Coastal Terrace Prairie 

Monitoring Program: In order to reduce temporary impacts on coastal terrace prairie to 
a less than significant level; during construction the applicant shall: 

1, 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Install temporary fencing along t‘ne entire construction limits io contain 
disturbance. 
Prohibit storage of construction materials, equipment and parking outside of the 
designated work area. 
Re-vegetate areas disturbed during construction with native plant species 
compatible with the prairie habitat; 
Install plastic mesh fencing along the construction limits ofthe drainage line and 
salvage the prairie sod blocks at the drainage excavation to be used to restore the 
area, as these species will readily re-root. 

Mitigation Measure: Drainage 

Monitoring Promam: In order to ensure that existing drainage patterns are not 
significantly altered by the proposed project, prior to issuance of a building or grading 
permit, the applicant shall do the following: 

1. Submit a drainage plan prepared by a licensed civil engineer for review and 
approval by County staff. The drainage plan shall show that the runoff is 
discharged into the same drainage area as prior to development. All drainage 
fiom the development shall kept onsite. 

Mitigation Measure: Wet Meadow 

Monitoring Program: In order to reduce impacts to the wet meadow area near driveway 
station 11+40 to a less than significant level, the applicant shall do the following: 

1. 

2. 

Install silt fencing and construction fencing along the construction limits prior to 
site disturbance. 
Installation of a culvert of adequate size to allow seasonal waters to flow 
unimpeded under the driveway and downstream to the wet meadow shall be 
shown on the plans prior to issuance of a building or grading permit. 



Applicarion #: 05-0407 
APN: 040-081 -06, -07, -09 
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G 

H 

1. 

3. Keep construction materials, vehicles and equipment away from the wet meadow 
during construction. 

Mitigation Measure: Oak Trees 

Monitoring Program: In order to reduce impacts from theremoval ofnative oak trees to 
a less than significant level, the applicant shall do the following: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

6 .  

Prior to site disturbance, temporary construction fences along the dripline of the 
native trees will be required to be installed. 
During construction, all storage of construction materials, parking of vehicles and 
construction equipment shall be stored outside of the dripline of trees to be 
retained. 
During construction, where trenching is to occur within the dripline.of the native 
trees to be retained, a certified arborist shall supervise the pruning and root 
cutting. 
Prior to issuance of a building or grading permit, the applicant shall include on 
the plans the locations ofreplacement oak trees to be planted on site for review 
and approval by County staff. All oak trees removed will require a replacement 
oak tree to be replanted at a 3:l ratio and shall be a minimum size of 5 gallons. 
All replacement oak trees will be required to be maintained and monitored for 
survival for a period of seven years. 
During construction, in order to increase the value of wildlife and forested 
habitat, snags and downed logs shall be retained. 
Prior to issuance of a building or grading permit, the dnveway plans shall be 
revised, so that oak trees in the area between driveway stations 9+50 to 10+50 
will not be removed. The driveway plans shall also be revised to show the 
specific locations of the oak trees from approximately station 9+50 to 10+50. 

Mitigation Measure: Archaeological Resources 

Monitoring Program: In order to reduce any impacts to archaeological resources onsite 
to a less than significant level, during constriction the applicant shall do the following: 

1. If at anytime any artifact of other evidence of a historical 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 Department if the 
discovery contains no human remains. 

Mitigation Measure: Erosion Control 

Monitoring Promam: In order to reduce potential erosion to a less than significant 
level, prior to issuance of the grading permit, the applicant shall submit a detailed 
erosion control plan for review and approval by Planning staff. The plan shall include: 
A clearing and grading schedule that indicates no grading will occur between October 
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15 and April 15, clearly marked disturbance envelope, temporary driveway surfacing 
and construction entry stabilization, specifications for revegetation of bare areas, both 
temporary cover during construction and permanent planting details, and temporary and 
permanent drainage control including lined swales and erosion protection at the outlets 
of pipes. Plans shall state that any plants or seeds used in temporary or permanent re- 
vegetation shall be specifically approved by the project botanist in advance. 

Minor variations to this permit which do not affect the overall concept or densitymay be approved by the Planning 
Director at the request of the applicant or staff in accordance with Chapter 18.1 0 of the County Code 

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

Approval Date: 

Effective Date: 

Expiration Date: 

Don Bussey 
Deputy Zoning Administrator Project Planner 

Kent Edler, Civil Engineer 

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 Cmz County Code. 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 

I PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
701 OCEAN STREET d r X  FLOOR S A N T A  CRUZ CA 95060 

(831) 454-2580 FAX (831) 454-2131 TDD (831) 454-2123 
TOM BURNS,  PLANNING DIRECTOR 

NEGATIVE DECLARATlON AND NOTICE OF DETERMLWATION 

Application Number: 05-0407 Hamilton Swift, for S & P Carmichael Enterprises lnc Eta1 
Proposal to cut approx 1,880 cubic yards of earth and fi l l  2,300 cubjc yards for a single family dwel l ing  with garage, 
detached shop,  water tank and driveway. Recognize grading of approximately 310 cubic yards of eanh  that has already 
occurred. Recognize remedial grading that was  done to  mitigate erosion and to improve drainage. Requires a Grading 
Permit and f i p a r i a n  Exception. Located at the dead end of Kamjan Way,  Aptos. (Residence redesigned and relocated 
from that ai-ea proposed under application 00-0143). The  project is located on the vacant parcel at the  dead-end of 
Jennifer Drive,  approx. 200 feet west of the intersection of Jennifer Drive and Danuhe Drive, and the  adjacent parcel to 
the north, approx.  2000 feet north of Soquel Drive in the Vienna Woods neighborhood o f t h e  Aptos Planning Area, in 
C a l l f o r ~ i a .  
APN: 040-081-06, -07, and -09 
Zone District: RA-D, PF, SU 

ACTION: Negative Declaration with Mitigations 
REVlEW PERlOD ENDS: May  16,2007 
This project will be considered ai  a public bearing by the Zoning Administrator. The time, date and location have 
not been set. When scheduling does occur, these items will be included io aU public bearing notices for tbe 
projecl. 

Findinqs: 
This project, if conditioned lo comply with required mitigation measures  or conditions shown below, will no1 have 
significant effect on the environment. T h e  expected environmental impacls of Ihe projecl are documented  in Ihe Initial 
Study on this projecl attached lo the original of this notice on file with the Planning Department. County of Santa  Crur :  
701 O c e a n  Street, Santa  Cruz, California. 

m r e d  Mitiqation Measures or Conditions: 

Kent Edler, Staf f  Planner 

None 
XX Are Attached 

Review Period Ends May 16. 2007 

(-y~,J),, ' . . ": J\c&ae . 
Dale Approved By Environmental Coordinalor J u n e  13. 2007 

C L A ~ D I A  SLATER 
Environmenlal Coordinalor 
(831) 454-5175 

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

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION 

The  Final Approval of This Project was  Granled by 

on 

THE PROJECT WAS DETERMINED TO NOT HAVE SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENl 

Date completed nolice filed with Clerk of the  Board 

No EIR w a s  prepared under CEQA 

O5-0*7 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
701 OCEAN STREET 4'" FLOCR SANTA CRUZ, CP 95@6@ 

(831)454-2580 FAX (831) 454-2131 TDD (831) 454-2123 
TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PERIOD 

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 

APPLICANT: Hamilton Swift, fo r  S B P Carmichael Enterprises Inc Eta1 

APPLICATION NO.: 05-0407 

APN: 040-081-06, -07, and -09 

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

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

XX Mitigations will be attached to the Negative Declaration 

No mitigations will be attached. 

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

_-1 

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

Review Period Ends: May 16,2007 

Kent Edler 
Staff Planner 

Phone: 454-3168 

Date: Apri l  11, 2007 
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Environmental Review Initial Study 
Page 1 

COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date: March 26, 2007 
Staff Planner: Kent Edler 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
INITIAL STUDY 

APPLICANT: Hamilton Swift APN: 040-081-06, -07, -09 
SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: Second 
OWNER: S&P Carmichael Enterprises Inc Eta1 

LOCATION: Project is on the vacant parcel at the dead-end of Jennifer Drive, approx. 
200 feet west of the intersection of Jennifer Drive and Danube Drive, and the adjacent 
parcel to the north, approx. 2000 feet north of Soquel Drive in the Vienna Woods 
neighborhood of ine Aptos Planning Area. 

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. 

APPLICATION NO: 05-0407 

Noise 

Public Services 8 Utilities 
Land Use, Population 8 Housing 
Cumulative Impacts 
Growth Inducement 
Mandatory Findings of Significance 

X Geology / Soils ~- 

X Biological Resources -_ 
Energy & Natural Resources ___ 

X Hydrology I Water Supply / Water Supply ~. Air Quality 

X 
~ 

__ X Visual Resources & Aesthetics 
X Cultural Resources 

~ -~ 
___ Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

Transporlation I Traffic ___ 

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS 
Parcel Size: 141 acres 
Existing Land Use: Vacant 
Vegetation: Oak Woodland, Grassland, Coastal Prairie 
Slope: 

APN 040-081 -06: 
APN 040-081-07: 0-15% (15), 16-30% (15), 31-50 (IO),  51+% (12) acres 
APN 040-081-09: 0-15% (30), 16-30°/o (30), 31-50 ( I O ) ,  51+% (4) acres 

Nearby Watercourse: Tannery Gulch, Aptos Creek, Porter Gulch, Borregas 

Distance To: Tanner Gulch: -300' 
Gulch 

Aptos Creek: -1/3 + mile 
Porter Gulch: -1/3 mile 
Borregas Gulch: -1/4 mile (or less) 

RocklSoil Type: Marine Terrace deposits, Purisima Fm. sandstone bedrock 
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS 
Groundwater Supply: Yes 
Water Supply Watershed: None Mapped 
Groundwater Recharge: Portion (non-project 
area) 
Timber or Mineral: Timber - Portion Historic: None Mapped 
Agricultural Resource: None Mapped 
Biologically Sensitive Habitat: Yes 
Fire Hazard: Yes, Portion 
Floodplain: None Mapped 
Erosion: High Erosion Potential 
Landslide: NIA Hazardous Materials: None 

SERVICES 
Fire Prokctian: Cen?ra! F~P.D .  Drainage District. NIA 
School District: PVUSD 
Sewage Disposal: Septic 

PLANNING POLICIES 
Zone District: RA-D, PF, SU Special Designation: No 
General Plan: Rural Residential, Mountain Residential, Public Facility 
Urban Services Line: Outside 
Coastal Zone: Outside 

Liquefaction: Negligible Potential 
Fault Zone: None Mapped 
Scenic Corridor: None Mapped 

Archaeology: Mapped Resource 
Noise Constraint: None Mapped 
Electric Power Lines: None 
Solar Access: Adequate 
Solar Orientation: Level 

Project Access: Kamian St. via Jennifer Dr. 
Water Supply: Well 

PROJECT SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 

Proposal to cut approx. 1,880 cubic yards of earth and fill 2,300 cubic yards for a single 
family dwelling with garage, detached shop, water tank and driveway. Recognize 
grading of approximately 310 cubic yards of earth that has already occurred. Recognize 
remedial grading that was done to mitigate erosion and to improve drainage. Requires a 
Grading Permit and Riparian Exception. Located at the dead end of Kamian Way, 
Aptos. (Residence redesigned and relocated from that area proposed under application 
00-0143) 

PROJECT SETTING AND BACKGROUND: 

The subject property consists of three separate parcel numbers. A developed sub- 
division (Vienna Woods) is located to the east. Developed single-family residences are 
located on larger parcels (-5-21 acres) to the west. Cabrillo College is located to the 
southwest and Nisene Marks State Park is located to the north (see Attachment 1). 

A grading permit application (00-0143) was initially submitted to recognize unauthorized 
grading and related erosion control that occurred in 1996. However, during the County 
review process it was determined that a single-family dwelling was part of the proposed 
project. The project description was revised to include the proposed single-family 
dwelling and accessory buildings. An initial study was completed for application 00-01 43 
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which resulted in a Mitigated Negative Declaration. Application 00-07 43 was approved 
by the Zoning .Administrator on March 19_ 2004. This determination was appealed. The 
appeal was upheld by the Planning Commission on August 11, 2004 primarily because 
a 600 square foot porlion of the proposed house was located on slopes greater than 
30%. The Planning Commission's determination was then appealed by the applicant to 
the Board of Supervisor's, who denied the appeal on April 5, 2005. Therefore, the 
project was deemed "Not Approved". 

The current application has been revised to relocate all development off of 30% slopes. 
In addition, a new botanical report and subsequent addenda have been prepared that 
characterize and map the major plant communities types on the property, identify the 
sensitive botanical resources on the property and evaluate the potential effects of the 
proposed residential development on sensitive botanical resources (see Attachment 
11). 

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Application 05-0407 proposes the grading of an access driveway to a building site (see 
Attachment 4: Sheets C-I ,  C-2, C-4, C-5, C-6, C-7) and grading to accommodate a 
proposed single-family dwelling and accessory building (shop). The total volume of 
earthwork will be approximately 1,880 cubic yards of cut and 2,300 cubic yards of fill. All 
grading will occur on slopes less than 30%. Retaining walls will be located along the 
driveway near the homesite to minimize grading as well to ensure that all grading will 
occur on slopes less than 30%. 

The breakdown of the excavation is as follows: 
Strippings 550 cy's 
Lower Driveway 480 cy's 
Upper Driveway 440 cy's 
Residence and Turnaround 410 cy's 

1,880 cy's 

The breakdown of fill is as follows: 
Lower Driveway 920 cy's 
Upper Driveway 300 cy's 
Residence and Turnaround 80 cy's 
Asphalt and Baserock 1000 cv's 

2,300 cy's 

The proposed driveway starts at the intersection of Danube Drive and Kamian Street 
(see Aitachment 4, Sheet C-2) and traverses the relatively flat portion of the property for 
about 1,700 feet before climbing a hill. An accessory building (shop) is proposed to be 
located immediately west of the access roadway at the base of the hill. The access 
driveway continues 300 feet up the slope to the building site. Retaining walls are 
proposed below the home and along portions of the driveway. A turn-around is 
proposed upslope of the home, which will also require the construction of retaining 
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walls. The water tanks for the house are proposed further up the ridge, but no grading 
will be required to access the tanks. The grading for the residence, driveway and 
retaining walls, while necessary for the project as designed, will also correct the 
previous unpermitted grading. This includes smoothing drainage ditches and supporting 
an un-retained cut. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

A. Geoloqy and Soils 
Does ihe project have the potential to: 

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

A. Rupture of a known earthquake 
fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
Siaie Geoiogisi ior ihe area or as 
identified by other substantial 
evidence? __ X 

~ 

All of Santa Crur County is subject to some hazard from earthquakes. A Geotechnical 
Investigation was prepared by Haro, Kasunich & Associates, dated May 24, 2006 
(Attachment 8). This report has been reviewed and accepted by the Environmental 
Planning section of the Planning Department. The report concluded that the project 
lies about 10 kilometers southwest of the San Andreas Fault and that a rupture would 
not be a potential threat to the proposed development. Seismic shaking for the 
residence could be managed by constructing with a pier and grade beam foundation 
system and in conformance with current building codes. 

__ E. Seismic ground shaking? X 

See comment A-I-a. 

C. Seismic-related ground failure, 

X including liquefaction? 
- 

Not described as a potential hazard in the Geotechnical Investigation (referred io in 
comment A - I  -a ). 

D. Landslides? X 

Not described as a potential hazard in the Geologic and Geotechnical Investigations 
(referred to in comment A-I-a). 
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2. Subject people or improvements to 
damage from soil instability as a result 
of on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, to subsidence, liquefaction, 
or structural collapse? X 

Not described as a potential hazard in the Geotechnical Investigation (referred to in 
comment A - I  -a). 

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

County Engineering staff performed field measurements of slopes gradients and, in 
addition, reviewed topographic information performed on the site before and afler the 
grading violation, as well as pictures of the grading violation, to determine if the 
proposed development was located on slopes exceeding 30%. County staff required 
the applicant to revise the 30% slope line (see Attachment 4 ,  Sheet C6) and to fit all 
development within the areas containing slopes less ihan 30%. The proposed 
development is not located in areas exceeding 30% slope. 

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

The site soils are described in the soils report as being susceptible to erosion when 
subjected to concentrated runoff. When lefl unvegetated, soils have developed erosion 
rills and ditches in the past. Control of the surface runoff as proposed in the site 
grading and drainage plan as well as implementation of an erosion control plan (to be 
submitted for review and approval prior to building permii issuance) will adequately 
conirol erosion in the proposed development. 

5. B e  located on expansive soil, as 
defined in Table 18-1-8 of the Uniform 
Building Code (1 994), creating 
substantial risks to properly? X ___._ 

Not described as a potential hazard in the Geologic and Geotechnical Investigations 
(referred to in comment A-l-.a). 

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

The location of the proposed septic system has been reviewed and approved by the 
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County department of Environmental Health Services as being appropriate for septic 
waste disposal. 

The subject property has been extensively tested in order l o  identify a suitable site for 
a septic leachfield. In 1978 14 borings were evaluated by Bowman and Williams; in 
1999 10 backhoes pits were dug and evaluated by Christopher Rummel (a Registered 
Environmental Health Specialist); and in 1999, 4 additional hand borings were 
evaluated by Christopher Rummel. 

In addition the septic system proposed is an alternative system that reduces the overall 
size of the septic leachfield. The alternative system will have enhanced treatment and 
will have a better quality of effluent than a standard septic system. 

7. 

Project site is not located adjacent to, or othelwise near, a coastal cliR 

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

X Result in coastal cliff erosion? 
~~ ~~ 

1. Place development within a 100-yea1 
flood hazard area? 

Project site is not located within a floodway or floodplain. 

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

See comment B-1 

X 
~ 

X 
~ 

3. Be inundated by a seiche or tsunami? X 

The project site is located approximately 2 miles from the Pacific Ocean and is located 
approximately 500 feet above sea level. 

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

~ ._____ ~ 
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While a portion of the property is mapped as primary groundwater recharge, the 
proposed development will not be located on or in close proximity to these soils. 
Additionally, the proposed development will rely on a private well, and construction will 
comply with the Uniform Building Code and local ordinances regarding the 
conservation and use of water. 

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

X chemicals or seawater intrusion). ___ 

See comment B-4. Runoff from this project may contain small amounts of chemicals 
and other household contaminants. No commercial or industrial activities are 
proposed that would generate a significant amount of Contaminants to a public or 
private water supply. Potential siltation from the proposed project and erosion control 
mitigation measures are discussed in comment A-4. 

X 6. Degrade septic system functioning? ~- 

See comment A-6. The proposed project will include the installation of one septic 
system at the proposed building siie. This is an insignificant additional amount of 
wastewater that is not anticipated to degrade the proper function of any existing septic 
system. 

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

The existing drainage pattern will not be significantly altered by the proposed project. 
Runoff will be collected and discharged into the same drainage area that the project 
site has drained to prior to the proposed development. Dispersion trenches have been 
incorporated into the project design to keep drainage from the development onsite. 

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

See comment 8-7 

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

See comment B-1 and 8-7 

10. Otherwise substantially degrade water 
supply or quality? ___ 

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

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

~ 

X 

Y 

The only special status wildlife species that has the potential to occur on the 
parcel is the Ohlone Tiger Beetle. 

Surveys for the presencelabsence of a special status species, the Ohlone Tiger 
Beetle (Cicindela ohlone) were performed by Entomological Consulting 
Services, Lid in 2001 and the outcome was negative. (Attachment 9) The reporl 
indicates that wet soil conditions and erosive soils are not favorable to the 
Ohlone Tiger Beetle. 

Additionally, a June 2000 letter by R. Morgan stated that surveys subsequent to 
his original 1980 botanical survey found Giardner's yampah (Perideridia 
gairdneri) (CNPS List 4 - species on "watch list") on the slope adjacenl to the 
water tank. The botanical reporl prepared by Biotic Resources Group on 
September 28, 2005 (Attachment 11) indicates that individuals of Gairdner's 
yampah were not located in any of their surveys (note: Botanical Resources 
Group performed field surveys in April and June of 1998; February and March of 
2001; May 2002; May 2004; and March, April and August 2005). 

