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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Project: Castle Rock State Park Entrance Relocation APN(S): 088-081-12

Project Description: The project is a proposal to relocate the entrance to Castle Rock State Park and
construct a Zateway to the Park in two phases. Phase One to consist of: demolition of existing structures;
grading, construction of a new driveway and entrance, inciuding a sign of up to 48 square feet in size;
deceleration and acceleration lanes; construction of a parking lot, amphitheater, restrooms, picnic areas and
trails; and installation of landscaping. Phase Two to consist of construction of a visitors center complex of
about 6,000 square feet and related improvements. Requires the rescission of the existing Williamson Act
contract and entrance into an Open Space Easement contract, a Rezoning to change the current CA-P zoning
to PR-O (Parks, Recreation, and Open Space, with an Open Space Easement Combining District), a General
Plan re-designation to O-R (Parks, Recreation and Open Space), a Commercial Development Permit to
expand the State Park under a phased Master Site Plan and Parking Plan, an Agricuitural Buffer Reduction
from the required 200 feet to 100 feet, a Variance for a sign to exceed the 12 square feet allowed by County
Code and locaied closer than five feet from the right-of-way, an overheight fence permit to allow an eight-foot
high fence within the front yard setback, an Archaeological Report Review, Soils Report Review, Design
Review, Preliminary Grading Review and Environmental Review.

Project Location: The project is located on the southwest side of Skyline Boulevard, which is also State Route
(SR) 35, about 2.3 miles from its intersection with Highway 9 (15435 Skyline Bivd., Los Gatos.

Owner: Sempervirens Fund

Applicant: Don Neuwirth

Staff Planner: Annette.Olson, (831) 454-3134
Email: Anrette Olson @santacruzcounty.us

This project will be considered at a public hearing before the Planning Commission. The time, date and
location have not been set. When scheduling does occur, these items will be included in all public hearing
notices for the project.

California Environmental Quality Act Mitigated Negative Declaration Findings:

Find, that this Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the decision-making body’s independent judgment and
analysis, and, that the decision-making body has reviewed and considered the information contained in this
Mitigated Negative Declaration and the comments received during the public review period; and, that revisions
in the project plans or proposals mede by or agreed to by the project applicant would avoid the effects or
mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur; and, on the basis of the whole
record before the decision-making body (including this Mitigated Negative Declaration) that there is no
substantial evidence that the project as revised will have a significant effect on the environment. The expected
environmental impacts of the project are documented in the attached Initial Study on file with the County of
Santa Cruz Clerk of the Board located at 701 Ocean Street, 5" Floor, Santa Cruz, California.

Review Period Ends: May 27, 2014 Date:
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Note: This Document is considered Draft until . .
it is Adopted by the Appropriate County of TODD SEXAYER; Environmental Coordinator

Santa Cruz Decision-Making Body (831) A54-3511
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AcCT (CEQA)
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW INITIAL STUDY

Date: February 24, 2014 Application Number: 131055
Staff Planner: Annette Olson

I. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION
APPLICANT: Don Neuwirth APN(s): 088-081-12

OWNER: Sempervirens Fund SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 5

PROJECT LOCATION: The site is located on the southwest side of Skyline Boulevard,
which is also State Route (SR) 35, about 2.3 miles from its intersection with Highway 9
(15435 Skyline Bivd., Los Gatos).

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Proposal to relocate the entrance to Castle Rock State Park and construct a gateway to
the Park in two phases. Phase One to consist of: demolition of existing structures;
grading; construction of a new driveway and entrance, including a sign of up to 48
square feet in size; deceleration and acceleration lanes; construction of a parking lot,
amphitheater, restrooms, picnic areas and trails; and installation of landscaping. Phase
Two to consist of: construction of a visitors center complex of about 6,000 square feet
and related improvements.

Requires the rescission of the existing Williamson Act contract and entrance into an
Open Space Easement contract, a Rezoning to change the current CA-P zoning to PR-
O (Parks, Recreation, and Open Space, with an Open Space Easement Combining
District), a General Plan re-designation to O-R (Parks, Recreation and Open Space ), a
Commercial Development Permit to expand the State Park under a phased Master Site
Plan and Parking Plan, an Agricultural Buffer Reduction from the required 200 feet to
100 feet, a Variance for a sign to exceed the 12 square feet allowed by County Code
and located closer than five feet from the right-of-way, an overheight fence permit to
allow an eight-foot high fence within the front yard setback, an Archaeological Report
Review, Soils Report Review, Design Review, Preliminary Grading Review and
Environmental Review.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: All of the following
potential environmental impacts are evaluated in this Initial Study. Categories that are
marked have been analyzed in greater detail based on project specific information.

Geology/Soils Noise

Air Quality
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hydrology/\Water Supply/\Water Quality
Biological Resources

Agriculture and Forestry Resources Public Services

Mineral Resources Recreation

Visual Resources & Aesthetics Utilities & Service Systems

Cultural Resources Land Use and Planning

Hazards & Hazardous Materials Population and Housing

OOXOOHOXLDIH
HiEENE .

Transportation/Traffic Mandatory Findings of Significance

DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL(S) BEING CONSIDERED:
General Plan Amendment Coastal Development Permit

Land Division Grading Permit
Rezoning

X

Riparian Exception

Other: Rescission of Williamson Act
contract and entry into Open Space
Easement contract; Agricultural Buffer
Reduction; Master Site Plan; Parking
Plan; Variance for sign; Overheight
Fence Permit, Preliminary Grading
Review.

XXX
X

Development Permit

NON-LOCAL APPROVALS

Other agencies that must issue permits or authorizations: Caltrans (Encroachment
Permit)

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

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

IE | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in
the project have been made or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

Application Number: 131055
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|:| | find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

D | find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least
one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures
based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

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

P 125 /v
Toad xaqér\/ 7 Da}é 4
Envirbnmental Coordinator
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Il. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS
Parcel Size: 32.7 acres

ATTACHMENT 2 °

Existing Land Use: ~9 acres used as a Christmas tree farm
Vegetation: Oaks and shrubs along SR 35, Christmas trees, natural vegetation along
the Kings Creek corridor; montane hardwood woodland in southwestern portion

of parcel

Slope in area affected by project: & 0-30% [E 31 -100%
Nearby Watercourse: Headwaters of Kings Creek

Distance To: On subject property

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS

Water Supply Watershed: Yes
Groundwater Recharge: Not mapped

Timber or Mineral: Not mapped
Agricultural Resource: Type 1A

Biologically Sensitive Habitat: Headwaters of

Kings Creek at southwest of property
Fire Hazard: State Response Area - High

Floodplain: Not mapped

Erosion: Highly erodible soils; preliminary

erosion control plan submitted and accepted

Landslide: Not mapped
Liquefaction: Low

SERVICES

Fire Protection: CalFire

School District: Los Gatos High/Lakeside
Joint Union Elementary School District
Sewage Disposal: Septic

PLANNING POLICIES

Zone District: Commercial Agriculture with
an Agriculture Preserve and Farmland
Security Combining District (CA-P)

General Plan: Agriculture (AG)

Urban Services Line: Inside

Coastal Zone: [ ] Inside

Application Number: 131055

Fault Zone: Not mapped

Scenic Corridor: SR 35 is a County
scenic highway

Historic: No

Archaeology: Yes

Noise Constraint: No

Electric Power Lines: Service comes
from SR 35

Solar Access: Potential for visitor center
to take advantage of southern solar
access

Solar Orientation: Potential for visitor
center to take advantage of southern
solar access

Hazardous Materials: Underground fuel
storage tank previously on-site.

Other:

Drainage District: None
Project Access: Highway 35

Water Supply: Well

Special Designation: None

X] Outside
& Outside
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND PROJECT BACKGROUND:

The subject parcel is located on the Santa Cruz side of SR 35 (Skyline Blvd.), which
runs along the crest of the Santa Cruz Mountains, dividing Santa Clara and Santa Cruz
counties. Sanborn County Park is located across SR 35 from the subject parcel. On the
Santa Cruz County-side of SR 35, Castle Rock State Park surrounds the subject parcel
on all but one side. The subject parcel is about 32.7 acres in size and is developed with
about nine acres of Christmas trees, an abandoned single-family dwelling, and a small
accessory structure. The rest of the parcel has montane hardwood woodland and Kings
Creek, an ephemeral riparian area, is located in the southwest portion of the parcel. No
riparian vegetation is associated with this riparian area.

The Christmas tree farm is planted with young (four- to nine-foot tall) conifer species
used for Christmas trees. Unpaved access roads loop around and through the
Christmas tree farm providing access for tree customers and farm maintenance
operations. Several old apple trees line the access roads. The majority of the Christmas
tree farm area is highly disturbed due to the ongoing tree farming and road
maintenance. Native vegetation in the tree farm area is sparse, with a narrow strip of
shrubs and small trees along the northern fence line near Skyline Boulevard, as well as
annual grasses and a small area of yellow star-thistle. The proposed development
footprint consists of approximately six acres, with about 1.8 acres of this being new
paving and structures, and is primarily contiguous with the Christmas tree farm area.

The southern portion of the site consists of steep slopes that form one of the
headwaters of an ephemeral drainage, which flows to Kings Creek, and eventually to
the San Lorenzo River. Vegetation in the southern portion of the project site is
characterized as montane hardwood woodland with a mixed tree canopy of canyon live
oak (Quercus chrysolepis), tanoak (Lithocarpus densiflorus), madrone, and California
bay (Umbellularia californica). The shrub layer is open and herbaceous vegetation is
sparse. A few Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) and black oak (Quercus kelloggii)
are also present in the woodland. The woodland community on the project site is
continuous with the surrounding woodland in Castle Rock State Park.

The adjacent parcel to the north is privately owned by Robert and Mary Ann Whalen
and is developed with their home, a second unit under construction, and a Christmas
tree farm. Prior to the approval of Permit 06-0589 for a lot line adjustment, the
Christmas trees on the Whalen’s parcel and the subject parcel were all located on one
parcel and operated together.

After the lot line adjustment, the Christmas tree farm became divided by the new
property line. As a part of that lot line adjustment, the Williamson Act contract on the
subject parcel, which was originally entered into in 1974, was revised to reflect the new
property boundaries. In August 2010, the Whalen family sold the subject parcel to
Sempervirens Fund, a local nonprofit, for the development of a new entrance to Castle
Rock State Park.