Also, R. Morgan (June 13, 2004) observed another List 4 species on the 
properly - California bottlebrush (Elymus californica). Biotic Resources Group 
noted in the their September 28, 2005 botanical reporl that no individual 
specimens of California bottlebrush were located in the proposed development 
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area 

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

A botanical report was prepared for this project by Biotic Resources Group, dated 
September 28, 2005 (Attachment 11) with Addenda dated July 27 :  2006 (Attachment 
12) and February 23, 2007 (Attachment 13). This report has been reviewed and 
accepted by the Environmental Planning section of the Planning Deparlment. 

The repcr! sta!es ?hat !he proposed projec! has the polential to affect native Coastal 
Prairie grassland, native bunchgrass, small wet meadow areas as well as native oak 
trees. 

A. The California Deparlment of Fish and Game considers coastal prairie to be rare 
and warranting protection. The County of Santa Cruz also considers coastal 
prairie as sensitive habitat. Some coastal prairie will be impacted by the project, 
the amount and location of which is determined by the alignment of the driveway. 
This alignment has been designed to minimize the impacts to prairie by utilizing 
the alignment of an existing 8' wide path for the proposed driveway as well as 
siting the proposed structures outside of the areas designated as prairie. The 
proposed project with this driveway alignment is projected to permanently affect 
15,345 sf (.35 acres) of prairie habitat, 4,885 sf ( . I 1  acres) of mixed grassland, 
and 5,950 sf ( . I4  acres) of mixed non-native / native grassland. In addition, 
11,968 sf (-28 acres) of prairie habitat and 6,311 sf ( . I 5  acres)of mixed grassland 
and mixed non-native I native grassland will be temporarily affected by site work. 

There are two alternate driveways alignments that were analyzed for project 
impacts. There is a 1' "non-access strip" at Kamian Street at the entrance to the 
site. The project proposes to switch this "non-access" strip to the Jennifer Drive 
entrance to the site. If the switching of the non-access strip is not approved, the 
entrance to the property will be from Jennifer Drive (see Attachment 5, sheet C - 3 ) ,  
and there will be an additional 5,400 sf ( . I2  acres) of permanent impacts for a 
total of approximately 31,580 sf (.72 acres), and 2,200 sf (.05 acres) of temporary 
impacts for a total of 20,479 sf (.47 acres). Mitigations to ensure impacts are 
minimized include installation of temporary fencing along the construction limits 
prior to construction to contain disturbance; prohibiting storage of construction 
materials, equipment and parking outside of the designated work area; re- 
vegetation of areas disturbed during construction with native plant species 
compatible with the prairie habitat; implementation of a prairie management plan 
to manage and enhance prairie habitat at a 4:l ratio; installation of plastic mesh 
fencing along the construction limits of the drainage line and salvaging of prairie 
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sod blocks at the drainage excavation which can be used to restore the area as 
these species will readily re-root. Based upon the relatively small disturbance of 
coastal prairie in comparison to the amount of the coastal prairie onsite, and the 
opportunity for onsite enhancement of the existing grasslands at a 4 : l  ratio, the 
impact is less than significant. 

In addition, part of this project is to recognize the 1999 unpermitted grading and 
the associated disturbance. The area graded in 1999 is now identified as mixed 
non-native grassland / native grassland; mixed non-native and native grassland 
with French broom and I or cotoneaster; and bare. The botanical report states that 
the mixed-non native I native grassland areas were a result of the prior 
disturbance and the erosion control mix which was placed on site. This area 
represents approximately 50,036 sf (1.15 acres). As part of this project, the 
app!icant wi!l he required io  include !his entire area as part of the prairie 
management plan to mitigate for the loss of what may have been there. A 4 : l  
ratio for enhancement and replacement will be required. 

The management plan will include techniques such as mowing at certain times 
throughout the year to influence the reproductive success of native grassland 
species and enhance the ability of native species to complete with non-native 
species. The management plan will also include removal of non-native species 
such as French broom and cotoneaster. 

B. The botanical report has identified two small wet meadow areas (approximately 
200 sf and 800 sf) near approximately sta 11+50 on sheet C-2 where an 
intermittent drainage traverses the property. The proposed driveway will be 
constructed within 8 feet of the larger wet meadow and approximately 110 feet 
from the smaller wet meadow. According to the report, the wet meadow probably 
meets the definition of a wetland due to the presence of positive wetland 
hydrology (drainage swale), the dominance of hydropyhtic vegetation, and likely 
hydric soil conditions. The standard setback required from a wetland per County 
Code Section 16.30 is 100'. The findings for a riparian exception can be made to 
allow the proposed access to pass within 8 feet of the wet meadows; based on 
the special circumstances of having to balance two competing biotic management 
goals. The driveway was proposed near the larger wet meadow in order to follow 
the alignment of an already disturbed pathway to reduce the disturbance to the 
coastal prairie grassland. There is not an alternative alignment of the driveway 
that would result in less disturbance to coastal prairie. Since the driveway follows 
the alignment of the pathway, the grading in this area will be minimal. If the 
driveway were relocated to be further from the wet-meadow, the result would be a 
greater loss of coastal prairie grassland. Mitigations to reduce the impacts from 
disturbance close to the wet meadow to a less than significant level include: 
installation of silt fencing and construction fencing along the construction limits; 
installation of a culvert to allow seasonal waters to flow unimpeded under the 
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driveway and downstream to the wet meadow; and keeping construction 
materials, vehicles and equipment away from the wet meadow. Improvement of 
the existing 8-foot wide trail to accommodate the swale and seasonal wetlands is 
not anticipated to degrade or affect these resources. Given this lack of negative 
impact and the characteristics of the wet-meadow, it is more desirable to 
conserve Coastal Terrace Prairie than relocate the driveway further from the 
meadow. Therefore, the findings for a Riparian Exception can be made. 

C. The proposed project will include the removal of 17 mature trees for the 
construction of the driveway and for fuel management around the shop and 
house. Fifteen of the trees proposed to be removed ar.e native oak trees between 
8 and 18 inches in diameter, some of which are a locally unique species, called 
Shreve oak (Quercus parvula shrevei). Shreve oak is not a special status species 
protected b y  State or Federa! regu!a!ions. The project will also reqLiire limhing of 
trees and possibly trenching within root zones. All of the trees proposed to be 
removed fall within the 30' tree removal zone required by the local fire 
deparlment. The tree removal plan has been confirmed with Central Fire 
Protection District in the field. To ensure that impacts to trees are minimized 
temporary construction fences along the dripline of the native trees will be 
required and all storage of construction materials, parking of vehicles and 
construction equipment shall be stored outside of the dripline of trees to be 
retained. Where trenching is to occur within the dripline of the native trees, a 
certified arborist shall supervise the pruning and root cutting. In addition to the 
temporary measures, any oak tree removed will require replacement oak trees to 
be replanted at a 3 : l  ratio (45 trees) which will be required to be maintained and 
monitored for survival for a period of seven years. Also, in order to increase the 
value of wildlife and forested habitat, snags and downed logs shall be retained. 

The majority of the parcel is identified in the botanical report as mixed oak 
woodland, and large areas of mixed oak woodland are contiguous on the parcel. 
The loss of 15 oak trees with a 3:l replacement requirement is therefore not 
expected to create a significant impact. 

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

The project does not propose any activity that will restrict or interfere with movement Of 
migratory fish or wildlife species. 
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4. Produce nighttime lighting that will 
X illuminate animal habitats? ~- 

Exterior lighting on the proposed project will not result in a significant impact to any 
animal habitat. 

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

As discussed above (see comments C - I  & C-2), with implementation of recommended 
mitigation measures, the project would not be likely to adversely affect or cause a 
reduction in any species of wildlife. 

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

~ 

See comments C - I  & C-2. 

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

~ 

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

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

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

Parcel 040-081-09 is partially mapped as Timber Preserve. The proposed home and 
related grading are located on the non-timber portion of the property, which is 
consistent with General Plan Policy 5.12.7. Also only one single family dwelling with 
related accessory structures is proposed, in conformance with General Plan Policy 

- 4 4 -  



Environmental Review Initial Sludy 
Page 14 

5 12.2 

2. Affect or be affected by lands currently 
utilized for agriculture, or designated in 

X the General Plan for agricultural use? -- ___ 

The project site does not contain any land designated as agricultural resource 

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

The projec! wit! no! involve !he use of large amounts of fuel, water, and energy. or the 
use of these resources in a wasteful manner. 

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

The project will not include or require the substantial extraction or consumption of 
minerals, energy resources, or other natural resources. 

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

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

Overall, the current visual setting is an open terrace and oak studded hillside within a 
visual context of single-family dwellings. The proposed new home will interrupt this 
view. However, the home has been designed to comply with the General Plan policies 
8.6.5 and 8.6.6 to "encourage design that addresses the neighborhood and community 
context" and to assure incorporation of "design elements that are appropriate to the 
surrounding uses and the type of land use planned for the area." Specifically, at this 
property, this means that the ridge top will be avoided in the development, the trees on 
the ridge will remain, the tank will be located so that it is screened by the trees, and the 
site will be landscaped. Further, the color of the buildings and the retaining walls will be 
required to be earth-tones in the range of the colors of the hillside and ridge backdrop, 
and non-reflective materials will be required to be used in the glazing and roofing. A 
single family dwelling on this large parcel is compatible with the neighborhood context. 
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2. Substantially damage scenic 
resources, within a designated scenic 
corridor or public view shed area 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

X outcroppings, and historic buildings? ___ 

The only designated scenic corridor that could be impacted by !he proposed gradina is 
the Highway 1 corridor. Staff has traveled the Highway 1 corridor in the vicinity of the 
project site and has concluded that the site, including the proposed home and tank 
site, will not be visible from this corridor. 

In addition, though the property is adjacent to State Park Property to the North, the 
development is not visible from the park. County policies protect only public, rather 
than private, view sheds. 

3 .  Degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its 
surroundings, including substantial 
change in topography or ground 
surface relief features, andlor 
development on a ridgeline? ~ 

X 
~ 

The proposed development will not create a substanlial change in topography or 
otherwise alter any significant natural features. The proposed house is located below 
the ridgeline, and in fact was relocated off the ridge, which was the location of the 
original proposal. 

4.  Create a new source of light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or 

- nighttime views in the area? X 

The amount of light associated with the development will not significantly degrade 
nighttime views. 

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

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

F. Cultural Resources 
Does the project have the potential to: 
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1. Cause an adverse change in the 
signilicance of a historical resource as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines 15064.5? .. __ 

No designated historical resources are present on the project site. 

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

X 

X 

An archaeology report was prepared in 1980 by Archaeological Resource Service as 
part of previous proposed project. The one potential cultural resource area identified in 
that report will no1 be disturbed by the proposed project as it is located approximately 
500' away from the proposed driveway. 

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

See comment F-2, above. Also, pursuant to section 16.40.040 and 16.42.100 of the 
County Code, if at any time any artifact or other evidence of a historical 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 Drocedures established in Section 
16.40.040 and 16.42.100 should be observed 

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

No paleontological resources have been identified on the project site 

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

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

~ 

X 
~ 

The proposed project will not involve handling or storage of hazardous materials 
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2.  Be located on a site which is included 
on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

The project site is not listed as a known hazardous materials site 

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

The parcel and the project are not located within the Airport Clear Zones and safety 
hazards for people residing in the project area are low. 

4. Expose people l o  eleclro-magnetic 
fields associated with electrical 
transmission lines? X 

There are no high-voltage transmission lines on the project site 

___ 5. Create a potential fire hazard? X 

The project design will incorporate all applicable fire safety code requirements and will 
include fire protection devices as required by the local fire agency. Sheet C-8 
(Attachment 6) also shows the Fire Protection Zones to be implemented for tree 
removal and fuel management. 

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

The project will not involve processes which could result in the release of bio- 
engineered organisms or chemical agents. 

H. Transportat ionl lraff ic 
Does the project have the potential to. 
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1. Cause an increase in traffic that is 
substantial in relation to the existing 
traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips. the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or 
congestion at intersections)? 

Traffic from the proposed project, a single family dwelling, will add approximately one 
peak hour trip to area roads. This will not affect the existing traffic load and capacity of 
streets and intersections in the project vicinity. 

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

Adequate parking exists on the project site for the proposed project The project 
complies with parking requirements. 

3.  Increase hazards to motorists 
bicyclists, or pedestrians? 

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

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

The proposed project will generate 1 additional peak period trips per day (1  peak 
period trip per dwelling unit), which will not adversely affect intersections, roads, or 
highways in the project area. 

I. Noise 
Does the project have the potential to: 

1. Generate a permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without 
the project? - 
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The addition of the noise associated with one single family dwelling will not create a 
significant permanent increase in the noise levels in the project vicinity. 

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

Noise levels a i  the project site are not anticipated to exceed established standards 

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

Noise generated during construction for the proposed project will increase the ambient 
noise levels for adjoining areas. Given the limited duration of this construction related 
impact, it is considered to be less lhan significant. 

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

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

The proposed project does not include activities that could violate air quality standards, 
except for the additional traffic associated with the project, which is a less than 
significant impact to air quality. 

2. Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of an adopted air 

- quality plan? X 

The proposed project does not include activities that could conflict with or obstruct any 
adopted air quality plan. 

3. Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations? X 

The proposed project does not include activities that could generate a substantial 
concentration of pollutants. 
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4. Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? X 

~ ~~~ _ _ _ ~  

The proposed project does not include activities that could emit potentially 
objectionable odors. 

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

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

X ___ a. Fire protection? 

While the project represents a small incremental contribution to the need for services, 
this project meets the standards and requirements of the local fire agency. The project 
will include all fire safety features required by the local fire agency. 

b. Police protection? X 

While the project represents an incremental contribution to the need for services, the 
project will not create a significant demand for new services, nor will it require 
additional personnel. 

c. Schools? X 

While the project represents an incremental contribution to the need for school 
services, the proposed development will be subject to the payment of school impact 
fees to help offset the impacts of the increase in services. 

d. Parks or other recreational 
activities? X 

While the project represents an incremental contribution to the need for services, the 
project will not create a significant demand for new services. Additionally, parks capital 
improvement fees for the proposed development help offset the impacts of the 
incremental increase in public parks usage and needs generated by the project. 
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Parcel 040-081-06 has a designation of park site "D". Barry Samuel, Director of Parks, 
Open Space and Cultural Services has reviewed the proposed project and has 
determined that the "project does not trigger the park site review process." 

State Parks stafl has also indicated that they are not interested in acquiring the subject 
properly. 

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

While the project represents an incremental contribution to the need for services, the 
project will not create a significant demand for new services. 

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

The proposed drainage facilities for the project includes the construction of new onsite 
detention systems, storm drain lines and dispersion trenches. While the construction of 
the storm drain lines will disturb some of the areas of Coastal Terrace Prairie and 
mixed grassland, the project conditions will include mitigation for disturbed habitat. 
Mitigation will consist of a prairie management plan to manage and enhance existing 
prairie at a ratio of 4: l .  This management plan will include cutting the grassland I 
prairie sod to a depth of 1 foot and removing and storing the sod in blocks for 
replacement once the trench is backfilled. This mitigation has been used in similar 
circumstances with successful outcome. 

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

The project will contain an onsite well and contain septic on-site, which are adequate to 
accommodate the relatively light demands of this project. The project will not 
necessitate expansion of wastewater facilities. 

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

The project's wastewater flows will be very light and will not cause a violation of 

- 5 2  - 



Environmental Review Initial Sludy 
Page 22 

wastewater treatment standards 

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

The water service will be adequate for fire suppression at the site. Additionally, the 
local fire agency has reviewed and approved the plans, assuring conformity with fire 
protection standards. 

6. Result in inadequate access for fire 
X protection? ._ 

The project access has been designed in accordance with local fire agency 
requirements and has been reviewed and approved by the local fire agency. 

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

The small volume of waste generated by the proposed devejopment will not 
significantly reduce landfill capacity. 

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

~ X 

The project will not include any activity that would result in a breach of statutes or 
regulations related to solid waste management. 

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

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

Refer to L-2. 

2. Conflict with any County Code 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? X _- 
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One of the stated purposes of the Sensitive Habitat ordinance (County Code Section 
16.32) is to minimize the disturbance of biotic communities which are rare or especially 
valuable. Given the septic and slope constraints of this site, the proposed development 
has minimized disturbance of the Coastal Prairie and native bunchgrass, even though 
.35 acres of prairie and 2 5  acres of mixed grassland will be permanently impacted and 
.28 acres of prairie and . I 4  acres of mixed grassland will be temporarily impacted. (If 
the project access is required from Jennifer Drive rather than Kamian Street, .72 acres 
of grassland will be permanently affected and .47 acres will be temporarily affected). 
Impacts to sensitive habitat will also be minimized with the implementation of an 
erosion control plan, construction fencing to contain construction related disturbance, 
as well as a Coastal Prairie management plan. The Coastal Prairie management plan 
that is proposed has benefits associated with it. These benefits include removal of 
invasive non-native plant species, management of the existing native grassland, and 
establishment of increased area of native grassland. Based on the constraints and 
associated benefits with the proposed mitigations, the disturbance of the biotic 
communities is consistent with the Sensitive Habitat Ordinance and findings can be 
made to approve a riparian exception. The project complies with all regulations. 

General Plan Sections 6.3.9 and 8.2.2, as well as Code Section 16.22.050 require site 
design to minimize grading. The property is heavily constrained by septic, biotic and 
slope issues. Suitable septic disposal is not available on the flatter portion of the 
property due to problematic soil and percolation rates. Given these constrainis, the 
building site was located on a sloping portion of the parcel at the end of an 
approximately 2000' driveway. This generates approximately 1,880 cubic yards of cut 
and 2,300 cubic yards of fill activity. The building itself does not involve substantial 
excavation or fill, and most of the grading is due to the driveway. The project plans 
have been revised to incorporate retaining walls to reduce the grading and site 
disturbance. Additionally, the fire-truck turn around has been re-configured to 
additionally reduce grading and disturbance. 

3. Physically divide an established 
~- X __ community? 

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

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

~ 

X - 

The proposed project is designed at the density and intensity of the development 
indicated by the General Plan and Zoning designations of the parcel The applicant has 
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not requested an increase in density that would allow more units than are currently 
designated for the site. 

The proposed project does not involve extensions of utilities such as water, sewer, or 
new road systems into areas not designated for such services and is consistent with 
the County General Plan. The project will not include any substantial growth that is not 
consistent with County planning goals. 

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

The proposed project will entail a gain in housing units (one) and will not involve 
demolition of any existing housing units. 

M. Non-Local Approvals 

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

N. Mandatory Findinqs of Significance 

1. Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment. 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the 
range of a rare or endangered plant, animal, 
or natural community, or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? Yes ~ No - X 

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

2. 
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3 .  Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable ("cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in 
conneciion with the effects of past projects, 
and the effects of reasonably foreseeable 
future projects which have entered the 
Environmental Review stage)? 

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

4. 

Yes No X __ 

No X __ Yes 
~ 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission 
(APAC) Review 

Archaeological Review 

Biotic ReoorVAssessment 

Geologic Hazards Assessment (GHA) 

Geologic Report 

Geotechnical (Soils) Report 

Riparian Pre-Site 

Septic Lot Check 

Other: 

REQUIRED COMPLETED* 

A 

W A  

X 

X 

X 

~ 

'Attach summary and recommendation trom completed reviews 

List any other technical reports or information sources used in preparation of this initial 
study: 

Geolechnical Investigation prepared by Haro, Kasunich 8 Associates, dated May 24, 2006 

Driveway Grading and Drainage Plans prepared by Roper Engineering, dated November 28 
2006 

Botanical Report prepared by Biotic Resources Group, dated September 28, 2005 and Addenda 
lo Botanical Report dated July 27, 2006 and February 23, 2007. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW ACTION 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

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

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

- 

1 
2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

14. 

L 7 
G- 

Signature 

Paia Levine 
For: Claudia Slater 
Environmental Coordinator 

Atlachmenls: 

Vicinity Map 
Assessor's Parcel Map 
Map of Zoning Districts and General Plan Designations 
Site, Driveway, Grading and Drainage Plans (Sheets C-1, C-2, C-4 and C-5, C-6, C-7 dated 
November 28, 2006) by Roper Engineering 
Alternative Driveway Plan (Sheet C-3, dated November 28, 2006) by Roper Engineering 
Fire Protection Zones (Sheet C-8, dated November 28, 2006) by Roper Engineering 
Geotechnical Report Review Letter prepared by Kent Edler, Civil Engineer, dated Oclober 10 
2006 
Geotechnical Investigation prepared by Haro, Kasunich 8 Associales, daled May 24, 2006. 
Presence-Absence Survey Reporl for the Ohlone Tiger Beetle, dated April 24, 2001 by 
Entomological Consulting Services, Ltd 
Environmental Health Services Approval, dated March 2, 2007. 
Bolanical Report prepared by Biotic Resources Group, dated September 28. 2005 
Botanical Report Addendum by Biotic Resources Group dated July 27, 2006 
Botanical Report Addendum by Biotic Resources Group dated February 23 :  2007 

it.lub,~+,ky fcc,civcd dvf i3  K ~ L J I ? ~ )  , . L 3 d  ~ p,q 6/-riii cct 2L/.c 
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TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

Octobei IO. 2006 

Hamilton Swift - Attn: Diedre Hamilton 
1509 Seabright .&?re, @A! 
Santa Cruz. CA, 95062 

Subject: Review of Geotechnical investigation by iiaro, Kasunich 8 Associates 
Dated May 24, 2006; Project #: SC9054 
APN 040-081-06, -07. -09, Application #: 05-0407 

Cear Applicant: 

The purpose of lhis letter is to inform you lhat the Planning Depari.ment has accepted the 
subject report and the following items shall De required: 

1. 

2. 

All construction shall comply with the recommendations of the report 

F-inal plans shall reference the repoil and include a statement that the project shall 
conform to the report's recommenda!ions. 

- .  1 Prior to building permit issuance a pian review letter shall be submitted to Environmental 
Planning. The author of the report shall write the plan review letfer. The letter shall 
slate thai :he project plans conform to the report's recommendations. 

After building permit issuance Ihe soils engineer musf remain involved with the projeci during 
construction. Please review the Notice to Permits Holders (attached). 

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

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

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

Environmental ~ C v i e \ ~  [nitat Study 
Sincerely,, /L&. , ~~..~.---- J 

: '  I i - ,/-. 
2 ,. ./:;.5, ," .:-, 
K.ent Edler " 
Civil Enginee: Civil Engineer 

Cc: S 8 P Carniichael Enterprises Inc., Owner 
Ham. Kasunich & Associates 

I 



S U PP L E ME NT A L G E OT E C H N IC AL I NY E ST I GAT IO N 
For 

Proposed Carmichael Residence 
Kamian Way 

Santa Cruz County, California 

Prepared For 
Steve Carmichael 

San Jose, California 
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MR. STEVE CARMICHAEL 
4 125 Blackford Avenue, Suite 250 
San Jose. California 95117 

Su bject : Geotechnical Investigation 

Reference: Proposed Carmichael Residence and Detached Shop 
Off Kamian Way 
APN 040-081-06 8 08 
Santa Cruz, California 

Clear Mr.  Carmichael: 

At your request, we have performed a supplemental geotechnical investigation for the 
referenced project site. A Geotechnical Investiqation-Carmichael Residence dated 18 
August 1999 was previously prepared for referenced project by Steven Raas 8 
Associates, Inc. 

The purpose of our investigation was to update the previous geolechnical investigation 
for the project site as well as provide supplemental field exploration and design criteria 
for the current resident building envelope location as well as the proposed shop located 
downslope of the residence. 

This report also formally acknowledges that Haro, Kasunich and Associates will take full 
responsibility for the geotechnical aspects of the project and become the geotechnical 
engineers of record. 

The accompanying report presents our conclusions and recommendations, as well as 
the results of the geotechnical investigation on which they are based. 

If you have any questions concerning the data or conclusions presented in this reporl 
please call ourbftice 

RLP/dk 
CoDies: 2 to 

4 to 
Addressee 
Hamilton Swift, Atin: 

Rick L .  Parks 
G.E. 2603 

Ms. Deidre Hamilton 
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Project No. SC9054 
24 May 2006 

DISC USSlG N S ~ CONCLUSIONS AND R E  COMMEND ATi ON S 

Based on the results of our investigation, the proposed project appears compatible with 

the site, provided the following recommendations are incorporated into the design and 

construction of the proposed project 

Based upon site topography and the subsurface profile encountered in our exploratory 

borings, the proposed residence should be supported by a drilled pier and grade beam 

system The detached shop siluaied at the base of the knoll may be founded upon 

conveniional spread fooiings 

The site soils are susceptible to erosion when subjected to concentrated runoff. 

Portions of the topographic knoll above the building envelopes have been eroded with 

rills and gullies present. The most affective method to correct existing erosion features 

and prevent future erosion will be to control surface runoff. Site grading for the 

residence and detached shop should collect and convey surface runoff to an energy 

dissipater system situated upon the near level slope below the topographic knoll. 

Existing erosion features should be graded and replaced with site silty sands 

redensified as engineered fill. 
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A pavement section for the access driveway has not yet been developed. We will work 

with Ihe project civil engineer to design a pavement section accommodating the 

potentially expansive soils underlying a significant portion of the access driveway. The 

following recommendations should be used as guidelines for preparing project plans 

and soecifications: 

___ Site G r a  
1 The geotechnical engineer should be notified at least lour ( 4 )  workinq days prior 

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

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

recommendations of this report are based or1 the assumption that the geotechnical 

engineer will perform the required testing and observation during grading and 

construction. It is the owner's responsibility lo make the necessary arrangements for 

these required services. 

2 

Moisture Content shall be based on ASTM Test Designation D1557 - Current. 

Where referenced in this report Percent Relative Compaction and Optimum 

3 Areas to be graded should be cleared of all obstructions including loose fill. 

building foundations, trees not designated to remain, or other unsuitable material 

10 
Environmental R w i e  

ATTACHMENT-5 .- 

4PPIJCATION -&- - 7 4 -  
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Existing depressions or voids created during site clearing should be backfilled with 

engineered fill 

4. Cleared areas should then be stripped of organic-laden topsoil. Stripping depth 

should be from 2 to 4 inches. Actual depth of stripping should be determined in the field 

by the geotechnical engineer. Strippings should be wasted off-site or stockpiled for use 

in landscaped areas if desired. 

5. Areas to receive engineered fill should be scarified to a depth of 6 inches, 

moisture conditioned, and compacted to at least 90 percent relative compaction. 

Portions of the site may need to be moisture conditioned to achieve a suitable moisture 

content for compaction. These areas may then be brought to design grade with 

engineered fill. 

6. Engineered fill should be placed in thin lifts not exceeding 8 inches in loose 

thickness, moisture conditioned, and compacted to at least 90 percent relative 

compaction. The upper 8 inches of pavement and slab subgrades should be 

compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction. The aggregate base below 

pavements should likewise be compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction. 



Project  no^ SC9054 
24 May 2006 

7. If grading is performed during or shortly after the rainy season, the grading 

conlractor may encounter compaction difficulty, such as pumping or bringing free water 

to the sudace. in the upper surface clayey and silty sands. If cornpaction cannot be 

achieved after adjusting the soil moisture content, it may be necessary to over-excavate 

the subgrade soil and replace it wiih angular crushed rock to stabilize the subgrade. 

We estimate that the depth of over-excavation would be approximately 24 inches under 

these adverse conditions. 

8 .  Fills should be keyed and benched into firm soil or bedrock in areas where 

existing slope gradienls exceed 6 : l  (horizontal to verlical). Subdrains will be required in 

areas where keyways or benches expose potential seepage zones. 

9. Soils utilized as engineered fill should: 

a) Be free of wood, organic debris and other deleterious materials; 

b) Not contain rocks or clods greater than 2.5 inches in any dimension; 

c j  Not contain more than '25 percent of fines passing the #200 sieve; 

d )  Have a Sand Equivalent greater than 18; 

e)  Have a Plasticity Index less than 15; and 

f) Have an R-value of not less than 30 
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10 

used in engineered fi l ls 

We estimate shrinkage factors of abOul 15 percent for fhe on-site materials when 

11. All permanent cut and fill slopes should be inclined no steeper than 2 1 

(horizontal to vertical). 

12 

with erosion-resistant vegetation 

Following grading. all exposed slopes shoula be planted as soon as possible 

13 Atier the earthwork operations have been completed and the geolechnical 

engineer has finished his observation of the work, no furlher earthwork operations shall 

be performed except with Ihe approval of and under the observation of the geolechnical 

engineer 

Foundations 

14. Based upon site topography and the subsurface soil profile encountered in our 

exploratory borings, the proposed residence and driveway retaining walls should be 

supported by a drilled pier and grade beam system. The detached shop situated at the 

base of the knoll may be founded upon conventional spread footings 
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Spread Footinqs for Detached Shop 
15. All foolings should be founded at least 18 inches below the lowest adjacent 

grade and be embedded at least 12 inches into undisturbed, non-expansive, native soil. 

Actual fooling depths should be determined in accordance with anticipated use and 

applicable design standards. The footings should be reinforced as required by the 

siruclural designer based on the actual loads iransmitied to the foundation 

-, 
I ne ioundaiion trenches shouid be kept moist and be thoroughly cieaned of all 

slough or loose materials prior to pouring concrete. In addition, ail foolings located 

adjacent io other footings or utility trenches should have their bearing surfaces founded 

below a n  imaginary 1.5: l  plane projected upward from the bottom edge of the adjacent 

footings or ulility trenches. 

> r  
I O .  

17.  

horizontally from the surface of the nearest adjacent slope. 

The footings should be embedded deeper. such that the base is at least 10 feei 

18. Foundations designed in accordance with the above may be designed for an 

allowable soil bearing pressure of 2,000 psf for dead plus live loads. This  value may be 

increased by one-third to include short-term seismic ar,d wind Icads. 

1 4  
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19. 

are anticipated to be less than 1 inch and % inch respectively. 

Total and diflerential settlements under the proposed light shop building loads 

20. Lateral load resistance for structures supported on footings may be developed in 

friction beiween the foundation bottom and the supporting subgrade. A friction 

coefficient 01 0.35 is considered applicable. 

Drilled Piers 
21. 

drilled piers 

The proposed residence and driveway retaining walls should be supported by 

22. 

8 feet into firm, undisturbed native soil. 

Drilled piers should be at least 18 inches in diameter and be embedded at least 

23. 

bearing capaciiy of 4,000 psf plus a one third increase for shorl term loading. 

Piers constructed in accordance with the above may be designed for an end 

24. 

assumed lo act against two pier diameters. 

undisturbed native soil should be neglected when computing passive resistance. 

For passive lateral resistance, an equivalent fluid pressure of 300 psf may be 

The upper 3 feet of engineered fil l or 
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25. Prior io placing concrete, all foundation excavations should be thoroughlv 

cleaned. The foundation excavations must be observed by the geotechnical engineer 

or his representative prior to placing concrete. 

Retaininq Walls and Lateral Pressures 
26. Reiaining walls should be supported by drilled pier and grade beam foundations 

as  previously outlined. Retaining walls should be designed to resist both lateral earlh 

pressures and any addiiional surcharge loads. Walls up io 8 feet high should be 

designed to resist an active equivalent fluid pressure oi 35 pcf for level backfills. and 50 

pcf for sloping backfills inclined up to 211 (horizontal to veriical). Restrained wa!k 

should be designed io resist uniformly applied wall pressure of 23 H psi for level 

backslopes The walls should also be designed to resist one half of any surcharge 

loads imposed on the backfill behind the walls. Structural retaining walls including 

access driveway retaining walls should also be designed for a seismic surcharge of 16H 

psf acting at 0.6 H. - 

27. The above lateral pressures assume lhat the walls are fully drained to prevent 

hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Drainage materials behind ihe wall should 

consist oi Class 2 Permeable Material (Caltrans Specification 68-1.025) or an approved 

equivalent. The drainage material should be at least 12 inches thick. The drains should 

extend from the base of the walls to within 12 iriches of the top of the backfill. A 
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perforated pipe should be placed (holes down) about 4 inches above the bottom of the 

wall and be lied to a suitable drain outlet Wall backdrains should be plugged at the 

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

Slabs-on-Grade 
28 We recommend that proposed slabs-on-grade he supporled on at least 8 inches 

of non-expansive (PI 5 15) granular material compacted to at least 95 percent relative 

compaction 

The project structural designer should determine the appropriate slab reinforcing and 

thickness, in accordance with Ihe anticipated use and loading of the slab. However, we 

recommend that consideration be given to a minimum slab thickness of 5 inches and 

steel reinforcement necessary to address temperature and shrinkage considerations. It 

is recommended that rebar in lieu of wire mesh be used for slab reinforcement. The 

steel reinforcement should be held firmly in the vertical center of the slab during 

placement and finishing of the concrete with pre-cast concrete dobies. 

Where floor dampness must be minimized or where floor coverings will be installed, 

concrete slabs-on-grade should be constructed on a capillary break layer at least 4 

inches thick, covered with a membrane vapor retarder. Capillary break material should 

be free-draining, clean, angular gravel such as %-inch drainrock. The gravel should be 
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washed io remove fines and dust prior to placement on the slab subgrade. The vapor 

retarder should be a high quality membrane at least 10 mil think and puncture resistant. 

An acceptable product for use as a vapor retarder in the Stego Wrap IO-mil Class A 

vapor retarder system manufactured by Stego Industries. LLC. Provided the Stego 

Wrap system is installed per manufaciurer's recommendations, the concrete may be 

poured directly upon the Stego Wrap Vapor Retarder. The primary considerations for 

installing the vapor retarder are: taping all seams; sealing all penetrations such as pipe, 

ducting, wire, etc; and repairing all punctures. 

It should be clearly understood concrete slabs are not waterproof, nor are they vapor- 

proof The aforementioned moisture retardant system will help minimize water and 

water vapor transmission through the slab, however moisture sensitive floor coverings 

require additional protective measures. Floor coverings must b e  installed according to 

the manufacturer.s specifications. including appropriate waterproofing applications 

and/or any recommended slab and/or subgrade preparation. Consideration should alsci 

be given to recommending a topical waterproofing application over the slab. 

29. Exterior concrete slabs-on-grade should be founded on firm, well-compacted 

ground consisting of at least 8 inches of non-expansive(PI< 15) granular material 

compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction. Reinforcing should be provided 

in accordance with the anticipated use and loading of the slab. The reinforcement 
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should not be lied to the building foundations. These exterior slabs can be expected to 

suffer some cracking and movement. However, thickened exterior edges, a well- 

prepared subgrade including premoisiening prior to pouring concrete, adequately 

spaced expansion joints. and good workmanship should minimize cracking and 

movement 

Site Drainaqe 
30. Thorough control of runoff IS essential to the performance of the project 

31 Runoff must noi be allowed to sheet flow over graded slopes Berms or lined V- 

ditches should be construcled at ihe top of slopes to divert water toward suiiable 

collection facrlrties and energy dissipation devices 

32. Permanent subdrains may be required adjacent io pavements or building 

foundations where groundwater levels are near the surface. The location and depth of 

these drains will need lo be determined in the field by the geolechnical engineer. 

33 

runoff is not permitted to pond adjacent to foundations and pavements. 

drainage should be directed away from the building foundations. 

Surface drainage should include provisions for positive gradients so that surface 

Surface 
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34 Discharge from the roof 

gutters should be conveyed away from the downspouts by closed conduit lo  energy 

dissipalors situated upon the near level slope below the topographic knoll 

Full roof gutters should be placed around all eaves 

35 The migration of water or spread of extensive root systems below foundations, 

slabs, or pavements rnay cause undesirable differential movements and subsequent 

damage lo these structures Landscaping should be planned accordingly 

Plan Review, Construction Observation, and Testing 
36 .  Our firm should be provided the opportunity for a general review of the final 

project plans prior to construction so that our geotechnical recommendations rnay be 

properly interpreted and implemented. If our firm is not accorded the opportunity of 

making the recommended review, we can assume no responsibility for misinterpretation 

of our recommendations. We recommend that our office review the project plans prior 

to submittal to public agencies, to expedite project review. The recommendations 

presented in this report require our review of final plans and specifications prior to 

construction and upon our observation and, where necessary, testing of the earthwork 

and foundation excavations. Observation of grading and foundation excavations allows 

anticipated soil conditions to be correlated to those actually encountered in the field 

during construction. 

-84- 
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0 9 : 2 6 : 2 9  Fri Mar 0 9 ,  2007 

COUNTY OF S k N T A  CRUZ - 3 . 1  P A L P D R 3 8 5  G 3 f O 9 f O 7  D S 4  
ALSDR385 0 9 : 2 5 :  4 2  BROWSE D I S C R E T I O N A R Y  A P P L I C A T I O N  COMMENTS 

A P P L - N O :  05 .0407  REVIEW AGENCY: ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 
S E N T  T O  P L N R :  3 / 0 2 / 0 1  R E V I E W E R :  J G S  

ROUTING N O :  1 V E R S I O N  NO:  2 
COMMENTS: 

COMP1,E.TENES.S COMNENT : 
.~ .. _ _  _. REVIEW ON FEBRUARY 16, 2 0 0 7  BY JIM G SAFRANEK = =  
The app icant's septic consultant will need to verify in the 
field that setbacks to the proposed road grading adjacent to the 
approved leachfield rnpets code. Submit consultant's letter to EHS 
staff forreview and approval 
~ .~~ . .~ --  ~ _.._ ~-.. UPDATED ON MARCH 2 ,  2 0 0 7  BY JIM G SAFRANEK = = = = = = = . = =  
Septic consultant's letter was reviewed; project is now approved 
hy EHS 

MISCELLRNEOUS COMMENT: 
REVIEW ON FEBRUARY 1 6 ,  2 0 0 7  BY JIM G SAFRANEK = = = = = = = = =  _ ~ _ _  _.__ ~~ _. 

NO COMMENT 

P F 7 / 8 = P R E V / N X T  AGCY l O / l l = P A G E  C O W  T H I S  RTNG 1 2 / 1 3 = O T H E R  R T N G S - T H I S  AGCY 
............................................................................... 
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INTHODUCTION 

This properly ( . O W  040-081-06, 040.081~07 and 040~081.09) i s  localed in the Vienna Woods area of Aplos 
w i t h i n  Sania Cniz Counly. The paicel i s  accessed from either Jennifer Uri\:e or Kamlrn  Stre t i .  two public 
sfreels The piopenv encompasses approximately 143  acres; the parcel i s  located in an unincorporaled area 
of the Counly that suppons residential development (Vienna Woods subdivrsion)_ school facilities (Cabrilln 
College), r u r a l  residential development (I~Judson Road area) arid parkland (Forest of Wisene M a r k s  Slate 
Park (Figure 1 )  

Thc laiido\ir~trs,  Stephen and Phyllis CarmJchaeI, propose to conslruc! 2 single -family ies idence on the 
property. The residence is proposed to access the site from Kamien Sl i te l .  The proposed dr iveway and 
residenlial developmeill area (New Residence for Slephen and Phyllis C a r G c h a e l :  S i l e  Plan,  received 
September 27: 2005 from Roper Enginecring), as depicted on Figure 2: IS the  focus  of the bolanical  
reporl. 

The Biotic Resources Group (Kathleen Lyons: plant ecologjsij assessed the boianical resources of the 
prcpcsed residtnria! development arc?  o,! ihr p roprny  p~rindically since 1998. In 2005. information from 
these assessments. as well as holanical data provided to Ihe County by others through piiblrc hearings and 
correspondence: w a s  revicwed. Site visils were conducted in spring and s i m m e r  2005 Io update previously 
collecled information and I O  evaluale the current residential propoial The focus  of the botanical report i s  to 
document exisiing butanical resources on the propeny (with a focus on the proposed developmenl area); 
idenlify sensitive botanical iesouices within !he proposed roadway a n d  residential deXlopmen1 area and 
recommendmeasures lo avoid or reduce impacts lo sensitive botanical resources lo a less lhan s i p i f k a n l  
level. a b  applicable. 