Application Number: 131055

EXHIBIT ¥



ATTACHMENT 2 |

CEQA Environmental Review Initial Study
Page 6

The existing entrance to Castle Rock State Park, which is located about 500 feet
southeast of the subject property, lacks basic amenities, including potable water and
permanent restroom facilities. California State Parks does not currently have the
resources to improve or develop the existing entrance. Sempervirens purchased the
subject parcel from the Whalen family in order to develop a new entrance with
substantially improved amenities and with the ultimate intent to transfer the property to
State Parks.

Although no specific transfer date has been established, California State Parks has
been involved in the development of this project and supports it (Attachment 3).

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project would be implemented in two phases. The first phase includes:
demolition of the existing single-family dwelling; removal of the Christmas trees;
grading; restoration landscaping for the Christmas tree areas not being developed;
construction of a new entrance and driveway, including deceleration and

acceleration lanes; construction of a parking lot, amphitheater, restrooms, picnic areas
and trails; and installation of landscaping. The second phase includes the construction
of the visitor center complex (visitor center, restrooms, patio, ranger offices) and related
improvements like the fire protection tanks (see Project Plans, Attachment 2).

In Phase 1, most of the Christmas trees within the development footprint would be
removed and the development footprint would be graded. Following grading, the
majority of this area would be replanted with native plants and endemic tree plantings to
create a “hillside and open meadow” setting. The restoration would be phased to reduce
the potential for erosion. The trees would be placed where the edge of the existing
Christmas tree farm meets the tall trees of the wooded areas. This would provide a
more naturally-appearing transition between the meadow areas and the heavily forested
areas (as opposed to the existing stark tree line located between the Christmas tree
farm and Castle Rock State Park’s forest).

In the right-of-way area, Caltrans requires that trees four-inches in diameter or larger
within 20 feet of the outside edge of the lane stripe be removed to provide a clear
“recovery zone”. Caltrans defines this concept as “an area clear of fixed objects
adjacent to the roadway to provide a ‘recovery zone' for vehicles that have left the
traveled way” (Caltrans 2008). Caltrans advises a minimum recovery area of 20 feet on
conventional highways. To meet this requirement, ten trees over six-inches in diameter
at breast height along the Skyline Boulevard frontage would need to be removed. All
trees over 40-inches in diameter would be located outside the recovery zone and would
be avoided. The Skyline Boulevard frontage would also be re-landscaped with native
bushes and trees that would be of a height and or distance from Skyline Boulevard such
that adequate site distance would be maintained.

Application Number: 131055
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Grading / Drainage

Grading is required to establish the proposed visitor center building pad in relation to the
parking lot, while maintaining adequate ADA accessibility. The overall grading and
drainage strategy outside of the building pad and parking lot is to mimic the natural
shapes of the surrounding landscapes wherever possible and to promote sheet flow of
storm runoff.

Project grading includes approximately 6,242 cubic yards of cut and 7,511 cubic yards
of fill divided according to the below values. Note that “strippings” refers to the organic
matter that is removed as a part of the Christmas tree removals.

Cut (in cubic yards)
Gross Site Cut: 7,650 CY
Strippings: -1,408 CY
Total: 6,242 CY

Fill (in cubic yards)
Gross Site Fill: 5,925 CY
Strippings: 1,586 CY
Total: 7,511

The strippings would be removed but then compacted and used as fill, resulting in a Net
Total of 1,269 cubic yards of import. This estimate may be reduced as utility trenching is
expected to offset some of the fill requirement.

The parking lot would consist of pervious strips under the parking spots which would
receive runoff from the surrounding asphalt areas and would be subdrained and
directed to naturalized treatment and detention facilities (i.e. bioswales, rain gardens).
The eventual outfall into the adjacent gullies would be “level spreaders,” which distribute
the treated runoff as non-erosive sheet flow.

Entry Feature

The proposed entry feature would include a locking gate located near the intersection of
the new driveway with Skyline Boulevard. Sufficient room is provided for a vehicle to
pull in out of the travelled in front of the gate. The entry feature would include natural
materials and would be designed to be visible, but still blend in with the surrounding
environment. A conceptual drawing is included to provide a general idea of the type of
feature envisioned (see Attachment 4). Part of the entry feature would be the Park’s
sign. Although the entry feature is to be within five feet of the right-of-way, it was
designed in such a way as to ensure that adequate sight distance is maintained.

Access/Driveway

The new driveway would be located approximately 85 yards south of the existing
access point. New acceleration and deceleration lanes on Skyline Boulevard would be
development to allow safe access to the new driveway. The deceleration lane would be
483 feet long and the acceleration would be 150 feet long. New wire fencing with stone

Application Number: 131055
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pilasters along the parcel’'s frontage would also be installed. The new driveway would
include a single lane in each direction (separated by a naturally vegetated landscape
strip) leading to a locking access gate. The driveway would convey drivers to and from
the proposed parking area described below. The new driveway would be shared with
the adjacent property owners to the west (the Whalen’s) as they have an easement
across the subject parcel. To accommodate this easement, a new gated frontage road
would split off of the Park driveway to access the Whalen’s parcel. A separate driveway
was considered to provide the Whalen’s direct access from Skyline Boulevard, but
Caltrans would only support a single entrance at the proposed location.