Specific tasks conducccd for this sliidy include: 

* Characlerize and map the major plant community types on the properly: 

ldeni i fy  sensitive botanical resources; including plant species of concern.  on Ihe property and wilhirl 
the proposed residential develop men^ areas, 

Evaluale the potenlial effects o f the  proposed residential develop men^ on sensiiive bolanical 
resources and recommend measiires to avoid or reduce such impacts. 

* 

Intended Use of this Report 

The findings presented i n  this biological report are iniended for the sole u s e  of Stephen and Phyl l is  
CarmiChad: lhei i  represenlalives, and the Counly of Sania Cruz in evaluating the proposed residential 
developmenl for the property. The f indi i~gs  presented by rhc Bioljc Resources  GIGUP in lhis icpoii a r e  for 
information purposes only; they are iiut intended lo represent the interpreialioi1 of an? Slale.  Federal  or 
Countv laws or ordinances pertainine I O  pe rn i l t inp  a c t i m s  wilhin sensit ive habitat or endangered 

!armithael Property,  Ppto!, (A 
B o t a n i a l  Repori  I September 18. 2005 
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A1 ET13 ODOLOGY 

The bolanical resources of ihe propeny, w i t h  a focus on the proposed residential development area: were 
assessed through literature review and field observations~ Field surveys of portions of Ihe property were  
condiicled in  April and June 1998. February and March 2001, M a y  2002. May 2004,  and March,  Apri l  
a i d  Aiigi~sl  2005. During these site visits botanical resources within the proposed development area:  
including various driveway a l i p m e n l s ,  were walked (Biotic Resources Group 2000,2001,2002). T h e  
2005 s i l e  visits weie  conducted on March 8; April 15; August 17  and August 25. During the 2005 field 
vis i~s;  old roads and trails that lraverse the majority of ihe property were walked to refine and updaie 
previous plant community mapping. documenl dominant plant species and re-evaluate the property for 
special slatus plant species and habitats~ 

The  major plant community types on the property, based on ihe c lass i f ica~ion  sysiein developed b y  
c N E ~ R ’ ~  c2!jf2.,.:i2 :rcrrcJ:r:c! .+:2r2! cc,y;z2;7(:;2z ;C”FS 2~2:; ,4 ,?tG,yGG: cj;cGyG7;;:G 
Vegerario~i (Sawyer and Keeler~WOlf 1995) and as amended to reflecl site conditions, were mapped  
during the 2005 field survcys. Previous vegelaliun maps prepared by Biotic Resoiirces Group (2001) and 
Kevin Conlreras (2004)  and aerial photos (dated 2000) were reviewed. Plant communily types as recognized 
by CDFG were used to lhe greatest extent feasible, however, modif icat~ons lo the classificalion syslem’s 
nomenclature were made. as necessary, to accurately describe the sites ~e sou rce s ,  particularly for a reas  t l ial  
were previously disturbed and the CDFG system provides no  suitable classification. A formal delinealion of 
wetlands was no1 conducted, however, potential wetland areas iniadjacent to the proposed residenlial 
dcveloprnent ( i .e ._  areas along proposed driveway and at house site) were evaluated. For the project s i te;  
areas demonstrating a donllnance of obligale or facultative-we1 plant species and wetland hydiology (1.e~:  
drainage feature: such 3s a watercourse) weie idenlified as “polenlial wellands.” Areas supporting FACW 
plan1 species in the absence of positive hydrological features were no1 considered to be  polenlial wet lands.  
The  plant communities were mapped onlo a iopoyaphjc  base m a p  (Figure 2). T h e  Jepson Ma17ual 
(Hickman 1993) was the principal taxonomic references used for the botanical work .  

To assess the potential occurrence of special siaius boianical resources; previous documentstcorrespondence 
w a s  reviewed and two eleclronic daiabases were accessed to delennjne recorded occurrences of sensitive 
plant cormnunilks and sensitive species. lnfonnation was obtained from the California Native Plan1 
Sociely’s (CWS) Flec~ronIc lnvenlory (August 2005) and California Department of Fish & Game’s (CDFG)  
RareFind dalabase (CDFG April 2005) for the Soquel and Laurel 1J.S.G.S. quadrangle and surrounding 
quadrangles Previous reports as well as correspondence submitted to the County during previous publ ic  
reviews of this property were also reviewed and include reportsiletters from Morgan (June 2004a), Morgan 
June 2000b); Nisene Marks lo lhe  Sea (March 2004): Counly of Santa Cruz (February 2003): Hayes  
(November 2000): EcoSyslcms West (November, 2000 and 2001): and Morgan (June 1 9 8 0  and 2000). 

This report summarizes Ihe findings of the bolanical assessment for the proposed residential developmenl 
project. The potential impacts of the proposed development (i-e., crealion of one single-fani ly residence and 
driveway) on sensitive resources are discussed below. Measures lo reduce significant impacts io a level of 
less-than-significant are recommended, as applicable. 

APPLiCATION ,- 

(armithael Property, Aptoi. (A 
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EXISTING B07'ANlCAL RESOURCES 

'l'lie Carm~chae l  properly lies within Ihe ourcr C e n ~ r a l  Coast geogiaphic region (Sawyer  a n d  Keeler-Vvojf. 
1995). T h e  properly is undeveloped, except for existing dirl roads and l r a i l s  ihat Iraverse Ihe sourhern 
porlion of Ihe  property^ The soulhern coiner of the property (MN 040-GS1-07j abuts the upper end of 
Borregas Creek, an inlermittenl creek. 'Tannery Gulch: a n  i n t e r ~ t t e t i l  Iribulary lo Porler Gulch, travels 
along a porlion of the western properly l i ne .  These drainages are depic~cd on Figure 1 

The  telatively level pollions of Ihe property are mapped as Wa~sonville loam, 2 lo I 5  percent slope (177) 
(Soil Survey of Santa Cruz Counly, SCSj. This soil lype corresponds 10 areas shown as giasslands in  the 
1974 soil s n r q  aerial photo. T h e  soulhernrnost canyon areas are  mappcd as E 
50 percent slopes (136) and Lompico~Fellon complex, 30 to 50 percent slopes (143). This soil type 
corresponds to areas s h o w  as brush andior foresled areas in the 7974 soil survey aerial  photo^ T h e  wooded 
canyon areah along Tannery Gulch are mapped as Lompico-Felton complex: 50-?5 percent slopes. One 
grassisclub area located in the north-central porlion of (he propeny i s  mapped as Los Osos loam, 30-50 
percent slopes (148)~ The brush and wooded areas in Ihenorihemmosl portion of {he property area mapped 
as Nisene-Aplos complex, 50 to 75 percenl slopes (158); Ben Lomond sandy loam; 50 lo 75 percent slopes 
( j  : 2): and Ren Lcxcnd sandy !c-:n: ! 5  to il! percen! s!opes ( 1  1 ?). .4 cop;? d !hP x i !  survey map from this 
portion of the County i s  presenled as Appendix A.  Of !he soil lypes mapped foi the propeny, only 
Walsonvillc loam i s  considered a hydric soil (WRCS; 1992). 

The distribulion of vegetalion types on Ihe pioperty is depicted on Figuie 2, based on Ihe field surveys  i n  
2005: the i t v i e w  of previous plant cornmunjly mapping and aerial pholo in!erpretation. Nine primary 
vegetatjon lypes were  observed on Ihe  property. These  v e g e ~ a ~ i o n  lypes can  be further dist inguished inlo 
plant ass(xraliCins T h e  plant associalions on Ihe project s i le ,  as recognized by CDFG (CDFG, 2003) or as 
modified In  rnnie closely resernblc site conditions on Ihe properly. are  listed on Table 1 

According 10 the CDFG classification system, areas dominated by California oalgrass are classified as  
"California oalgrass bunchgrass grassland" (CDFG: 2003). A5 Sawyer & Keeler-Wolf consider the 
California oalgrass series a part of Ihe coaslal prairie, the tenn "coaslal prairie" was  used in this report lo 
describe areas on the Cannichael propeny comprised of California oatgrass and associated herbaceous 
plants (].e.: gumplant, rush). Some ponions of the propeny, such as  along residenlial fences: were  
identified as "introduced perennial grassland". According 10 Sawyer & Keeler-Wolf, this plant series is 
considered part of coastal prairie but reflects the presence ofinlroduced annuaJ and perennial grass that 
doininate cerlain areas. This was observed on the C a r m i h a e l  Propetty where extensive slands of 
Bermuda grass (a  perei~mial nun-native grass) have isiabljshed our+vard f rom adjaccnt residential areas. 

The t e r n  "mixed non~na l ive  and native grassland': was selecced io describe lhe vegeiaiion observed on 
Ihe hillside that was  subjecl to previous land disturbances and erosion control activities. The herbaceous 
cover uias comprised of both non-native and native grasses and forbs, ye1 neilher appeared to reach 50% 
relative c o w  based on vimal estimates of plan1 composition. Although not recognized in the CDFG or 
Sawyer 2 Kteler-'&oif classification systems, the "irjxed grassland'' term was used as it best described 
the composition of the vegetation in this panicular portion of the Camichae l  property. The "mixed 
" erassland" classification has been used by others Io describe sinilar sile condiljons (Barbour &! Major 
1982). 

T h c  propeny also supporls numerous occurrences of non-native trees. slirubs .and vines. These occur as tree 
groves: such as groves of non-native pine? acacia and cypress, as \vel] as isolated S e i 
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Forbs (herbaceous. non-grass species) ale also ptevalent wilhin coaslal praitie. wilh many species being 
considered "spring WiidtioLVers '. On the Carmichael properly. c o i m o i ~ ~ y  obsrrved i l a l i v c  foib.5 l i ~ c h ~ d e  
soap planl (Chior-ogoiur~i pon?ei-idia!iui~i), blue-eyed grass (Sisyriiichruni hellui~7). s k y  lupine (1,iApinus 
i i u ~ i u ~ ) _  sun  c u p  (Camissonia owia j ,  owls clovci (Casii l lcp deiiiifloraj, giimplaiit (Gri;;di.llo hir.;im/aj, 
and common tarweed (Madra exiguaj. Lesser amounts of golden brodiaea (Ti-iieleia ixioides), dwarf  
lnodiaea (Riodiaea  elegarisj, skunkweed (Navarrerio squarro~a) ;  and  yellow Mariposa lily (Ca lochorrus  
lureus) were also observed. T h e  southernmost prairie on the properly was ohserved to support large-  
flowered star tulip (Calochorrus uniflorusj in 1 9 8 0  (Morgan, 1980). Nan-nal ive forbs a re  also prevalent 
in the prairie, including English plarrtain (Plaiirago lai iceolaroj~ filaree ( t r o d i u i n  boilys), filago (Filago 
gol l ico j ,  hairy c a l l s  ear (Hypnchoei-is rodicaro), smooth cat 's ear (H:;pochaeris giabra). subterranean 
clover (TriJoliirm suDrei-i-aiieuiil), shamrock clover (TrrJolium dubium). sheep sorrel ( R U i J l e X  aceiosel la) .  
 narrow^ leaved flax (Linui i i  bienne); nar row~ieaved  clover (Trifolium aiigusrifoliuni)l scarlet pimpernel  
(A i iaga l l is  a i -ve i is is j ,  common vetch (Vicia aiigusrijolia), and silver shealh hiotweed ( P ~ l ~ p o i i i i i ~ ~  
ai~gyl-ocoleoi~) 

French broom (Gems lo  moiispessulaiius). an invasive: non-na~rve  plant species? was also noled wilhin 
the coaslal prairie and in the ~rass land~rush. iwood)and interface. Also occurring inlalong Ihe edges of 
prairie areas is non-native cotoneaster (Coloneasier sp.). Where these species form significant cover 
armd the prairie,  lhese areas are  mapped as  "coastal terrace prairie wilh French broom and/or 
coloneasier.'ij as depicted on FiKure 2. A n  areas of prairie infested with French broom is depicled in 
Figure 4 

Mired Non-native and Native Grassland 

l igure 4 .  View 01 prairie a rea  invaded by 
lrenrh broom. a non-naltve shrub.  n e a i  

the area propoied Io1 t h P  driveway a n d  

lepli( leach field (August 1005)Environmf - .- - 
A l  I A  Lrti 2ntm 
A P P LI CAT IO N 

The ptoperty supports areas that are a mixlure of nun-native and nalive grasses and forbs. These areas 
were f o m d  in previously disturbed pottions of the property where erosion control measures were  
imp!ement?d. 7 h i 5  area was seeded w i t h  2n erosion control mix in I996 and previous field surveys 
documented the presence of old s l raw mulch that was used for erosion conlrol (Biotic Resources Group, 
2000). These pre\wus disturbed areas are dormruled by noli-nalive planl species ,  presumably many  
originated from the erosion control seeding. Dominant plant species observed in M a y  2002 and again in 
spring and s u m e r  2005 Include non-native (planted?) false brome (Brachypodiui i i  disrach.yloii), Italian 
ryegrass, wild oat (A~,erlo sp.), rattail fescue (Virlpia JllyUl.OSj, barnyard foxtail (Mol-deimi niuriiiuiii ssp. 
/epOriiJim).  a n d  ratllesnake grass. Surveys by others found false hromf to be  co-dominanl on I h e  slope 
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(Morgan: 2004bj Oiher species observed include narioru-leaved clover. deerweed (Loiirs .5iop~11 I U ~ ) .  

Eurnpfan hairgrass ( R i i ~ o  coi->qd$ieaj .  English planlain;  and nairow-leaved f l a x .  N a l i v c  spcclcs w e r e  
very scattered in this area: yet Ameiican vetch (\t icin amer-icoiiaj, gumplanl. \vesiern rush, California 
popp), (Eshchol i iu  c u / i ~ ~ ~ J ~ ~ i c a ) ,  and annual lupine ( L u p ; i ~ u ~  i io i i i is j  iverc observed. Morgan (2004,) 
found thal  the only area on Ihe property dominated by non-native grasses is in !he upper norlhwesl and 
wesiern portions in areas proposed for the driveway, home and outbuilding. Scattered patches of purple 
needlegrass also occur in the area;  possible remnanls of the pie-erosion tieared condir ion~ 'The characler 
of { h i s  hahirar is depicted in  Figure 5. 

Invasive, non~nat ive  planr S ~ K C I K ~  also occur within the grassland. including some dense occurrences of 
French broom. cotoneaster, and juhala grass (Coyredel-io pbaio) .  In 1980, ihis hillside a r e a  w a s  observed 
to support a colony of Gairdner's yampah (Pel-idel-rdra g o i r d i ~ m t ) ,  a locally uncommon species  (Morgan 
1980). however this species has not been observed on ihc  si le  since that t ime (Morgan 2004b). 

Mixed g r a d a n d  on dope 

l igure  i V I P W  01 hilliide which i uppo i i l  

mixed non na i i ve  a n d  naiivr gradand .  
areal wa, pr~viou!ly dixturbed a n d  
wble t ted  i o  P i o w  :onttol t reatmeni~.  

intluding leeding (Augmt ?005] 

lnlroduced Perennial Grassland 

This grassland type was observed along the eastern property line, where the grassland abuts the adjacenl 
Iesidenljal 101s. T h e  grassland along the properly line has been repealedly disturbed: as evidenced by 
m o w i n g  deposition of organic and inorganic debris and some planledinaluralized garden planlings~ T h e  
dominant planl species within lhis grassland lype are perennial, non-native grasses, particularly large 
expenses of Bermuda grass (Cyimdon dacrylon). Associated planl species in these areas include 
rarllesnake grass, sofi chess, wild oat and EnglJsh plantain. Garden ( ?  escaped) planlings include naked 
ladies (Ainar-y/lis bd ladoma) ,  bearded iris ( I f i s  gernionico). and calla lily (Zam?derchia cerl i ipco).  The  
characler of this erassland lype is depicted in Fizure 6. 
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figure 6 View 01 introduced perennial 

gradand,  dominaipd by Bermuda grasi 

and non naiive garden planting1 (Auguii 

2005) 

Wet Meadow 

The porlJon of Ihe property adjaccnl I O  Ihe proposed residenlial developmen! w a s  observed lo supporl 
Iwo small seasonal ; ~ e t l a n d  areas (we! meadows). These areas occur along a n  intermilten1 drainage 
that Iraverses the central portion of the property. A drainaee ~ pipe . .  enlers Ihe property between K a m i e n  
Slreel and k’ilshire Drive and empties area runoff inlo a small drainage swale. The  majority of the  
drainage was devoid of vegelation and flows beneath a canopy of oaks and coyote brush scrub. h o n e  
location: the road iiaverses a low area of coyote brush scrub that Is ILkely we1 during winier months, as 
evidenced by the placemenl of hoards along ihe portion of t h e  i r a i l  ‘Jhe fwo  vegetaied lowlying areas  
thal  appeal  lo hold water longer thal other areas supporis plant species iypjcal of a we! meadow.  T h e  
areas are dominated by hydrophytic plant species of nutgrass ( C j p r u s  e r a g w s f i s ) .  velvel grass  and  
curly dock (Rumex criqms): as well as mesophytic species of spreading rush: llalian ryegrass, and 
Bermuda grass, as depicted in Figure 7. ‘These small patches likely meet ihe definition of wetlands d u e  to 
!he presence of posjli\;e wetland hydrology (drainage swale), the dominance by hydrophyic vegetalion, 
and likely, hydric soils conditions. 

Band of wet 

drainage. 

meadow 

downrlream 01 existing tulverl/drainage pipe. 
vegftat ion is compr iwd 01 nulgrai i .  velvel 

g r a i i  and curly doth (Augut  2005). 

Ccyole Brush Scrub 

The central and southeastem portion of the propeny suppons large expanses of coyote brush scrub. T h e  
scriib is donunated by coyole brush (Bocchor-ispilularis) and poison oak (7oxicodendi-on divei-silobum) 
with lesser amounls of California blackberry (Rubus UI~SII~US), coffee berry (Rhumnus cuhfo,-nica) and 
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French hrooni. The scrub abuts areas of coastal praitic:  oak woodland and b loom scrub In sonic areas,  Luch 
as in the soulhrasltrn portion of the properly, openings henveen the shrubs were observed lo support 
palches of Callfoima oatgrass and purple needlegrass The scrub also supporls young oaks (Quercus  
ogriJolia 2nd Q poi iwla iw . d i ! - e w )  and pine ( P i m ~  sp ) treps. I n  some localions the scrub suppor t s  
patches of other invasive: non-native plant species ,  such as  periwinkle (Vinca inujor): poison hemlock 
(Cuniiiiii iiiorularuni), Cape ivy (Deloireia odorora), heather (Erica sp.j as well  as French broom and  
coloneasier Coyote brush scrub located along the edge of the existing road i s  depicted in Figure 8. 

The norlhernmost portion of !he property also supports coastal scrub: as depicled on Figure 2 .  Based 011 a 
ieview of the vcgetalion signaiure ol aerial photos. views of ihe area from adjacent public roads: and a 
lield check of s n u l a r  habilal along nearby Hudson Road. these scrub areas a re  dominated by coyote 
brush: coffee berry, poison oak, and Calilornia blackberry Also observed in ihis mapped type i n c h d c  
black sage  (Salvia m e l l f e r a ) ,  sticky monkey flower (Mrinulus mi-arirzacus) and  scaliered occurrences of 
bri l l le~leaved manzanila (Aicrosiapliylos iomeiirosa s.sp. CI imuceo) .  

Bi-oom Scrub 

'The properly supports areas that have been colonized by dense stands of Frencb broom, an invasive, non - 
native  shrub^ Most of the areas dominated by broom occur along din roads and trails, some occur i n  areas 
depicted as grassland in the 1974 soil survey aerial and mapped as pass land  in 1998 and 2001. In addillon 
lo French broom, Ihe non-native shrub cotoneasler Is oflen presenl. In some areas the understory includes 
scallered occurrences of California oatgiass as well as other herbaceous species typical of grasslands, 
supporting the idea lhai many of the broom scrub areas were previously a g a s l a n d  plant community type 
(as depicied in the 1974 aerial photos). 

Mixed Oak Woodland 

The properly s ~ p p o r t ~  a i e a s  that are vegetated with oak woodland as well as isolated oak trees. T h e  lree 
cover is comprised of both coast live oak (Quercus  agrl fuhaj  and Shreve oak (Quei-cuspai-v-ulo var .  
shr-eve?) and possibly hybrids of { h e  Iwo  species. Due to the inlermixed djstribulion of the two o a k  
species and lha t  neither species appeartd to have a dominance properly-wide (based on preliminary 
visual eslimates): the woodland areas were considered to meei Ihr delinilion of "mixed oak woodland" .  
Olher trees species  are scattered within Ihe woodland and include Douglas fir (Pseudosrirga ~nei i i~es i i ) .  
California bay (Umbellular-in rnliforiiica). and Monlerey pine (Piriiis radiaza). In  addition lo the 
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Monterey p ine ,  olher non-native trees i n t r r m x  with the woodland. including b4onterey cypress 
( C u p e s s u s  niocl-ocorpa) and Torrey pine (Pinw toi-rpyano)~ C:ornmon shrubs \with111 !he wvoodland 
include poison oak. coffee berry, sno\vbcrr!r (.Syr,iphoi-icarpos sp  ): and California blackberry Grasses  
and lorbs are common in the understory and  include wild oat, blue wild rye (E1yinij.s giaucus), Jnjner.S 
l c l i u c e  (Moiiri~peifoliaiaj, bedstraw (Coilzunl sp.j, California brorne (81 O ~ U J  c~~r~r~?oIu . s ) ,  hair, 
honeysuckle (Lonicera hispidula), California bottlebrush grass (Elvrrius cn/ifol-iricus), and sanicle 
(Saiiiculo crossicoulis)~ Scattered occurrences o l juba la  grass arid French broom also O C C I ~ I  in the  
woodland.  Occurrences of bri l l le~leaved inanzanita (Aicroslaphy1os lo~rleilio.~fI s s p  cr IrsraCea) w e r e  
observed along \he woodland/grassland rnrerface west of the waler lank. Figure 4 displays the typical 
appearance o f  the properties oak woodland where is abuts the prairie. 

Redwood Forest 

7'lie canyon areas of the property ( ] . e . ,  areas abuiting portions of Borregas Creek and Tannery Gulch and 
canyons in  the northernmost portions o f t h e  proper~y) are vegetaled by redwood foresl. Trer  spec ies  a r c  
dominated by coast redwood (SP~UOIO xer?iper.virensj; with associates of Dou&las f l r .  Ian oak 
(Lirhocaippos denxiflora), and Cal i forn~a  bay. The underslory includes shrubs of coffee ber ry ,  Ocean sprz) 
(Hdodiscux dr$color), poison oak,  CaM ornia blackberry, and toyon (Neler-oine/es Urburrfolro). 

Non-Nalive Tree Gro\fes, l so la ied  Trees and Shrubs 

T h e  property supports numerous grovesioccurlences of noli-native trees, shrubs and wncs. The  d o n i n a n t  
non~na l i ve  lrees species is Monlerey pine; others are green u w t l e  acacia (Ac-ocia deolbora), Bailey acacia 
(Acociu hoi/eyoiroj,  Torley pine: and Monterey cypress. These tree grovrs are prevalenl with111 the  
central and southeastern portion OS lhe property and rnay have been previously planted or naturally 
established from nearby landscaped areas Other nun-nativt trees t ha t  are scattered on ihe properly 
include locusi (Robiiiia sp.), and walnut (Jugloirs  sp.). In addiiion 10 the trees: numerous other non-nar i lze  
plants a r c  presenl, including French broom, cotoneaster. pyracaniha (P)~raca~irha sp.),  Cape j ~ ~ y ;  poisoo 
hemlock, heather, periwinkle; and some residenlial landscaping (associated with adjacenl properl ies)  
'The location of the major occurrerices of these species is  depicted on FIgUTeS 2 and 3. 

SENSITIVE BIOTIC RESOURCES 

Sensitive Habitats 

Sensitive habitats are defined by local; Slate, 01 Federal agencies as  those habitats that support special status 
species, provide imporiant habitat values for wildlile: represent areas of unusual or regionally restricted 
habitat lypes, and/or provide high biological diversity 

T h e  wet meadow communjty type has been documented in two locations in the vicinity of the proposed 
r t s lden t ld  development and, based 
definitions (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and Santa Cruz County Code (Section 16.302 S e n s i t i w  
Habitat Proleclion: 16.32.040 Definjtions). l'he proposed residential development, howver:  ~ o u l d  not 
directly affect either of these hvo small wetland areas. 

The  propefly also supports areas of coastal prairie: including areas of prairie that are infested with French 
broom and cotoneaster. CDIG considers California oaigrass bunchzrass grassland (a Iype of coastal prairle) 

field obseratjons, meets the definjlicn of a wetland a s  per federal 
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a \  a t a r e  plant communilv woiihy of consideration by !he ChrT)DB (CDFG: 2003) As such, coastal prairie 
J ~ E C I P  ihe requirement of a :;ensitiYc habitat under Santa Cru7 County (ride Sectiott I O  302 Sensitive 
)labiial Proleclion: 16.32 040 Definitions~ The pioposed rcsiden~ial  developinenl nstll affect approximalely 
!! 2 1  X J C  of prairie for improvements IC  an exst ins  inailway ldrivewav to !he residence) and related 
residmtial conslruction activities 

In 2001, the California Oak Woodland Conservation Acl w a s  passed. This acl formally reco&mizes I h e  role 
ol oak woodlands as wildlife habilal,  erosion control: and sustaining water qualiiy~ The Act encourages 
volunlary:  long~term privale s lev~ardship and conservalion of oak woodland by l a n d o w n e r  and provides 
f inancia l  incentives. through the Wildlife Conservation Hoard (WCB), 10 p r o l t ~ t  and promote biologically 
funclional oak woodlands (Sierra Foothjll Research 8.' Extension Cenler. 2004). 'The WCB I s  aulhorlzed to 
award cosbshare incentives to private landowners who enler into long lerm a g e e m e n l  to implemenl 
rnanazemenl practices that  henefil oak woodlands. Funds can be used for the purchase of easements, 
resloraljon activities or enhancement projects. In a related action, effective January 2005, the Stale amended 
CEOA wilh Ihe addition of Public Resources Code '21083~4 This code requi ra that coonties consider Ihe 
zipif icar ice of oak wnodland conversions under CEQA and adopt an oak woodland management plan 
pursuant to Ihe Oak Woodlands Conservation Act that contains measures Io minimize impacts to oak 
woodlands along riparian zones, near wetlands and lhose thal contain snaes or olher ieatrires u x d  b y  
wildlife. U si,gnificanl impacts a:e de temined under CEOA, miligation allemaljves may include consemins 
oaks through the use of conservation easements (211 ratio: conserved to impacted), restoration of former oak 
woodland area (2:l ratio)! contribulion to the Oak Conservalion Fund cslabljshed under CDFG. or other 
nilligation measures developed by the counly U a planling program is implemenled, replanliris shall be at a 
3 1 ratio (tree icplacement) w i t h  requirements for planling maintenance and monitoring for seven years  The  
pioposed residenlial development will  affect approximately 0.05 acre of oak woodland for improvemenls to 
a n  existing roadway (driveway to the residence) and related rrsidenrial conslruction. 

Special  Status Plan1 Species 

Plant species of concern subject to CEQA review include those lisled by either the Federal or Slale resouice 
asencies as  well a s  those identified as on C W S  List I D .  The  search of !he CNPS and CWDDB inventories 
resulted in sixteen special slaius plant specits with potential IO occur in the project area: based on a n  
evaluatioii of sile conditions. These species are lisled on Table 2. 

Grasslands wilhin Ihe County have been documented 10 provide habi lal  for several special status plant 
species. Occuirences of San Francisco popcorn flower (Plogroborhrys diffmusj- Choris's popcorn f lower 
(Plagioboilirys chor isra i ius var. chorisiaiius): Sania Cruz clover (Trijolium buckivestioi-urn), and Sanl a 
CJUZ tarplant (Holocaipha imo-adei i ia)  are known from similar grassland habital wiih in  the County. 
None of lhese species have been previously recorded from the Carmichael properly (Morgan 1980; Biotic 
Resources Group 2000 and 2001, Morgan 2000 and Morgan 2004a and 20Wb): nor were any of these 
species  observed on the  sile du r ins  the sprinx a n d  summer 2005 field visits (i.e.: in  March. April  and 
AIJ~JSI  ZOOS). Other special slatus grassland species that OCCIJJ  wilhin the County include rObUSl 

spineflower, Monterey spineflower, and saline  clover^ These species have no1 been recorded f rom Ihe sile 
and ihe site does no1 appear to have suitable habitat conditions ( I . E . ,  lack of sandy substrates for 
spineflower, lack of saline wetlands for saline clover OJ other saline-subslrate dependent spec i e s )~  T h e  
previous reports that dociimeni the polenlial for special slalus planl species include: 

1 7980 Biotic Report (R. Morgan): Surveys were conducted i n  May and June 1980 for A P W  040- 
081 -06 and 09. No lisled planls wete observed, including a specific stalemcnl tha t  Sanla  Cruz  
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and w a s  observed in the oak woodland during the 2005 surveys b y  Bioiic Resources Group. I'lo 
individuals were observed within the proposed developmenl area 

T h e  project s i le  has been docume.ii!ed to supporl plant species thal a i e  considered "locally  unique"^ 
These specles are often common elsewhere in  the region aridioi slatej  but have limited distrrbulion in Ihe 
Coiinty~ These species h a v e  no  State or Federal listing. nor are Ihey Identified on a n y  lis1 maintained by 
CNPS; and typically, rrceive no  ptotection under CEQA. They can h e  considered "sensitive" under  Ihe 

Largt-flowered star fulip (Cuiochol-rus u iu f lo ru )  was observed in the soulhernmosl grassland 
(APN 040-081-06) b!' Morgan in 1980; this species is prrsumed extant and i s  located oulside the 
proposed development area.  
Many~f lowered  brodiaea (Bfodioeo mrrlrrjlol-o) w a s  observed in flat grasslands in APW 040-051- 
09 by Morgan in 1980. Morgan reports that Ihe  colony w a s  not observed in 2000 and  presumes  
Ihe plants have died out or been extirpated (Morean, 2000). 
Hooded ladies- tresses (SyiiurrrlieJ romoiriofiam) were obserw-d in _erassland in the southern 
parlion of APN 040-081-06 (outside the proposed development area) by  Morgan in 2000 .  

I C:ounty's Sensi t iw Habital Ordinance 
I .  

2~ 

3 .  

Other surwy iricmaiion is providcd kj Hayes (field sur;ey in 20027 l e t ~ t r  dated ?!o\.emDer lslj 2000? to 
County Planning Dept), EcoSystems West (field survey in August 2000, letter dated November 7: 2000 lo 
County Planning Dept) and Biotic Resources Group (field surveys IJI A p ~ i l  and June 1998, February and 
March 2001, Mav 2002, letter reporIs dated August 28,2000: April 18: 2001, October 5: 2001 and May 23. 
2002 10 Slephen Graves & Associates)~ AI1 of these surveys failed lo document any special slatus plant 
species ( i . e ~ ,  planls iderrrifled as Stale ]isled, Federally I isled or CNPS List 1R)  from the proposed 
development iirea. 

Based on this information, i t  appears that grasslands in The southern portion of APf4 040-081-06  and  ihe 
f l a t  areas nf A P N  040-051- 09 h a w  been documented 10 support locally unique plant specks. Although 
Morgan stales lhat the colonies of many-flowered brodjaea (locally-unique species) and Gai rdner ' s  
yampah (List 4 species) in the grassland of APN 040.081~09 ma)! have died out or been extirpated, lhere 
is still potential for lheir preseiice: par~jcularly w i t h  T h e r e  is slill 
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p o l e n l i a l  for the  presence of l a r g e ~ f l o w e r e d  star tulip and hooded ladies tre.ses wj th in  the soulherti 
putliixi uf AFN 04ii-OYI -06. CtidLi i h c  Caiinly-s Scnsj l i \ , t  Habil;it Ordrn3nce_ These areas  would w 2 r r a n t  
prolectron 

Table 2. List of Special Stalus Plan1 Species with Pntential 1 0  Occr~r UD lhe Cat-michael Properly, 
Santa Cruz County, California 

- .. 
A p p LICAT IO' 

t 

n-rrar; 
-_ 

LJSI 1B 

~ 

LISI IB 

,irOnrn 

m 

Slale  
Sta1us 

None 

.~ ~- 
Nonr 

____. ~ 

None 

None 

___- 
Yone 

None 

Endangered 

Habitat Typp 

Federal Known O r c u r r e n r r  in Vir in i ly? 

Pnlmlial Occurrence nn Si le?  ,I Slatus Grasslands 

H,slonc records fiom Scotls Vallrr aiea (Polc 
Ranch) 

i 

i Not observed on Carmichael DloDer lY 

Nom Maritime chaparral on sandy slopes: ofirn 
ime-xed w i l h  oak woodland 

No svi tabk hab!!at "5 Ca-~cha~!  p r q ~ p ! i y  
~. - 

None 1- Maritime chaparral and in termnrs  w i h  
! woodlands 

j Recoided horn ioiested areas I" Wisent M a ~ k s  
Stale Park and Redwood DJIW a l c a  

Nol obwrved in Cairnichaei p'opcriy 

Graulands. oftrn moist areas 

N o  recordsfion! Sania Cruz Couniy. k n o w  
from Monieiey Count? 

Wont observed during August 2005 survey of 
proposed developnicnt a i r 2  or any prewous 

surveys 

Sandy slopes. often inimmixed iwlh oak 
w d l a n d i m a r i t i m e  chapair a1 

Known from Markel Slreet a i e a  and Pogonip i r  

Sanla  CTUG end of Paul Swte l  Road, Freedom 
Blvd aiea of Aplos 

~- 

-~ ~ 

~ 

1 N0"L 

Endangered 

Not observed unlikely I O O E C U ~  due to lack 01 
suitable habitat 

Sandy slopes, oflen intermixed wilh oak 
woodland/ma,ilirne chaparral 

K n o w  from Freedom Blvd and greaier hlai 
Monte area of Aptos 

-__ .- 

Not observd:, unlikely 10  cut due IO lack of 
suiiable habilal 

- 
! L--- 

Threatened 1 Grasslands 

Known horn &ana Gulch Greenbelt. Twn 
Lakes State Beach (upper Schwann tapoon). 
Anna Jean C u h n g s  Park (Soquel). Fairway 

Drive Area (Soquel) and Wa\sonville 

No1 observed oii property from any p ~ e \ ' i o u s  
survey. Polenlial habiiat in less dislvrbed 

portions of grasslandiprairie, howeve,: ~~ dense 



Table 2. List o f  Sperial Stacus Plant Species with Polential to Occur on the Cai-michael Property. 
Santa Cn12 Couiily, Califnrnia 

CNYS 

Maplr-leaved checkerbloom 
(Sidolcea maioihioiderj  

S l a l P  

Slaius 
Federal 
Slalus 

Species ol 
Special 

Concern 

None 

_ _ ~  
Sprcies 01 

Special 
Conrein 

Species of 
Special 
Concern 

~- 

None 

N0"C 

- 
Species al 

Special 
A- 

-__ - 
Hahilal Type 

Known Orcurrewe in Viciniiy'! 

Poieniial Ocrurrenre on S i te?  

:ow! of non~nalwc species reduces paicni~al lo, 
lhis species 

None observed during August 2005 survr?  ot 
proposed developmenl azea or any  previous 

rur..ey: 

Oak woodland and edges of grasslands 

None observed during Augusi 2005 surve!, of 
proposed dcvPloprnent a i e a  01 any previous 

s"lW;s 

Sandy 011 in chapaiial or burned chaparral  

Hwonc (1922)collection fiom headwaicrs of 
A p w  Creek 

qol observed i n  any previous survey,  un l ike ly  !c 
occiir due lo lack of suilable habitat 

- - 

- 

_. 

Glasslands. oiien on coastal leirace deposlts 

Know fiom coastal bluff along Highway I 

No1 observed in  any pievmus survey 

Seasonally m u ~ s t  giasslandslpraiix 

Knoiun from w e s i  side of Sania Cruz. along 
Giaham Hill  road^ S c o t l s  Valley a n d  F a i r w a y  

Drive aiea of Soqucl 

Nul  observed on property fiom any prebious 
survey.  Poientiai habilal may occur i n  m m ~ i  
undisiurbed praiiie ye1 no1 wiihin  p r o p o x d  

dewlopmen! a ~ e a .  

None obsenzed during March or April 2001 
sunzey of proposed developmenl area or an). 

previous su rveys  

Seasonally moist gra~slandslprairri 

Recorded from A a n a  Gulch Greenbell and 
Glenwood a r ea  of Scoii's Valley 

No1 observed. polential habitat in moist 
grassland areas. howeve,. dense cove, of non- 

native specirs reduces potenlia) for lhis species 

None obsenled dum!  Maich ot April 2005 
survey ol proposed developmenl are3 01 a n y  

prerinuz S U ~ Y C V I  

Grasslands, oilen on coastal lenace deposiis 

None observed during Augusi 2005 survey of 
proposed developmenl a i e a  or any pie\'lous 

-surveys 

.- 

- ___ 

Grasslands. oilen on coasial t e i i ace  depozils 

None obsewcd durin Maich  or A r m  

-2 
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'Tahle 2 .  List of  Special Slat i ls  Plat11 Species with Potential I O  Orcur on the Carmirhael Pi-operty: 
Santa Crvz Counly, California 

Species 
n a b i i a ~  ~ y p e  

Known Orriirrpnce in Virinily? 

Potenlial Orrurrmre on Site? 

s u i v t y  of proposed developmmi alea 01 any 
pewous s u r v e y  

Fpderal 
Slaiui  

Conc c in  

__  I - Seasonally moi:! piasslandslpiaiijr 

K ~ m w  {Tom SnqueI. Giaham Hill Road ales an( 
Glenmood a i t a  01 Scoils V a l l r ?  

No! observed on ploperiy lrom a n y  prevmur 
survey Poieniiai hahiiar maj  occur i n  

undisluibed prairie ye1 no1 w l h i n  propo:ed 
ietideoua! ciewloprnrni a iea  

M e n r  glasslands a l i a h n c  

Knoiw Iiom Soda Lakt aiea 

1 Not observed rn any p r w o u s  s u i w y .  unhkr iy  IC 
I occur due to lack 01 rui iablr  h a b i i a i  

i 
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IMPACT AND MITIGATION DISCUSSION 

I kl PA CT CIU'lERL1 

'The ihresholds of significance presented in the California Environmenial Oualjtv Aci ( C a l w e r e  used io 
cvaluale project impacts and to determine i f  the pioposed development of the single-family residence (with 
driveway) poses s i p f i c a n t  impacts Io bolanjcal resources~ In addiiion, Sanla Cruz County Code was also 
used to develop the significance criteria. For this analysis. significant impacls are [hose that substantially 
affect either: 

' A plant species (or its habiial) IIsteil or proposed for listing by Staie or Federal governmenis as  
rare oi endangered (e.,., none recorded on sile); 
A plant considered rare ( i . e ~ ,  I A  IB) by CWS (none recorded o n  siie); 
A habitat regulated by Staie or Federal l aw (weilands); 
A habitat recopjzed as sensiilve by Santa Cmz Couniy (e.g ~ coastal prairie, wellands); 
A hahitat recogni7erl 3s srncilive hy O F ( ;  (roasia! p r a i r i ~ ,  oak wondlmtls) 

* 
= - 

PC)TENTIAL IMPACTS AND hlI'llGATIOA' MEASURES 

The proposed development of the s i n g l e ~ f a n i l y  residence, with access from Kamjen Sireer. w a s  evaluaied 
as to potential direct and indirect in,pacts 1 0  sensitive botanical resources. Ex.mples of direct impacts are 
thc removal of habilat for house and dr iwway consrruction and related residential activities Examples  of 
JndlJeCt irnpacis include the polentlal disturbance to sensltive habitats fiom discharee of development Tun- 
off into natural areas and Ihe iritroductionispread of invasive; non-native plant specres into nalural Iiabjtais. 