Parking and Restroom

The project also includes development of a 90-vehicle parking lot to accommodate the
proposed new uses. Shade trees and other landscaping are included in the parking lot
design. A prefabricated restroom structure would be located near the parking area.
Electronic pay stations would be located around the parking lot. There would be no
overnight parking except for those backpackers who park their vehicles in the parking
area while camping in the trail camps or hiking the “Skyline to the Sea Trail” (consistent
with current operations).

Parking facilities for bicyclists would also be provided as part of this project. The park
may be frequented by recreational cyclists to use restroom and picnic facilities as they
pass by on Skyline Boulevard, but because of the park’s relatively remote location, it is
unlikely to attract many visitors who arrive by bicycle.

The specific use of the existing Castle Rock State Park parking lot would be determined
by California State Parks, but may include oversize vehicle parking, weekend overflow
parking, or overnight parking.

Trails and Trail Connections

The project includes several on-site trails within the development footprint, as well as
two trails that connect to other trails off the site. The on-site trails would traverse the site
providing connection between the various recreational amenities (i.e. parking areas,
picnic areas, visitor center, etc.), as well as to the two off-site trails. The first off-site trail
connection would follow Skyline Boulevard approximately 50 feet away from the
roadway and would connect to the existing entrance area. The second off-site trail
connection would wind south of the site approximately 400 feet to connect to the Ridge
Trail and Saratoga Gap Trail, which are popular access trails to the “Skyline to the Sea”
Trail (a five-mile hike from the project site).

Amphitheater

The proposed project includes a small, trail-accessible amphitheater at the southeast
edge of the development footprint. The amphitheater would be used primarily for
educational and recreational presentations (i.e., park ranger wildlife and native plant
presentations, bouldering demonstrations, etc.). The proposed amphitheater would not
include a public address (PA) system or and no electronic amplification would be
allowed.

Application Number: 131055
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Picnic Areas
The project includes a group picnic area located near the parking area and four picnic
areas located on the loop trail beside the riparian area.

Visitor Center Complex

Phase 2 of the project would include the development of the visitors center complex.
The visitors center complex would include a series of small freestanding rooms that
provide office space for park rangers, restrooms, a caterer’s kitchen for warming and
serving food prepared off-site, a room for special events and meetings, flexible
gallery/exhibit space, permanent interpretive exhibits, and an area to distribute park
information and trail maps. The combined floor area of the structures would total
approximately 6,000 square feet (s.f.) with additional outdoor trellis-covered walkways
connecting the structures. Bicycle parking facilities would also be provided at the visitor
center complex. The design of the complex would incorporate natural materials (i.e.
wood and stone) and colors (see Attachment 4 for Design Review materials).

Utilities

For Phase 1, water from the existing well would be used for establishing the new
landscaping and restoration areas. A new pump and in-line treatment may be required
and would be accommodated in the existing pump house. A new well would be
constructed to provide potable water to feed the new restroom adjacent to the picnic
area (see Sheet C3.00 and C3.01). The water service of the future visitors center would
be stubbed out for future connection during Phase 2.

During Phase 2, potable water and fire water service for the visitors center would extend
from the stubbed out connection to new storage tanks and potable treatment system on
the hillside then fed separately to the Visitor Center domestic/fire systems and hydrant
via gravity.

A new septic system would be installed to serve the small restroom structure and,
eventually, the visitor center complex. The proposed project would require a electrical
service connection at an existing utility pole on the site, which would be distributed to
the site via a new transformer.

Outdoor Lighting

Outdoor lighting would be limited to built-in lighting at the visitors’ center building and
gathering areas and along the main pathways around the parking lot and building.
Limited pedestrian-scale parking lot lighting would be provided (four light standards for
the entire parking lot). The amphitheater would only be lighted with bollard-height path
lights and/or recessed step lights and lights installed in the amphitheater's seatwalls. All
exterior lighting would be fully shielded and directed downward. Exterior lighting would
be turned on by a switch during special nighttime events and would be on a clock such
that all lights (including parking lot lights) would automatically shut off at 10:00 pm,
except for minimal indoor security lighting. Auxiliary lighting for special events would be
prohibited.

Application Number: 131055
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Visitation

The new entrance would be open to visitors during the same days and hours of
operation as Castle Rock State Park, i.e. every day from 6 AM to sunset. Special events
are proposed to be allowed until 10 PM. Park quiet hours begin after 10 PM.

The enhanced amenities of the new entrance are anticipated to result in additional visits
to the park as members of the public become aware of the educational and recreational
opportunities provided by the new entrance and programming. The increased number of
park visitors is anticipated to be directly related to the programming schedule and
scheduling of special events. The Program Statement (Attachment 5) describes the
range of possible programming and events, including classes/workshops, nature walks
and talks, school field trips, and weddings and other special events. None of these
would exceed 60 attendees and all events would be scheduled to ensure that the
parking demand of the events would not exceed the available parking. A Parking
Management plan was provided that may be instituted if State Parks personnel find the
need to more closely manage parking (Attachment 6).

Application Number: 131055
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lll. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

A. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

D. Landslides? ] [] & D

Discussion (A through D): The project site is located outside of the limits of the State
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone (County of Santa Cruz GIS Mapping, California
Division of Mines and Geology, 2001). However, the project site is located
approximately eight miles northwest of the San Andreas fault zone, and approximately
one mile northeast of the Butano fault zone. While the San Andreas fault is larger and
considered more active, each fault is capable of generating moderate to severe ground
shaking from a major earthquake. Consequently, large earthquakes can be expected
in the future. The October 17, 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake (magnitude 7.1) was the
second largest earthquake in central California history. During 1990, the U.S.
Geological Survey cited a 67 percent probability that an earthquake of Richter
magnitude 7, similar to the 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake, would occur on one of the
active faults in the San Francisco Bay Region in the following 30 years. Recently, The
probability that a Richter magnitude 7 earthquake would occur was increased to 70
percent as a result of studies in the vicinity of the Hayward Fault. A 23 percent
probability is still attributed specifically to the potential for a magnitude 7 earthquake to
occur along the San Andreas Fault by the year 2020 (GeoForensics 2012).

A geotechnical investigation for the proposed project was performed by Daniel F.

Application Number: 131055
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Dyckman of GeoForensics Inc., February 14, 2012 (Attachment 7). The report
concludes that the potential for ground rupture due to fault offset is low due to the lack
of mapped active fault traces through the site (page 5). The project is, however, likely
to be subject to very strong to violent ground shaking due the parcel’s proximity to
major faults. The report recommends that the project’s structural engineer use USGS
data to determine the appropriate seismic design category, and adherence to the
current building code. Together, this would minimize any damage from an earthquake.
Liquefaction was determined to be a relatively low risk given that the subject parcel is
underlain with bedrock at shallow depths and the absence of saturated sands. The
landslide hazard is similarly a low risk given the presence of competent bedrock
material at relatively shallow depths. As shown on the County of Santa Cruz GIS
Mapping, no portion of the subject parcel is mapped as being within a Cooper Clark
landslide.

Implementation of the additional requirements included in the review letter prepared by
Environmental Planning staff (Attachment 8) would serve to further reduce the potential
risk of seismic shaking.

2. Be located on a geologic unit or soil D D X D
that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Discussion: The report cited above concluded that there is a relatively low potential
risk from unstable soil given that the site is underlain by bedrock. Any instability would
be shallow and is unlikely to result in landsliding, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse. As noted above, the proposed improvements would be
constructed in conformance with the California building code and with the appropriate
seismic design category as determined by the USGS’ JAVA Ground Motion Parameter
Calculator. The recommendations contained in the geotechnical report, such as
foundation and drainage control requirements and standards for fill placement, would
be implemented to reduce this potential hazard to a less than significant level.

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

Discussion: There are slopes that exceed 30% on the property. No improvements
are proposed on slopes in excess of 30%. There would be, however, landscape
restoration on slopes greater than 30%. Christmas trees extend up the hillside towards
Castle Rock State Park. The project includes the removal of these Christmas trees and
the restoration of those areas with native vegetation. Because of concern about the
potential erosion of these slopes-- which were determined by GeoForensics to have
erodible soils-- and the proximity of Kings Creek, the tree removals and restoration
would be done in three phases to avoid “opening” the entire six acre
development/restoration area at the same time (see Sheet L10). The geotechnical
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engineer submitted a plan review letter entitled “Review of Erosion and Relandscaping
Plans” which accepts the proposed landscape restoration as being in substantial
conformance with the soil report recommendations (Attachment 9).

The first of the three phases would be “A Phase” which includes the 6.72 acre area
where the park entrance improvements are proposed, i.e. the driveway, parking area,
restrooms, and visitors center complex. This area is relatively flat so the erosion
potential is low. Nonetheless, erosion control measures for this phase are included in
the project. The project would conform with the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) as required by the State Water Resource Control Board for areas of
disturbance of one acre or more. Semi-permanent and permanent erosion control
measures would be implemented such as a silt fence to protect the riparian corridor;
fiber rolls along grade breaks, around stockpiles, at the downhill perimeter of the site,
and at appropriate intervals on slopes equal to or greater than 2:1; compost roli/blanket
in rain garden area, hydroseed on all un-irrigated planting areas; and jute netting on
slope areas exceeding 20%. In addition, the property owner would plant all irrigated
areas, leach field, rain garden, bioswales and all proposed trees which would stabilize
those areas.

“B Phase”, which includes 2.9 acres, would be implemented at the end of the two-year
plant establishment period for “A Phase” (Sheet L9 shows the area of “B Phase”). An
audit of the plantings, erosion control measures, irrigation system and invasive species
would be performed at this time by the property owner and the Castle Rock State Park
naturalist. Deficits in any of these areas would be remedied at this time. The remaining
Christmas trees, except those on slopes greater than 30%, would be removed as
recommended by the geotechnical engineer, i.e. the holes resulting from the tree
removals and other buried objects would be overexcavated into firm materials and then
backfilled and compacted with native materials (GeoForensics 2012, 6).

The “C Phase”, which covers .35 acres, would be for tree removals in areas with
greater than 30% slopes. The tree removals in these areas would begin at the
completion of “B Phase” and would be done annually over a ten year period to insure
that erosion is minimized and slope stability is not compromised. Each year, a portion
of the trees would be removed with localized erosion control methods implemented.
An annual audit would be performed for up to a period of three years for each phase to
evaluate eroding areas, permanent measures requiring repair, plant success, and
presence of invasive species.