The rev iewofpoien t ia l  impacts lo botanical resources is limited to the use of the existin, dir t  load 
i irnproved for a driveway: wi th  access f rom Kaniien Street) and  house development a s  depicted on N e w  
R e s i d ~ n c e / o ~  Srephen & Phyllis Cor-inichaei, Roper Engineering; received Sepiember 27. 2005). 

The proposcd project will result in the rerno\;al of approxImaiely 0.25 acre of coaj ial  prairie rhrough 
dllVe\vay and resideniial construction. These areas are depicted on Figure 3.  Resideniial land uses may 
affeci reiained coaslal prairie on lhe property thiough the introduction and/or spread of invasive non- 
native plani species. Dut  to the liiluitd distiibutiol) of tliis piarrt conltnuriiiy type wiiliir~ t h e  Siait and its 
slatus as a rare habitat by CDFG (CDFG 2003) and sensitive habilat by Santa C J U ~  County: removal of 
t h k  habitat is considered a significant impact.  This  impaci can be mitigated wiih successful 
implementalion of miligation measures B10-3a_ B10-1 b and B10-5. Areas proposed for coastal terrace 
management are depicted on Figure 4 

7. I he residerrlial ConSlructiGn work will not lrnpaci a n y  Special Staius plant species .  ~ r n p k m e n i a t i o n  of 
coastal prairie habital management activities (mt ipt ion measure B10-lb), if implemrntcd  i n  ihe 
SoUlhern portion of the properly, has the potenlial to impaci iwo locally unique plant species  if s u c h  
species  a r e  still present on sire.  Alihough this  is not considered a significant impact under CEQA 
thresholds, a measure i s  identified (mitigarion measure BIO-2) to avoid impacts to these locally unique 

Environmental Review lnitai StU i species. 

/s.pLp, ATTACHMENT A+ 
i. nn, l , - . ~ - r t n r ~ t  /?&-A A 
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T h e  iesidential construction work will riot d i r t c i t y  impact a n y  weilands- however i n d i ~ e c t  impac ts  io  a 
wet land  down slope of the d r i w w a y  m a y  o c ~ u i  i f  drainage 1: hiocked or impeilrd to !he area 01 i f  
construction materials are  inadwrtent ly side cast into the \vetlarld Due 10 this plant c o r n i ~ n i t y  typcs 
statu< a5 a sensitwe habitat by San ta  Crur Cooniv, rmpacis to ihls habnat is considered a significant 
impact This impact can be rniligaied w i t h  successful implementation of miligation measure B 1 0 3  

Project construclion wotk will occur within the dripline of native oaks and some oak trees may  be 
removed foi driveway and resident:al construction. Due to the valu? ol oak woodlands as wildlife habitat, 
for erosion conirol, and sustaining water quality, as recognized by the State in PRC 21083.4; removal  ol 
oak Irees is considered a significant impact This impact can be rmtigated w i t h  successful implementnilon 
of mittgarion measure RIO-4 

Impact 1310-1 Direct and lndiret! l m p a c l  lo Coastal  P r a i r i e  from Residenlial D e v e l o p m e n t .  The 
development of the driveway and a small portiori of the residence (garage area) will occiiricross - erassland areas that a te  considered coastal prairie. As ihe CDFG considers this plani community to b t  
rare and warranling protection and the County c o n i d r t r  I I  a sensitive habiiai. removal of prairie habiiat 
i s  considered a sienificant impact.  In total_ the ptolect will ditecily affeci approximaiely 10 ,900  square 
feet ( 2 ~ 2 5  acre) of coas:a! prairie (including piaiii; a ieaj  infe;ted w i t h  Fjench broom aiid cc toncas jc j j~  

T h t  projecl applicant's driveway alignrncnt. w i t h  accfss from Kanijeii Street would traverse coastal  
prairie The  driveway is proposed to be I 2 ~ f e e t  \ d e  Apploxirnaiel)i 1 ; I O O  linear feet of coastal prairie 
(conipiised of approximately 200 lineat feet of prairie with French broom) and 900 linear feet of prai t tc  
w i t h i n  the existing road). affecting. up to approximatelg !2_600 square feet of this plant communjly wIll be 
affected l h e s e  quantilies assume a Ijnished 12-foot wide constructmn area in undisturbed prairie and an 
%fool wide disirirbance area along the exist ins toad. Pleas? note that these impacl quantities a r e  
approximate and assume a disturbance width of up 10 t ight  feet along the existing roadway. T h e r e  may 
be some areas where (he impact would be less (I e . _  areas where the existing roadway has wider bare 
aieas and less prairie). The area proposed for thr septic leach field and dr ivtway turnaround a l so  
supports coasial prairie. Approximately 1.300 square feel of prairie will be afjected in (his area. In total: 
approximately 10,900 square feet (0 25 acre) of prairie will be directly affected by the proposed 
development 

The area proposed for the house site i s  located on the hillside tha t  was previously graded and s e e d e d  for 
eiosion control. This  hillside supports mixed i io i i~na t~ve  and grassland; some areas support dense  areas of 
French broom and jubata grass. Patches of purple needleerass, a native bunchgrass _ a lso occur i n  this 
area. Successful implementation of mitigalion measures B 1 0 - l a  and B10-lb will reduce impacts  to 
coastal prairie and native grass stands within ihe mixed grassland lo a less than s i p i f i c an t  level .  

Hecommended Miligalion RIO-la .  Residential development shaU be designed to avoid and 
rnjnirnjze impacls to the prairie habitat. W i e r e  prairie habitat i s  impacted !here shall be a prairie 
management plan implemented (see measure BIO-lb:  below). All prairie that is located outside 
oi the development a r m  shall be preserved as undeveloped open space. 

Prioi to a n y  s i l e  F a d i n g  andlor construclion: install temporary construclion fence along the 
outer edge of the work area such tha i  impacts io  the prairie can be  avoided/minim.zed. Areas 
outside of the work area shall not be  disturbed by consiruclion activities. N1 storage of 
construction materials: parking of vehicles and related equipment. shall be prohibited within the 
prairie that i: 
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k e a s  disturbed during construciion shall be revegeiated w i t h  locally ol~tarned naiive plant species  
compatible wiih !he prairie Iiahrtai. 

Recommended Mitigation R 1 0 - l b .  As mJtigation for the removal of 0.25-acre coastal prairie 
and rialive bunchgrasses within the mixed grassland for resideniial developmeni and potent ial  
indirect impacts to the prairie from resideniial uses on ihe property, the landowner shal l  develop 
and implement a prairie management plan i o  manage and enhance a m n i t n u m  ol I .O acre  of 
exisling prairie. The plan sha l l  provide for Ihe maiiagemenl of native species and sha l l  inc lude  
remoual/conirol of invasive, nnn-natrve species and a mowing and/or grazing  regime^ T h i s  
represents a 4:1 raiio of nianagemeni/enhancement to jmpaci. 

k e a s  recommended for management/enhancement are depicied on Figure 5 ;  these a r eas  are 
prairie currenrly infested with French broom and/or cotoneaster and/or areas where local ly 
unique plani species have been prevrously recorded ( i . t . >  souihern portion of prnper ty)~  Figure 5 
depicts approximately 2.5 acies of prairie thai js recommended for management a c i i on~  

T h e  prairie manapemeni plan shall iriclude_ a i  a minimum, the following iiems: 
a.  

b. 

C .  

d 

e 

f .  

g. 

h. 

I .  

J .  

- 
ldeniify high, moderate and low priority areas {OI management.  based on plani  
species composition and threats from invasive; non-native plant species 
ldeniify a schedule for iinplemeniing ihe management aciions. based on prior i i ies  
established in a above. 
Specify shoit-term inanagemeni aciions ( ] . e . ,  removal/control of broom planis,  
mechanical mowing andlcir grazing) and long-term maintenance (i.e.: seasonal 
removal, mowing andiot grazlng) ihat will preserve and manage the prairie a reas .  
Techniques required to he implemenied i n  prairie managemenl areas (i.e.: seasona l  
m o w i n g  grazing, other methods),  including iniervals or t r ea f~ne r i i~  
ldeniily techniques to bc implemented for Jemoval/conirol of invasive, non-nat ive 
plan1 species from prairie managemeni areas (rf different Iro~n c ~  above)^ 
Methods for monitoring effeciiveness of management aciions ( i . e ~ ,  esiablishmeni of 
on-siie prairie reference plots and monitoring locations) 
Performance siandards for management areas (1.e.; species  diversiiy, plani spec ies  
cornposiiion, plant cover, percent cover of invasive plants) based on reference plots 
Recommendations for overall management of grassland resources ( i .e ._ f i re  
protecljon mowing along adjacent residences, rernovalicontrol of other invasive 
plani species). 
Reporting guidi-lines. 
Adaptive management aciions and remedial activiiies. 

No liveslock shall be corralled, boarded or grazed on ihe prairie of the property unless  g raz ing  is 
identified as part of a Couniy-approved prairie hahitat management tool. T h e  iesiriction on 
livestock use shall be in place until a prairie management plan is reviewed and approved by ihe 
Couniy Planning Deparimeni.  If i h t  m a n ~ g e m t n i  plafi idsniilres grazing of the praric as  ;I 
rnanagemenl tool, the restriciion shall bc  removed. 

Impact B10-2. Direct and Indirect Impact to Special Status Plant Species. No special s iaius  plant 
species  currently exist within ihe proposed house development area, based on surveys conducled by 
Bioiic Resources Group and others. Morgan s ta i r s  that survrys  subsequeni to his  19SO survey f o u n d  
Gairdner 's  yampah (Peridel-tdia goiTdnej-ij (List 4 species) on the slope adjacent io ihe water tank. 
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hlorgan staicd t h a t  !he colony was no longcr presenl due  to silc disturbances and presumes the plants 
h a w  died out ut been exlirpaled (Morean 2004). T h e  southern grasslands in M W  040-081~06 rnav ? t i l l  
riippori t w o  other L.is1 4 plant speoes :  large-flowered slar tulip and hooded ladies tresses Al though  11115 

is no1 considered a sjgnjlicant impact under CEOA thresholds. mplemenla t ion  of mitigation mcasore  
R10-2.  below will avoid impacts to lhesr locally unjqoe species. if  they are slill present on the s i ie .  

R e c o m m e n d e d  Mil igal ion B10-2: No clearing or modificaijon of vepeiation within the 
grasslands of the southern portion of AJW 040-081-06 (mcluding the C o u n i y a p p l o v e d  piajr ie  
hahilal management plan) shall be permitted w i t h w t  a focused survey for these species. with Ihe 
survey tesu11s reviewed and approved by the Planning Depallment.  If  such species are locaied. 
impacts to such spectes shall he avoided durrng prairie managemetit aclivilies. 

l rnpac t  BJO-3. Direct a n d  lndireci  lmyacl to W e 1  Meadol r  flabitat. Driveway improvements wil l  not 
directly impact the two patches of we! meadow, however rhe driveway wili CJOSS a low area and may 
~nterrupt  seasonal nows through ihis area depending on the roadway design. Constn~ct jon aclivities may 
bmpact the we1 meadow area if conslruction materials are inadvcrlenl!!, side cast into ihe area. This  a rea  1s 
A- ...-. - A  : . .L~: - . . ~ -  n r..,..--,-~..i L...\~-~..+-,;~- . . r - ; + : - - , : n -  -~ --... U T -  2 _ _ . : T I  .-_I :__-_., ." .L- Ycp"L\cY ,.> > 'EY.C ,~ .,Y.CC.,.,."l '#"),'.A>'C"1""Y,' Y ,  " " b ' & . " ' Y "  I l l L Y 3 Y I C  U I V d  n,,, I L Y " I L  111, yo"" ," , , ,~  
wet meadow IO a less  than s i y d i c a n i   level^ 

kpproximatr lo(ai ion ol wrt 

meadow 

figure 9 .  View 01 exii l ing road  a i  low atea;  
pa tch  0 1  wet meadow h a b i i a t  ii downi i ream 
the le f t )  01 exirting road. Photo d a t e d  July 
1004. -I 

R e c o m m e n d e d  Miligation BJO-3. Where the driveway crosses the  low poinl (just upstream of 
the wet  meadow patch), the driveway should h e  designed lo avoid any impact to the wet m e a d o w  
Culverts 01 drains shall be used lo allow all seasonal waters (surface and subsurface) to flow 
illllnlpeded under the driveway and lo downstream we1 meadow area. 

Prior tu conslruction; install lemporary consiruciion fence along the outer edge of the work area 
such thal impacts to the wet meadow are avoided. Areas outside of the work area shall not be 
disturbed by construction activities~ All storage of conslructjon maleriak: parking of vehjcles 
and related equipment: shall be prohjbited within the we1 meadow that i s  lo be  relajned. 

During construction; sediment conlrol shall be implemenled (i.e.; silt fencing, elc.) and all dislurbed 
aTcas shall be rcvegeiated wilh locally obtained native plant species compatible with the wet 
meadow area. 
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If necessary, Ihc landowner should SKCUIP a n y  pemjts  from regulatory agencies prior to a n y  
loadway ~mprovemenls .  If applicablc. the  U S  h y  Corps of Engineers (USACOE) should he 
consulted l o  deternine if portions of the  w e t  meadon are subject to their regulatory jurisdiction. At 
present: the placement offill  within isolated wetlands 1s not regulated by the USACOE~ T h e  
l ando \~ne r  shall a150 implement a n y  additional measures to avoid and/or miiigate impacts io 
wetland resources, as required by the County under ihe Counly's Sensitive. Hahltat Ordinance. 

lmpacl BIO-4. Direcf lmpacls l o  Nalivr Oak T r e e s  During Cons t rue l ion .  The development  of the 
residence; Including the driveway, will require  removal and/or limbing of native oak t rees  that occui 
along Ihe drivcway and adjaceni to ihe house slit. Other imprc;.cments may a!sc require !renchlng within 
the 1001 zone of trees lo be retained. Successful ~mplementa t ion  of mitigation measures  BIO-4a and  B10- 
4h will reduce Impacts lo nalive oaks to a less than slgnificant level. 

R e c o m m e n d e d  Miligation BIO-4a. The landowner should iefrajn from culling oak Irees and 
snags on the property that  occur outside the development area io  only what is necessaly i f  sudden 
oak death or olher disease must be contained or i f  a tree poses an immlnent threal i o  h u m a n  
safety. Relaining siiags 2nd downed  logs for x ~ l ? j r ! e  habitat, 2nd a n  Intaci lnrest habitai greally 
incieases the values for wildlife and maintains movement corridors with other forested habltats 
s i~rrounding the properly This action I S  consistent with PRC 21083.4. 

R e c o m m e n d e d  Mi l iga l ion  B10-4b .  To avoid inlpacls to oak trees that  a re  Iocaied adjacent to 
residential development activities, t h e  landowner shall install temporary consiruct ion f e n c e s  
along the outer edge of the work area where the work area is within the dripline of native trees. 
Areas outside of the work a r t a  shall noi be disturbed b)! construclion activities. N1 storage of 
construction materials, parking of v e h ~ c l e s  and t r e n c h i n ~  equipment, sha l l  be prohiblled within 
l t i e  dripline of trees to be retained. Anv oak trees removed during conslruclion r ep l ace~nen t  trees 
(same species, minimum 5-gallon s lze)  should be planted a i  a 3:1 replacement ralio, consislent 
with PRC 21083.4~ The  planlings shall be maintained to ensure survival for a m i n i m u m  of seven 
years. 

Where trenching is lo occur within the dripline of native oaks, a certified arborist shall supervise 
all tree pruning and root cuttmg. 'The arborist shall instruct the landowner, or their contiactoT: on 
measures lo mjnimize root dislurbances i o  the trees, including hand cul l ing of all tree roots 
greater than 3 inches in diameter. The  landownet.  or their conlracior,  shall implement  t ree 
protective field measures as recommended by the  arborisl. H conslruclion vehicle  p a r h n g  and 
stagin8 area shall be delinealed on )he  project plans and i n  the field so that s torage of 
construction equipment and overnighl parking of construction vehIcles i s  confined i o  a 
designated area which is a i  least partially identified w i t h  temporary fencin?. T h e  condit ion of the 
tree-proiection fencing shall be checked on a weekly basis and repaired wJlhIn 24 hours  i f  
damage is noted. 1f damage i o  a n y  trees occurs, a remediation program shall b e  d e w l o p e d  by  a 
certified arborist and implernented according to the  arborist's supervision and direct ion.  T h e  
certified arborist shall monilor success of these remedial measures for a minimum of one year 
after construction. If trees die or shoal significant decline in their health du r inz  this  time: the 
landowner shall implement a tree replacement program, replacing deadidgine t rees  a i  a 3:l 
replacement ratio. 

Environmental Review hi! 1 S!U Y 
~ ~ ~ ~ - , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~  9 
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I m p a r t  B10-5. Indirect Imparts to N a t u r a l  Habitats by the I n t r o d u c t i o n / S p r e a d  o f i n v a s i v e :  Non. 
N a t i v e  Plant Species. I f  the landowner U I I I I L ~ S  ~nvas ive ,  non-native plant species  in  their l andscspmg.  
these species may Infest undeveloped area: of the parcel, including the wet meadow,  c a k  v.:oadland and  
coastal prairie Successful implementation of mitigation measure B10-5 will reduce impacts  to coastal  
prairie to a less than significant level. 

R e r o m m e n d e d  Mitigation 1110-5. The landowner shall not utilize invasive, non-native plan) 
speries for landscaping Plant species that should not be used on the property include a l l  species  
identified by the California lnvasive Plant Council ( G l - P C ) .  This l i s i  includes: all brooms (i e . _  
Fiench broom: Spanish bloom and Scotch broom), periwinWe (Vinca sp.), Cape (or German)  ivy: 
English i q :  Algerian ivy, acacia (all kinds), eucalyptus (all kinds): all pines, coioneaster, a n d  
pyracantha. See u ? w ~ ~ d - I p c ~  for a complete listing of invasive plants thai should not be used in  
landscaping. 

I f  evidence of the fungus responsible for Sudden Oak Death (Phyrophihol-a sp.) is detected on ihe 

both on and off-siie. The  homeowner shall be  responsible for implementing the most current 
disease-preventing measures for the use. storage andior transporting of oak firewood as  a m e a n s  of 
nunimizing the spiead of the disease within the County and the Stale of California. Preventative and 
treatment measures should also be in~plernented as recommendcd. Current information on thls 
disease and recommended treatments i s  available through the University of California Cooperative 
Extension. Sudden Oak Death website (http:licemarh.ucdavis.edu)~ 

~-~ . pup i i iy .  i L i  burllcuwncr h i i  impiernenl measures to preventiconiroi the spread oi ihls  i m p s  

(armithael Pioptrty,  A ~ I O J .  (A 
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INTRODUCTIOV 

.This repon IS  a n  addenduin IO the Elotamcal Repon for Ihe Camrchael Propel? (APN 040-081-06. 
040.081~07 and 040-081~09). The previous repon (Col-rnirhoel Propern.. Apro~ ,  C.4 Horot?lcoi 
H P ~ O ? I .  Biotic Resources Group. September 28; 2005)wa submned 10 rhe Counn. ofSal1la Cnu for 
Applicalion 05~0405 and was deemed adequate for complerion of the applicalrori 7 ~ h e  addendum 
provides infonnalion requested by the County on bolanjcal resource issues relal ive lo the applicalion 
(,Meiiioi-onduin doiedNoverriher 2, 2005,fiom Poi0 Levine IO Kef?,  L d l e i .  Counr?. i,tSc~iro Cruz 
FIomi~i,,~ Depcr(;;~e,~i) ;d i i ; j~ici ls  :i the Eo~anica! R c p n  h z c d  cz :ew:icrL $12 thc : r ~ j : e r r  :it? 

plan 

METHODOLOGY 

The Eiotic Resources Group ( K a i h k e n  Lyons. pian1 rcologist) revie-ved the revised site plan 
( R e ~ i d e ~ i c e ~ f o i  S I Y ~ ~ P ~ I  nnd Phyllis Coiniiriiopi. Sire Plor,, Roper Engineerins, dated July 2006). 
This revieLi8 was focused oil i e r ~ n i n g  areas of jmpacl from rhe proposed driveway. which has been 
revised to include iour rurnoutr beriveen Xarnien Slicer and the proposed residence I n  addilion. a 
lree rurve\, of  100~foor b e l  managernen1 zoi ics around rhe proposed shop and rxsldenre w a s  also 
reviewed (..9ddiiionoi Tzet Locorioni, Roben L Dt\Vin K Associa le i  Inc . dared May I O .  20061 
This r e v i e w  was focused on potenlial rrnpacis IO sensilive botanical iesourcei firom anricipated 
fuel management activitres wilhin these zones Tlirs addendurn alsn evaluates lemporan,  
conrrrucrion-related impacts 10 s c n s r ~ ~ e  habilars froin the proposed drivcwa). and shophesidence 
consrruclion. 