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

Discussion: Some potential for erosion exists during the construction phase of the
project. The potential erosion is, however, minimized due to the location of most of the
improvements in areas with 10% or less slope—the visitors complex would be on
slopes of 20% or less—and an erosion control plan for the construction phase of the
project when the potential for erosion is the greatest. The erosion control plan (Sheet
L9) shows a stabilized construction entrance with an adjacent wash down area to limit
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the tracking of materials into the public right-of-way. Jute netting would cover areas
exceeding 20% slope. Hydroseeding of the slopes would further limit erosion on the
steeper slopes. Fiber rolls would be installed at appropriate intervals on slopes of 2:1
or greater and at grade breaks, around temporary stockpiles, and along the toe top.

In addition to the erosion control plan for the landscape restoration described above in
A.3., Sheet L10 includes 18 “Erosion Control Notes” which describe how erosion would
be controlled in general and in specific situations, such as when it rains. As an overall
requirement, the contractor would be required to refer to the SWPPP and have an
approved Qualified Stormwater Practitioner (QSP) or his/her designee on site during
periods of construction to insure that the Best Management Practices (BMP) are being
implemented. This QSP would monitor and record erosion and sediment control
measures during construction in a BMP Log. Weekly checks of the erosion control
measures would be made during periods of heavy usage to insure that the control
measures are functioning properly.

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

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

Discussion: The geotechnical report for the project did not identify any elevated risk
associated with expansive soils.

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

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

Discussion: The proposed project would use an onsite sewage disposal system, and
County Environmental Health Services has determined that site conditions are
appropriate to support such a system (see EHS comments, Attachment 10).

7. Result in coastal cliff erosion? [] ] D X

Discussion: The proposed project is not located in the vicinity of a coastal cliff or bluff,
and therefore, would not contribute to coastal cliff erosion.
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B. HYDROLOGY, WATER SUPPLY, AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:

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

Discussion: According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
National Flood Insurance Rate Map, dated March 2, 2006, no portion of the project site
lies within a 100-year flood hazard area.

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

Discussion: According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
National Flood Insurance Rate Map, dated March 2, 2006, no portion of the project site
lies within a 100-year flood hazard area.

3. Be inundated by a seiche, tsunami, or [] ] ] []
mudflow?

Discussion: The subject parcel is located at the summit of the Santa Cruz Mountains
at about 2,900 feet in elevation with no large bodies of water in the vicinity. Given this,
a tsunami or seiche would not affect this property. The project geotechnical engineer
did not identify mudflows as a risk for development in this area. The proposed
improvements would be located on relatively modest slopes of 20% or less, and the
local soil is sandy and is, therefore, unlikely to become saturated in heavy rainfall.

4. Substantially deplete groundwater [] [] X []
supplies or interfere substantially with

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

Discussion: The project would rely on a private well for water supply. The site
currently has an existing well which was originally constructed to serve the single-
family dwelling located on-site. Residential uses typically have a higher water demand
than do recreational uses such as a park with landscaping that is anticipated to require
little water once established. In addition, there are few wells in the vicinity since most of
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the surrounding land is a part of either Castle Rock State Park or Sanborn County
Park. With only one residential property in the immediate vicinity, the demand on
groundwater is relatively low in this rural area. The water demand of the project would
be expected to decrease after the new landscaping becomes established. The
landscaping is required to be compliant with the County’s Water Efficient Landscape
Ordinance and, as a result, most of the plant selections are drought-tolerant to reduce
irrigation needs. The project is not located in a mapped groundwater recharge area.

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

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

Discussion: Construction of the proposed project could result in increased levels of
water pollution to offsite or downstream areas as a result of construction activities.
Specifically, construction activities such as grading could result in disturbance of soils
and sediments that could be carried into offsite areas during storm events. During
construction activities, stormwater runoff could contaminate offsite waterbodies through
the accidental discharge of construction-related fuels, oils, hydraulic fluid, and other
hazardous substances. Because the applicant would prepare and adhere to a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and associated Best Management
Practices (BMP) during project construction, potential for runoff generated at the
project site to contaminate the offsite water bodies would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level.

The proposed project includes a new septic system. The Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) is responsible for ensuring that septic systems do not cause
pollution of surface or groundwater. The RWQCB has developed many standards for
proper septic system installation, including: groundwater separation, stream and well
setbacks, slope limitations, minimum system sizing requirements, and allowances for
use of alternative technologies. These standards are contained in the Water Quality
Control Plan for the Central Coast Region (Basin Plan). The RWQCB has conditionally
delegated authority to oversee and regulate the installation of septic systems to the
County of Santa Cruz Environmental Health Service. The County must comply with the
minimum standards contained in the Basin Plan in order to keep the authority to permit
septic systems. The County Board of Supervisors has adopted Section 7.38 of the
County Code (the Sewage Disposal Ordinance) which specifies the standards for
septic system installation in Santa Cruz County. Any installation, replacement, or
significant repair of any part of a septic system requires a permit from the County’s
Environmental Health Department. Environmental Health staff review the application
and relevant information for the area on soils, groundwater depth, and site conditions
in order to determine that the proposal meets the standards as established by the
State and the County. Therefore, because the proposed new septic system would be
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required to meet the County’s permit requirements, the proposed project would not
violate waste discharge requirements. County Environmental Health staff have
accepted the proposed project for this stage in the development.