HESUL.TS 

Reriov o f  Revised S i t e  Plan 

I n  response 10 coinlnenrs fiom the Counv  arid Centra!  fire^ rhe site plan has heen  amended l o  
include iour driveway turnouts. I n  addition, four construclron slaginp areas have been identified 
The  Iiiinouts and staging a r e a  were siied to mininnre jinpacls 10 sens i t i ve  boranjcal resources, 
ihese areas are depicted on Figure 3A (anached) a s  we l l  a5 on the enpinerrin? plans prepared by  
R o p ~ r  Engineering. Fjguie  ;A also shows the a l l e m a l i v e  driveway ioute froin .leiuiifer Dri\,e. 

In the Botanical Heporl, dated Sepreinber 2 8 ,  2005, approximately 10,9DO square feet (0.25 acre) 
or  coasia! prairie (including prairie areas rnfesled with French broom and coloneailer) u'a: 
deiennined to be impacted from the proposed pro~iect (lmpacr 810. I j .  In addilion: the pro)ecl w a s  
deiennined to impact patches of  nat ive  bunchgrasses that grow aillid grassland olherwise 
doininaied by non-native species (are% mapped as inihed grassland and n a t i w  grassland). These 
ouaniilies h a v e  been revi5ed based on the revised sire plan and are outlined in Table j .  below 
Pfmianenl jinpacls are  those  occurring in areas lo he paved or built upon ( i . e .  shop and 
re5idence) B a e d  on rhe rei,i.ed 'jle plan. 1 5 . ~ 3 4 5  iquar? fez1 ( 0  15 a r rc )  of prairie hahitat  ( 2  

seniirive habitat) will be perinanen1ly artected by the proposed p r q e c t .  In addition, sire u!ork will 
affect 4,885 sq. fi (0 I 1  acre) o f  m i x e d  Eraisland and 5.450 square  feet (0.14 acre)  of mixed n m i ~  
nativeinative grassland 

! a r m n h a ~ I  P I O ~ P I I ~ ,  bploi. IL 
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1 'remporaiily irnpacied a i r a s  are ihose ihai m a y  be disturbed during consi juc t inn  (I e consituciion 
acces5, minor s idr  carl ing duririe ptadtng) bui would no1 be paved or built upon and would be 
reweelaled lollowir;g coiisiruciJon Areas wiiiiin i h e  consiruction d ih i i l tbh i ic t  iili~>iij intlildc arcas 
adjacenl to the d i iveway  and buildings, sepiic leach line areas: and areas designaied lor 
undergiound drainage lines and dispersion irenches The s i i e  plan designates a 5-foo1 consrruciion 
disrurbance limit for improvemenis w ~ l h ~ ~ a d ~ a c e n i  io coastal prairie and mixed erassland and a 
IO-fool consiruciion disturbance l imii for iinprovements wiihinladjaceni i o  oiher habriais.  Orange 
conslruclion fencinp would be placed a i  the edgr ofihese consiruciion disrurhance limits i o  
c o n h e  coiisiruclion acl iv i i i r  io these designaied areas Based on the  revised siie plan. 11,968 
Square feel 10 28 a c r e )  ofpralr le  habt ta i  l a  sensiiive habitai) will be lemporarily allecird by ilie 
proposed p r q e c i  i n  addiiion, s i r e  work wil l  iernpo~arily affeci 6.31 I ' 9 .  fi ( 0  15 acre) of inired 
grassland and mixed non-naiive/nalivr grassland These impacts are summarized i n  Table I 
below 

I f  the alternative dribeway alignment (frorn l e n d e r  Drive) i s  selected. coasial prairie a e a ~  a ill be 
impacted beiween Jennifer Dnve a n d  \\ ,her? ihe driwway \~ou ld jo in  the proposed alignmen1 (see 

wide roadwav and a 5-fool conshucllon disrurbance lunii mea. 
Figure 3A).  Table 2 IisG the penaneni  and leinporaty impact io coacial 

A.TT/-\C'tlF~~ENT- 
p p 1 Ir.iJ,T[ r i t j  
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T'able 2 .  Imparts t o  P r a i r i e  (Sensilive Habitat)  from 4 l l r r n a t i i , u  D r i v e w a y  Alignment 

-____ 
-___ 

The Bounical Repon (Sepiember 28:  2005) ideniilied rniiigaiion masu re s  io tmjnhize and 
compensaie lor the direci and indireci impacts to coaial praine and native g r a s  siands w i h m  ihe 
mixed grassland. Zclmeatjon €310. Ih reconmntnds hpleineniaiton of a prairie managrmenr plan to 
manage and enhance exiant prairie on ihe propem at a minimum 4 . 1  ratto of 
mana~emenl/enhanCemeni to direct impact Eased on the revised site plan and ihe peiinaneni 
impacts lisied in Table I a minimum of l ~ 4  acres of exrani praine rvould reqube 
managemenlknhancemenl io  compencaie for impacis io coaStal prairie A n  additional0 44 -acre  of 
extant prairie would requ l re  managemeniknhancemeni to compensaie foi impacis to mixed 
gradand:  yielded a toial managemeni area of I 85 acres. The5.e miitgaiion recommendations are 
1isied in Table 3 The Botanrcal Repon ( F i p e  4 )  ideniified ?.? acre: dp r2 i r i e  (including 2 r e z  
infested with invasive, non-naii\,e species) ihai were suitable fat habiiai management and 
erhancetneni 

A n  addilional mitigaiton measure i s  recotnmrnded I O  inininiize ieinporan, C O I I ~ I I U C I I ~ I I  aciivities 
from the placement 01 the underground drainage line (from the residence to ihe dispers~on iiench') 
Thismeasure identifies sod cuiimg. sod srockpliing and sod replacerneni lor i h s  consruciion work. 
as described be low 

?.?itigalion Messure ElO-IC. The consirxiion Ijmfis for ihe drainage line. :vhere the), 
OCCUJ wilhjn the coasial prairie arid mixed grassland, I*,iIl be slaked in the  field by the 
cont rami  Proieciive pla3tic mesh fencing shall be insialled along ihe perimeter of ihr 
conslruclion work area A l l  work ( e  E.:  trenchln?~ equipmeni access. e i c  )shall occur 
wiihin i h e  designated drainage lint area. as depicifd 011 Sheet C5 of ihe SIIE plan. The 
prqiecl biologisi will field check the slaking and fencing prior io any consiruction work 
The cons!ruc!ion cre::. shall cut !he grasl3r.d'pra::ie scd IC a" a v e q e  depih c l  ! for,, 
and remo\'e t h e  s@d in blocks i l i a 1  are suitable lor sa lvage and transplanling. Depending 
upon soil inois lu i t .  t l l t  806 ilia! be l iar id vvaieied p~ io r  io thcabaiion. i t rus essir,g 
excavation work and maintaining cohesiveness of the salvaeed przslandprairre  blocks 
The salwged _erassland/prairie blocks. and any other excavated soil maierials. shall be 
placed on penmeable landscape fabric adjacent io the excaidaiion area. Maiertals shall noi 
be side c a s  onin adlaceni grasslandiprairie~ Salvaged grasslandlprairie blocks shall he 
kept moisi during the conslructio 

h w h a r l  P r o p t r y .  Apiol. ( k  
b d d f n d u m  I O  Eoraniial Repon 
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impieinf n i e d  as quiLL,ly ;,' possible io rninrrnjie t h e  monalil; of the sa lvaged 13rlF1ials 
Fo l low ing  placeincni o f  ihe  drain line. ihe  excavaled area sha l l  be parlially backlilled 
wiih na i i v r  soil lan~ipcd SIiEhtly: 31id the ~rassllandipraiiiic blocks re -ins ta l led 'The 
finished grade ol i h i  exca\,atrd a i e a  shall match Ihe  surrounding  grade^ Native soil from 
the excavated itenri! shall  be used 10 fill areas between the  blocks to create a un l f om  
suriare T h e  S I I P  will b i  );and watered lollo\h,ing the completion of al l  lransplanling work 
The projeci biologisl shall  conduct a final inspection o l the  sile and approve {he condilion 
of the  praiiie t ianspl2nr  work prior 10 the  contracior's reieae from the work s i l e .  'The 
projcci biol.ogiii wil! prepare 2 Irtier documenting the salvage and transplanling operation 
foi i n i  ptoppcm. cliii:eijs) subintnal IC) ihe CounTy 

Review o l R ~ s i d e n 1 i a l  Area Drainage System 

The : l ie plan rpecifirr underground drain lines and two disperslon trenches Ihal are designed lo 
allou holh inir l i rai ion and iiisprrsinn of deuelopmenl-relaled runoff. One trench i s  proposed in a 
m i x e d  grassland a i e a  soui lsizsr ( d o w n  siopej of the snop building. A second dispersion wench IS 

proposed in a p a t c h  of scalirrpd uaks and scrub east of the shop and driveway. According to the 
p ~ o j ~ i  engineer.  runoff ihai docs noi in i i l l ra te the ground u.iI1 disperse from Ihe lrench and 
s u i f a r e  f l o n  onlu ihe  d o \ r n  <lope $rasslandlprairie This i s  expecied to occur during signilicanl 
rarnhli ei 'cnts The su i l a i r  iunof l  i.v!ll he dispersed along a 5 ~ - f m l  long lrench/dispersion 
feature, such thal surface eio:.ion IS nor ehpecred. The additional water discharge j s  noi expecled 
io sipnificanii!, impact ihf c l i a r a c t e i  0 1  i h e  down slope prairie the discharge wil l  be limited 1 0  

high rainfall u e n t :  when I t , ?  a i e a  15 already hydrated and a s  the  dominant plan1 species w h i n  
ihe prairie ( ] . e . .  Caiifomia naigiars. slender rush.  w e s l e r n  rush) are adapted to seamnally- 
saiu~aied 1011 condii ioni ( I  t d u r i n p  ihe winle i  months)  

l-rru Removal  

The r i t e  plan idenr i f ies  !\YO o r h  lizer for reinoval I O  accommodate the proposed drive,vay. These 
I I C E !  ( a n  18-inch dbh coa.1 h~vr oah and a I@-inch dbh Shreve oak,) are located near Ihe proposed 
residence. N o  other irees z i e  <laled lot remova l  as pan o f t h e  dri\'eway and house construction 
woik. As discussed in Itmpaci BIO-4 of ihe Botanical Repon, several  trees are locared adjacenl Io 
the drivewa>! and  some \'..ill nred to he limbed t o p r o ~ i d r  v e h i c l e  clearance The Botanical Repon 
identified two miligaircn i n p a s u ~ e s  i o  minimize arid compensate for potential impacls lo native 
oaks: lhese lwu  measuie l  ate s t i l l  applicable i o  the  plan. As coinpensalion for the reinoval of oaks 
!oi the develnprncni. Milrealion Measure BIO-4b ideii l i fres a 3:l t ree replacement pro&ram 
Figure 3A depicir Ihree oak j ree  re-planirng areas thal could accommodate planted oak lreos; 
these areas are currenil? supporting French broom scrub and coyole brush scrub that are proposed 
for ieinporav constiuci ioi i  s l a p i n g .  Following completion of construcliorl, these a r e a  would be 
suitable for replanring ;&,1r11 oah i i f e s  

Fuel  Managrmenl  Arrar A r o u n d  Strurlures 

Ceniral Fire Depannierir liar requcs ied  ;I 100-foot fue l  management area around the two proposed 
5iiuctures ( i . ? . .  shop and r e i i dence j .  The two fuel management  areas are depicted on FiSuJe 3h. 
Tlie f i re  suppression pian for w x d i a n d  habjial w i i h i n  the  100-fool zones includes crealing a 3 0 ~  
foot wide liedshrub clearance a i e a  around each structure and tree limbing and dead tlee/shJIJb 
iernoval between 30 fcei and 100 feel As depicied on Figure ;A. approximatel\, one half of lhe  
100-fool management aiea aiour3d l l i e  proposed shop building suppons oak woodland. S lmhi l? . ,  

Environmental Eeview iniM Si!$ 
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2 p 1 x o ~ i i ~ 1 a l e ' y  one ha l f  o f  ihe inanagemeni x e a  around ihe ploposed residenre suppons oak 
woodland 

Wi lh in  the 0.-30' h e 1  management zone, a l l  trees and shrubs wil l  be reniowd Grassland areas 111 

this zone will be seasonally mowed to control fuel loads. 

VJ l lh in  the 30L100. fuel management tone, management actions include lirnhing and trimm,ng 
al l  I r e s  to create six feet ground 10 canopy clearance (per tree) and renical  spaclng between 
trees Dead trees and louse fuels (i.e.:  dead woody brush)  would also be removed froln this zone 
Where grassland occur:, within the 30' I@@' zone. these areas will be seasonally mowed 

In M a y  2006. Robefl L .  DeWitt & Associates, Inc. surveyed all  tree5 preaier ihan 8 Inches in 
diameiei within these huo management zones. Tables 4 and 5 list ilie trees: by species and 
diainetei. surveyed wiihin the shop and house management areas, respeciively Wiihin the shop 
iiianaeemenl area: a iota1 of  I00 trees were recorded~ 'Tree spacing ranges from 2 feel to over 20 
feet. w t h  the average spacinE between 8 and 12 feet A total of 96 oaks. one bay. rwo D o u g l a  
firs, and I madrone Kere  recorded ('Table 4 )  Within the  house inanagemeni area: a iota1 of  81 
lreer were  recorded i i a b i r  5) Tier- s p c i i , ~  also ranges ::ox ? feei to over ?n  frp~t wiih the  
average spacing approximalely I O  f e e i ~  A toial of 56 oaks, 23 Douglas firs. and 2 madrones were 
recorded (Tab le  5 )  Both areas suppofl understor) s h r u b s ~  Most oflhese shrubs occur a i  ihc 
\voadlandigrasslaiid inierface Wiihin !he dense iree canopy, shrub underslop is relaiivel? sparse 

Within ihe O L 3 0 ' - h e I  inanagemeni zone: a total of 1 1  irees will he removed. nine of ihese trees 
are  oak lreei These nint ireeh are  depicied on Flpure 3M and includes The i w o  oaks p r ev~o i~s ly  
discussed ar b m g  reino\,ed io accominodaie the driveway 

Wilhln i h e  ;0.-100. fuel inanagemeni zone, shrubs and trees w l l  require iinibinp i o  pteveni fuel 
l adde i i n?  inlo the tree canopy. dead limbs wi l l  also need to  hc remo\,ed Based on field 
ohirrvaiioiii, no inaiure trees wi l l  need i o  he removed within this zone. 

Ar. no special status plan1 species were observed from these managemeni areas and ihe  
inanagemen1 areas are a small component of  the overall oak woodlands on i h e  propem (as  
v isual ly  depicted on Fieure 3A), the proposed fuel managcmenl aciivilies are  no1 expected to 
resu l i  in significani impacis to ihe woodland resources on the  p r o p e q  Consis!eni wiih Impact 
R1@4 regarding oak tree removal. the oaks removed within the 0 ' - 3 0 ~  fuel Ir?anageinent i o n t  
should br replaced a t  a 3.1 rtplacerncnt ratio. Figure 3.4 depicts threr oak iree-replantine a rea l  

r,ted cil: lite' ( j  e,. ? :jP.ts removed i 3 = 27 u!zn!ed !rea!. 

Seaorial inowin~/\Yeed~whipping of ihe grassland ponions o f the  fuel management areas is 
conrislent wiih management techniques for naiive gracsland and coasial piairie. Seasonal 
mo.~ ' ing / \veed- \ \ ,h ipp in~  i f  conducied in early spring and late summer io a heiphi of 3-6  i nchcs~  
\w/ l  provide lung-tenn benefits io ihe  prairie by reducing ihe cover o f a m u a l ,  non~naiive grass 
species. such as ranlesnake grass (Bii;o s p )  and non-native forbs, such as ca1.s ear ( I fyporhne?~fs  
8 . ~  I Early spring ( i .e . ,  Iaie March ~ April) mowing/\Yeed.whippinp will avoid impacts t u  newl:? 
emersing prairie forbs. such as blue-eyed grass. gumplant and brodiaea, yei will i i i ow down noii- 
native grass head prior to their floweringlseed sei. A later summer inowingl\veed-\vhipping would 
occur afler floweringlseed sei of the naiive grasses and forbs. such t h a i  110 significant impacts io 
lhese species are expected. Seasonal inowin~lweed~whipping will also discourage ihe 
growhkpread  o f  woody species into the grasslandiprairit areas, t hus  providing a long-1rrm 
beiiefii lo ihe  grassland 

(a!rni!hz?! P!openy, PQIO!. r b .  /JpyiiC:/l,I \[JN 
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Table 4. Trees  Sun'ryrd ,  by . Diameter; wilhin Proposrd .~ r--T- Oaks 

Coastal Prairie  Managrmrnt 

TheBotanical Repon ~lmpac i  B 1 0 ~ 2 1  slated thai t h e  souihem ponion of the p topem (ouiside of 
the proposed developmen! area: yet wilhiti areas  proposed lor managemem and enhancerneni) 
mighi suppori three CNPS Lis1 4 piant species: Gairdner'3 y tmiph:  large I:oiiiiicd s:ai t 

hooded ladies tresse: Focnsed r i m e y s  for these species were recoinniended prtot i o  
implemenlation of  prairie maiiag~rnenl and enhancemenl aclions 10 ensure management actions 
d o  no1 ~nadvenenrly tinpact ihese species ( i f  presenl) lmpacis could clccur i f ihe  planis were 
trampled during the removal of French broom 01 other tnvasive plant species. or lfihe Lrsi 4 
planis were mowed or browsed while in flower. lf ihese List 4 plants are found on the 5ne. 
tnanagetneni aciions can be implemented io avoid dlrect  impacts io ihese occurrences Proieciive 
fealurrs should be erected around ihe colonies I O  prevent trampling and hrow,ing when the  planis 
are in spt ine g towh.  however. !rnpletnentaiton of the ptai,ie managemem aci ions 1 1  e .  5easonal 
mowing andlm gtazing and removal of invarive planis) wil l  rKSul1 I n  long~ie i in  benefits io the 
habiial of these specie: through Ihe reino\~allteduction of compeling annual nnn-nailv? eraires  
and ioibs and invasive woody species ( i  e .  French broom and cotoneaster). 
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T h i s  i e p m  is a n  updzted addendum to the Hotarucai Repun for rhe Cannichael Propeny IAPN 0 4 0 ~  
081-06. 040-081-07 and 040-081-09). The previous repon ( C o l m r i ~ h o e i P ~ ~ ~ e i - ~ ,  Apros, CA 
B ~ I O H K O /  Rej>oi.i, Biotic Resources Gronp, September 28; 2 0 0 5 )  was submined to the County of 
Santa Cm7 for Application 05-0407 and w a s  deemed adequate lor completion of the  application. The 
addendum provides information requested by the Counry on bolanicai iesotirce issues relative lo the 
appkat ion IMenior-ondum doted Noiiember 2, 2OOjjL3n Paiu 1.ewne IO Keni Edier. CounO: of Sonia 
CIW Plo~ini~7g Deparrnienr) and revtsions 10 the Hotankal Repon based on ievtsions to the project 
w e  plan. n s  updated addendum is based upon the development plans b l e d  November 28; 2006. 