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

Discussion: There is no indication that existing septic systems in the vicinity would be
affected by the project. The area is sparsely populated with just one residential
property in the immediate vicinity. Given the ample distance between the project site
and the nearest neighbor, it is highly unlikely that the project would have any impact on
the adjacent septic system functioning.

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

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

Discussion: Construction of the proposed project would result in the generation of
additional stormwater flows from new impervious surfaces during storm events.
However, the subject parcel is 32.7 acres in size and paving and structures would
cover only about 1.8 acres. Although the project includes some grading to moderate
the existing slopes for the development of structures and parking areas, the slight
decrease in slope would somewhat reduce the rate of stormwater running off the slope.
This slope reduction, in combination with drainage facilities, designed to slow the runoff
and allow infiltration, would counteract the increased flow rate cause by the additional
impervious surfaces. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially adversely
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site. Additionally, because the site has sandy
top soils, precipitation will percolate into the soil. The project would not alter the
course of Kings Creek, the only waterway in the vicinity. Department of Public Works
Drainage Section staff has reviewed and accepted the proposed drainage plan for this
stage of the project.

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

Discussion: Department of Public Works Stormwater Management staff has reviewed
the project and have determined that it would be feasible to develop a stormwater
management plan that meets the County Code requirements given the size of the
parcel and the limited size of the new impervious areas (about 1.8 acres). The current
elements of the plan include several “Low Impact Development” (LID) features such as
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biofiltration basins, bioswales and permeable paving. These features would have the
effect of filtering and slowing down the runoff from the impervious areas. Refer to
response B.5. for discussion of urban contaminants and/or other polluting runoff.

O ] X

9. Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding
as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

Discussion: As described above, the entire project area is located outside of the
FEMA 100-year flood zone. Additionally, the proposed project would not disturb,
disrupt, or otherwise contribute to the failure of any levee, dam, or other flood control
structure. Therefore, no impact would occur.

10.

O X []

Discussion: The proposed drainage plan, which includes best management practices
such as bioswales, a raingarden and pervious paving, is designed to slow down runoff
to allow for it to infiltrate. Infiltration would filter out substances that could degrade
water quality, such as oil from vehicles.

Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?

C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

L] []

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

L1 X

Discussion: Ascent Environmental, County staff and County-consultant,
Environmental West, reviewed the project site for special status species. 18 special
status plant species and six special-status wildlife species have the potential to occur
on the project site. Based on habitats present on the project site, however, 16 of the
plant species were ruled out as having the potential to occur on-site (Attachment 11,
Appendix A). County staff reviewed and accepted the Biological Resources Evaluation
and Site Assessment with one change to the mitigation recommended to protect the
marbled murrelet (Attachment 12 and Mitigation Measure Bio-2 below).
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Special Status Plants

The two special status plant species that have the potential to occur on-site are
mosses: Slender silver moss (Anomobryum julaceum) and Norris’ beard moss
(Didymodon norrisii). The area where these mosses could occur is limited to moist
areas around the existing well site. Moss populations adjacent to the well site would be
avoided and are not anticipated to be affected directly or indirectly by pump installation.
Therefore, no impacts to special-status plants would occur.

Nesting Birds

The project site provides limited suitable nesting habitat for migratory songbirds and
raptors (i.e., hawks and owls). No special-status raptors are expected to nest on the
project site due to a lack of suitable nesting and foraging habitat; however, common
raptors, such as red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), red-shouldered hawk (Buteo
lineatus), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), and great-horned owl (Bubo
virginianus), could nest on or adjacent to the project site. Special-status songbirds
olive-sided flycatcher and loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) have potential to
nest on the project site. The olive-sided flycatcher (Confopus cooperi) is uniikely to be
found in the area of development, but is likely to be found in the approximately 22
acres of woodland south of the project site. In addition, marbled murrelet
(Brachyramphus marmoratus), a state listed endangered and federally listed
threatened seabird, could occur in the region, and the project site is federally
designated as critical habitat for the marbled murrelet.

Vegetation removal associated with trail construction, tree removal to comply with
Caltrans’ Clear Zone Recovery requirements, or other ground-disturbing activities to
construct the new facilities on the project site could result in the loss of nests, eggs or
individuals during the nesting season for special-status birds such as the olive-sided
flycatcher and loggerhead shrike. Construction related noise could also disturb
marbled murrelet foraging patterns. Disturbance to nesting birds could result in nest
abandonment by the adults and mortality of chicks and eggs.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1

To minimize potential disturbance to nesting birds, project activities, including vegetation
removal and building demolition, shall occur during the non-breeding season
(September 16-February 14), unless it is not feasible to do so, in which case the
following measures shall also be applied.

During trail construction, road improvements, and other activities, removal of trees
greater than six inches in diameter at breast height (DBH) shall be limited to the greatest
degree possible.