METHODOLOGY 

The Biotic Resources Group (Kachleen Lyons, plant ecoloDst) reviewed the revised site plan 
(Resident-r/oi- Stephen and Phdiis Corniirhoel, S i p  Plait: Roper Engineering; dated November 
28; 2006) This review was focused on refining areas uf impact fiom the pronnserl d n v w a y Z  
which has been revised to include four turnouis between Kamien Street and the proposed 
residence In addition, a tree survey of 100-foot fuel management m o t s  aiound the proposed shop 
and residence was also re\,ievfed (Addrionol  7;we Loconoiis, Hoben L~ DeWitt 8: Associates, 
I n c ~ :  dated May I O .  2006) 7 h i s  review was focused on poteniial inipacw to sensitive botanical 
tesources from anticipated f u e l  manageirtcnt activities usithin these zones~ This addendum also 
evaluates temporary, constniction-related impacts to sensitive habitats f iom the proposed 
driveway and shoplresldence consimction 

RESULTS 

Review of Revised Sile Plan 

In seiponse to comments fsoin the County and Central Fire. the site plan has been amended to 
include lour dnveway turnouts. In addition. four construciinn staging areas have been identified 
The turnouts and staging aieas were stied T O  rrllnimi7.e impacis io sensitive botanical resources; 
there areas are depicted on Figure ?A (anached) as WEII as on i h t  engineering plans prepared by 
Roper Engineering. Flgure 3A also shows the alteniative dnueway route fiom Jennifer Drive. 

In the Boianical Report. dated September 2 8 ,  2005; approximately 10,900 square reel (0.25 acre)  
of cnastal pralne (including prairie areas infested with French brooin a n d  coloneaster) was 
determined IO be impacted from the proposed project (Impact BIO-1) In  addition, the project w a s  
determined io impact patches of natwe bunchgrasses ihat groaf amid grassland othemise 
dominated hy n o n - n a l w  species (areas mapped as mixed grassland and native grassland). These 
quantities have been revised based on the revised slte plan and are outlined in Table 1 .  below. 
Permanent impacts are those occumny in areas io he paved or built upon (1.e.. shop and 
residence). Based on the revised s i te  plan. 15.345 square feet (0.35 acre) of prairie habitat !a 
sensitive habitai) will be permanenlly affected by !he proposed project. lo addition, s i te  work wi l l  
affect 4&35 sq. fi (0.1 I acre) of mixed grassland and 5;910 square feet (0.14 acre) of mixed non. 
nativeharive grassland. 

( amichae l  Propmy. Aptor .  ( A  
Addendum to Botanical Report Updated I f e b i u a y  2 3 .  2007 
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Jeinporarily impacted areas are those thai may be drsturbed during consinxi ion li e .  C ~ ~ S I I I I C ~ ~ O I I  

access. munor side casting durtng pradtng) but would not be paved or bwli upon and would be  
revegetated fol lowng construction. Areas within the construction disturbance limits include areas 
adjacent to the dnveway and buildings. septic leach line areas. and areas designated for 
underground drainage lines and dispersion trenches The site plan designates a 5-foot construction 
disturbance limtt (01 improvements withidad~acent  to coastal prairie and mixed grassland and  a 
IO-foot construction dislurhance limit for improvements withidadjaceD1 io other habitats. Orange 
construction fencing would be placed ai the edge o f  these construction disturbance limits io 
confine construction activitrec to these deslgnated areas. Based on the revised site plan. I 1,068 
square feel (0.28 acre) ofprairie hahitat ( a  senstttve habitat) will he temporarilv affected hv the 
proposed projcct In addiiion, s i t e  work wrll temporanly affect 6.31 I sq. ft (0.15 acre) of mixed 
grassland and mixed nun-natiuelnattve grassland These impacts are summarized in Table 1 ~ 

he low 

Table 1 .  Jmparts to Prair ie  (Sensirkre H a b i t a t )  and other Grassland Types ,  Carmirharl 

- l ~ b G Z - ~ E  
(S!a!!oo 24-59 !C I 28+00. includmg house 1 

Coaslal Praine 
Coastal Praine with 450 sq fi. 2,460 sq fi 638 sq h.  
French Broom 
Total Prairie 

~.______ 

-_ 
1,914 sq .  It. 

___--. 

Mixed Grassland 

2.281 sq ri 2,281 sq. fr  
Nali \fe  -__-__ Grassland (0.05 acre) 
Total Other 6;3l? sq f t  6 3 1  1 sq rt 
Grassland 

I f  the alternative dnveway alignment (froni l e n d e r  Dnw) i s  selected coastal praine areas wrll be 
impacted between JennjJei Drive and where the driveway would join the proposed a l i m e n t  (see 
Figure 3A). Table 2 lisls the permanent and tempomy impact io coasul p n i r i e & & d w b ) P ? & f V v  Irii 
wide roadway and a 5-fool consinmion disturbance l r m i t  area. ~+ , ; [ - I -A~F~~%J E p,JT&-a- 

,4PFl~lr;tV!OI‘\J - 
(armi(harl Pruprrry. Apiol .  (A 
Addrndum IO Barani(al Reporr, Updarrd 2 lrbruary 2 3 .  2001 
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T a b l e  2 .  h p a r l s  lo Prair ie  lSensilive Habitat)  f rom AJlernalivr Driveway Alignment 
(Jennifer  Drive to Proposed - Alignment ____ Route) ,  Carmichar l  J’ryeny 

r---- Peinianeni irnpacis - S , 4 U ~  _ _ _  (0 12 
2:- f i ~  (0.05 - Temporay Irnpacls . . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ ~  +E-:- ~- 

.- 

(managedlenhanred: niiligation R ~ I ~ ~  

4 1  

Plant Comrnuniq A r e a  Permanently 

~ _ ~ ~ _ ~ _ _ _ _  
Coasial Prsinc 
(nicluding arras wilh 

French Broom 
Mixed Grassland 

TOTA 1. 20,230 sq. I t .  

~______~ ~~~ 

rile Botanical Kepon (September 28, 2005) identifipd rmtigaiion measures 10 mlrurrize and 
compensate for the direcl and lndtrect impacts io coastal prame and native grass stands wittun the 
mixed grassland MIhgation B10-lb recommends implementanon of a praine manageinent plan to 
manage and enhance extant praine on the p r o p e c  at a m h i n u m  4 : l  ratioof 
managementlenhancernent to duect impact. Based on the revised site plan and ihe permanent 
impacts hsled in Table 1. a mirumurn of 1.4 acres of ertani praine would requue 
managetnentlenhancement 10 compensate for impacts 10 coastal praine. An additional 0 .44acre  of 
extant prairie would requue managemenl/enhancetiient to coinpensate for impacts t u  m x r d  
grdssland. Yielded a lola! management area of 1 .e5 acrex. 7hese i ~ l i g a t m n  recommendations 3re 
listed in Table 3. The Botarucal R e p x  (Figwe 4)  identified 2 2 acres o f  prairie (including areas 
infesied with invasive.  non-native species) that were suioble for habitat management and 
enhancement 

‘Tabir 3. Recommended Mitigation lor l’rrruanent lrnpacls lo  Pra i r ie  (Sensitive Habi ta t )  a n d  

Area  Required 01 M i t F i ]  

( 0  44 a c r L  - 
80.910 sq.  It. 
(1.85 acres)  

61,380rq. fi 
( 1  4 I acres) 
. _ _ _ _ _ ~  
19.540 sq. 11 

An additional nutigarion measure IS recommended to nuninuze temporary c o n s ~ ~ c i i o n  activitles 
from the placement ofthe underground drainage line (froin the residence to the dispersion trench). 
This measure identifies sod cunmg. sod stockpiling and sod replacemeni for this construction work; 
as descnbed belou. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-IC. The constmction I im~ts for the drainage line; where they 
occur within the coastal prairie and mixed grassland, will be slaked in the field by the 
contractor. Pi~otective plastic mesh fencing shall be installed a long  ihe perimeter of the 
construction work area. All  work (e.g . trenching, equipment access: etc ) shall occur 
within the designated drainage line area. a s  depicted on Sheet C5 of the site plan. The  
project biologist wi l l  field check the stalong and fenclng prior to any constmciion work. 
The constmction crew shall C U I  !he grassland’pr3irie sod io an average depth of I foot 
and remoYe the sod In blocks that are suitable for salvage and transplanting Dependlng 
upon soil moisturt, the sod may be hand watered prior to excavation, thus easing 
excavation work and inaintainlng cohesiveness of the salvaged gassland/praine blocks. 
The salvaged grassland/praine blocks: and any other excavated soil materials, shall be 
placed on permeable landscape fabric adjacent to !he excavation area.  Materials shall not 
be side cast onto adjacent grassland/pra~ne. Salvaged grasslandlprairie blocks shall be 
kept moist during the construction operation. Drainage line c o n m c t i o n  work shall be 

(armiiharl Property, b p i .  (A 
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irnpieinenied a s  quickly as possihle to m~nrmize the inortaliiy of the salvaged matenals.  
1:oiIowirig placeineni of !ne drain line, the cxcauaied area  shall be panialiy tackr t l ied 
with naiive $011. tamped slightly: and the giaslandlprairie b lock  re-insialled~ The 
finislied grade of the ehcavated are3 shall inalch ihe SlJnolinding grade. Native soil from 
the excavated trench shall be used io f i l l  areas henween the b l o c k  to create a unifonn 
surface. The s i te  will be hand watered following the completion of  all transplanling work.  
The project biologisi shall conduct a final inspection of the me and approve the condiiion 
of the prairie transplant work pnor to ihe contractoris release f rom the work site. The  
project biologist will prepare a letter documenting the salvage and  transplanting operation 
lor the p i o p e q  owner(s )  submittal to the County. 

Review uf Residential Area Drainage System 

The b i t e  plan specifies underground drain lines and two dispersion nenc.hes thai are designed to 
a l low both infiltnticn and dispersion of development.relaied  runoff^ Oce trench i s  proposed in a 
mixed grassland area southwest (down slope) of the shop building. A second dispersion trench 1: 

proposed in a paich of scattered oaks and scrub east of the shop and driveway. According to the 
project engineer. runoff thai does not infiltrate the ground w i l l  disperse from the trench and 
surface flou; onto the down slope grassiandipraii~ie. This is expected to OCCIU during significant 
rainfall even is^ The surface runoff \vi11 be disperbed along a 50-foot long trenchidispersion 
feature. such that surface erosion is not expected. .Jhe additional water discharge is not expected 
lo significantly Impact the character of the down slope prairie the discharge will he limited io 
high rainfall events when the area is already hydrated and as the dominant plant species W i t h J n  
i he  prairie ( I  e ~ California oaigrass. slender rush. viestem rush) are adapted to seasonallv- 
saturated soil conditions ( ~ . e  durlng the winter months) 

Tr er Rem oval  

The  s i t e  plan identifies rwo oak trees for removal to accoinmodate the proposed driveway These 
li~ees (an  1 8-inch dbh coast live oak and a IO-inch dhh S h e v e  oak) are located near the proposed 
residence. No other irees are slated for removal as  pan o f t h e  driveway a n d  house COIlStNctiOn 
work As discussed in Imparl B10-4 o f t h e  Botanical Repon. several trees are located adjaceni io 
the d r iveway  and some W J I I  need to be limbed to provide vehicle clearance. The Botanical Repoii  
identified two mitigation ineasures to minimize and compensate for poieoljal iinpacts to nati\,e 
oaks; these two measures are  s t i l l  applicable to the plan. As compensation for the removal of oak:. 
for  the development. Mitigation Measure BIO-dh identifies a 3 : l  tree replacement prograin. 
Figure 3A depicts three oak tree re-planting areas that couia accommodaie planted oak trees: 
these areas are cunently supponing French hrooin scrub and coyote brush scrub that are proposed 
for teinporary construction staging. Follouving completion of construction, these areas wooid be 
suitable for replaniing with oak trees. 

Fuel Management  Areas Around Struc tures  

Central Fire Depanment has requesied a 100-foot fuel management a r e a  around the two proposed 
s tnmures  (I.?.: shop and xs idence)~  The two fuel inanageinen: areas a r e  depicted on Figure 3,:~ 
The fire suppression plan for woodland habitat within the 100-foot z o n e  includes creating a 30. 
foot wide treelshrub clearance area around each structure and tree Iimbigg a n d  dead i reekhrub 
removal between 30 feel and I00 reel As depicted on Figure 3A; approximately one half of the 
100-fool management area around ihr proposed shop building supports oak woodland. Siiiularly, 
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approximatply one half of the management area around the proposed residence suppons oak 
\uoodlaiid~ 

Within the O ' ~ ? O '  fuel management zone. all trees and shrub: w i l l  be removed~ Grassland areas in 
this zone \vi11 be seasonally mowed to control fuel  loads^ 

Within the 50'-100' fuel management zone; management actions include limbing and l n m m i r ~ g  
all trees to create six feet ground to canopy clearance (per tree) and v e n i a l  spacine between 
trees Dead trees and loose fuels (i.e.: dead woody brush) would also be  removed froin this  zone^ 

Where grassland occurs within the 30'-100' zone; these areas \vi11 he seasonally m o w e d ~  

In May 2006: Robert L. DeWitl & Associates. Inc surveyed all  trees greater than 8 inches in 
diameter  with%^ these two management zones. Tables 4 and 5 list the trees; by species and 
diameter: s w e y e d  wilhin the shop and house management areas; respectively. Within the s h o p  
management area. a total of I00 irees were recorded~ Tree spacing ranger frnin 2 feel to over 20 
feet: with the average spacing henveen 8 and 12 feet. A total o f96  oaks, one bay, two Douglas 
firs: and I madrone were recorded (Table 4). Wi thn  the house management area: a total of 8 I 
trees wrre recorded (Table 5 ) ~  Tree spacing also ranges from 2 feet to over 20 feet. with the 
aveiage spacing approximately 10 feet. A total of 56 oaks: 23 Douglas fus. and 2 madrones were 
recorded (.Table 5 ) ~  Both areas suppon understory shrubs Most o r these  shrubs occur at the 
woodlandigrassland interface. Within the dense tree canopy. shrub understory IS relatively sparse.  

Within the O'-30'-fuel management zone, a iota1 of I 7  trees wi l l  be removed: fifteen of these trees 
are oaks and two are Douglas firs. These fifteen o a k  trees are depicted on Figure 3 8 ;  the fifteen 
oak trees include the two oaks previously discussed as being removed io  accommodate the 
driveway. 

Within tlie 30'-100' fuel management zone, shrubs and trees wil l  require limbing to prevent fuel 
laddenng inio the tree canopy; dead limbs will also need to be ieinoved. Based on field 
observations: no mature trees will need to be removed within this 2one~ 

A s  no special status plant species were observed from these management areas and the 
inanagetnent areas are a small component o f t he  overall oak woodlands OD the property (as  
,~ isuilly depicted on Figure 3A); the proposed fuel manageinent activities are not expected to 
result in significant impacts to the woodland resources on the p r o p e ~ y .  Consistent \s,ith linpact 
8 1 0 - 4  regarding oak tree removal; the  oaks removed within the 0'-30- fuel management zone 
.chnu!d be replaced at 2 ?:I  rep!acerneni ra!io. F i s x x  3). d-icts I h e e  oak tree-rep!anting areas 
that could accoinmodate 4 5  planted oak trees (i.e.; 1 5  oak trees removed )i 3 = 45 planted ti~ees). 

Seasonal inowing/weed-whipping of the grassland ponions of the fuel management areas i s  
consistent with management techniques for native grassland and coastal prairie. Seasonal 
inowingiiveed-whipping if conducied in early spring and late summer to a height o f 4 - 6  inches, 
%:ill provide long-lenn benefits i o  the praiiie by reducing the co\,er of annual. non-native grass 
species: such as  rattlesnake grass (Brrio sp.) and non-native forbs. such as  cat 's  ear (Ilvp,ochae~-is 
sp). Early spring f i . e ~ $  late March ~ April) mowing/\ueed-\uhippine wi l l  avoid impacts to newly 
emerging prairie forbs, such as blue-eyed grass, gumplant and brodiaea. yet maill mow down non- 
native grass head prior lo their flowenngiseed set. A later suininer inowingi\\,eed-whippin€ would 
occur after floweringkeed set o l ihe  nalive grasses and forbs. such that no significant impacts to 
these species are expected. Seasonal mou,Ing/weed-whIppIng will also discourage ihe 
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growihispread of woody specles into ihe grasslandlprairie aieas thus  providing a long-ienn 
hrnrfit  tu The grassland 

.Table 4. Trees  Surveyed, b-; Diameter,  within .- - -. 
Oaks 

Coarlal Prairie Management  

The Botanical Repon (Impact R 1 0 - 2 )  stated that the southern ponion o f i h e  propeny (outside of 
the proposed development a r e a  yet w i t h i n  areas proposed Tcr inanagerxen! 2nd e?h3ncen;eni\ 
might suppon three CNPS List 4 plant species: Gairdner's yampah, large flowered star tulip. and 
hooded ladies tresses~ Focused surveys for thesp species were recommended pnor to 
implementation of prairie manageinent and enhancerneni actions to ensure management actions 
d o  not insd\'ertenily impact these sprcies  ifp present)^ Impacts could occur i f t h e  plants were 
trampled during the removal of French brooin or other Invasive plant species, or i f  the List 4 
pianis were mowed or browsed whlle in flower I f  these List 4 plants are round on the site; 
management actions can be implemented to avoid direct impacts to these occurrences. Protective 
features should he erected around the colonies to  prevent trampling and browsing when the plants 
are in spnng growth: however: impleinentation of the prairie inanagernent acttons ( t ~ e . ;  seasonal 
rno\vlng andior grazing and removal of invas lbe  planls) will result In long-tern, benefits to 1he 
habitat of these species through the reinovalireductioii o f  cornpetinp annual non-native grasses 
and forbs and invasive woody species ( i ~ e  . French broom and cotoneaster) 

J 
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RIPARIAN EXCEPTION FINDINGS 

1.  

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

THAT THERE ARE SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES OR CONDITIONS 
AFFECTING THE PROPERTY. 

The subject parcel is limited by the septic location as well as other biotic issues such as 
native coastal prairie grassland, which define and limit the location of the driveway as well 
as the proposed structures to the northern portion of the parcel. The only legal access to the 
building envelope is from the terminus of Kamian Street (or Jennifer Drive if removal of 
1’ non access strip at Kamian is not approved) along a path that passes within 10’ of a wet- 
meadow. If a 100’ set back from the wet meadows is required, there would not be access 
to the building site. 

THAT THE EXCEPTION IS NECESSARY FOR THE PROPER DESIGN AND 
FUNCTION O F  SOME PERMITTED OR EXISTING ACTIVITY ON THE 
PROPERTY. 

See comment i i i  above. ’wiihout the granting of this riparian exception, there wiii not be 
any access to the building site. 

THAT THE GRANTING O F  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 project does not propose any work associated with the riparian area that would be 
detrimental to the public welfare. Additionally, there are no properties immediately 
downstream or in the area where the project is located. 

THAT THE GRANTING O F  THE EXCEPTION, IN THE COASTAL ZONE, 
WILL NOT REDUCE OR ADVERSELY IMPACT THE RIPARIAN CORRIDOR, 
AND THERE IS NO FEASIBLE LESS ENVIRONMENTALLY DAMAGING 
ALTERNATIVE. 

This project is not located within the Coastal Zone. 

THAT THE GRANTING OF THE EXCEPTION IS IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
THE PURPOSE O F  THIS CHAPTER, AND WITH THE OBJECTIVES OF THE 
GENERAL PLAN AND ELEMENTS THEREOF, AND THE LOCAL COASTAL 
PROGRAM LAND USE PLAN. 

An initial study was prepared for the proposed project and a subsequent Negative 
Declaration (with mitigations) was issued. The analysis shows that the project will not 
create any potential for adverse environmental effects on wildlife resources. In addition, 
drainage has been designed on site to allow continued flow of subsurface water to the 
wetland. 
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