If construction activity is scheduled to occur during the nesting season (February 15 to
September 15), a qualified biologist shall conduct preconstruction surveys and to identify
active nests on and within 500 feet of the project site that could be affected by project
construction. The surveys shall be conducted before the approval of grading and/or
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improvement plans (as applicable) and no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days
before the beginning of construction in a particular area. If no nests are found, no further
mitigation is required.

If active nests are found, impacts on nesting birds, including the olive-sided flycatcher
and loggerhead shrike, shall be avoided by establishment of appropriate buffers around
the nests. No project activity shall commence within the buffer area until a qualified
biologist confirms that any young have fledged or the nest is no longer active. A 500-foot
buffer around raptor nests and 50-foot buffer around songbird nests are generally
adequate to protect them from disturbance, but the size of the buffer may be adjusted by
a qualified biologist in consultation with DFW & USFWS depending on site specific
conditions. For trail construction, use of non-power hand-tools may be permitted within
the buffer area if the behavior of the nesting birds would not be altered as a result of the
construction. Monitoring of the nest by a qualified biologist during and after construction
activities shall be required if the activity has the potential to adversely affect the nest.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2

The primary factor affecting breeding success in murrelets has been identified as high
nest predation by corvids - Steller's jays and common ravens. In order to ensure the
use of the proposed facility does not have a significant negative impact on nesting
marbled murrelets in the Castle Rock Park vicinity, prior to building permit issuance,
the entrance facility shall prepare and implement a corvid-management plan that
includes permanent signage regarding the threats to murrelets and a trash
management program.

Mitigation Measure BIO-3

To minimize potential disturbance to olive-sided flycatcher and loggerhead shrike, the
project shall first seek to avoid removing vegetation and plants that are favored by these
species for nesting. The olive-sided flycatcher favors montane forests. Given that the
area of development would be located north of the portion of the montane forest which is
located on-site, it is unlikely that olive-sided flycatcher nesting sites would be affected.
However, to ensure that any potential disturbance is minimized, the mitigations identified
in Mitigation Bio-1 shall be implemented. For the loggerhead shrike, which favors thorny
shrubs or trees, the same protocol shall be followed.

Occupied Bat Roosts

The proposed project includes removal of and alterations to existing structures in the
project site. The vacant house and other structure on the project site could provide day
roosts, maternity colony roosts, and/or hibernation roosts for several bat species.
Special-status bats that could roost on site include pallid bats (Antrozous pallidus) and
Townsend’s big-eared bats (Corynorhinus townsendii). The western red bat (Lasiurus
blossevillii) is unlikely to occur on-site as its preferred roost trees are not present on
the project site.

Demolition of buildings, sealing of openings or cracks, or other construction activities
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that cause noise, vibration, or physical disturbance to these structures, could affect the
survival of adult or young bats if they are present within the buildings at the time of the
activity. Loss of an active bat colony resulting from demolition or modification of
structures would be considered a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure BlIO-4

Surveys for roosting bats on the project site will be conducted by a qualified biologist.
Surveys will consist of a daytime pedestrian survey looking for evidence of bat use (e.g.,
guano) and/or an evening emergence survey to note the presence or absence of bats.
The type of survey will depend on the condition of the buildings. If no bat roosts are
found, then no further study is required. If evidence of bat use is observed, the number
and species of bats using the roost will be determined. Bat detectors may be used to
supplement survey efforts, but are not required.

If roosts of pallid or Townsend's big-eared bats are determined to be present and must
be removed, the bats shall be excluded from the roosting site before the facility is
removed. A program addressing compensation, exclusion methods, and roost removal
procedures shall be developed in consultation with DFW before implementation.
Exclusion methods may include use of one-way doors at roost entrances (bats may
leave but not reenter), or sealing roost entrances when the site can be confirmed to
contain no bats. Exclusion efforts shall be restricted during periods of sensitive activity
(e.g., during hibernation or while females in maternity colonies are nursing young). The
any lost roost, shall be replaced in consultation with DFW and may include construction
and installation of bat boxes suitable to the bat species and colony size excluded from
the original roosting site. Roost replacement shall be implemented before bats are
excluded from the original roost sites. Once the replacement roosts are constructed and
it is confirmed that bats are not present in the original roost site, the structures shall be
removed or sealed.

Level of Impact after Implementation of Mitigation Measures

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-4 would reduce impacts to
special status plant and wildlife species by requiring surveys and implementing
avoidance measures to minimize potential take of these species or the potential to
adversely affect their habitat. This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level.

2. Have a substantial adverse effect on [] ] X []
any riparian habitat or sensitive natural
community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations
(e.g., wetland, native grassland,
special forests, intertidal zone, etc.) or
by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
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Discussion: The majority of the project site is located on land that is developed as a
Christmas tree farm and otherwise previously disturbed. The natural plant community
on the remainder of the project site is characterized as montane hardwood woodland.
The site is located on along the ridgeline of the Santa Cruz Mountains and the
headwaters of Kings Creek (which is a tributary of the San Lorenzo River) is located in
the southwest portion of the parcel.

The project includes the replacement of an existing well which may include the
replacement of the well pump, plumbing fixtures and utility pipes. The well and line
leading to the pump house are located directly adjacent to, but not within, the Kings
Creek riparian corridor. If the water line is determined to be unusable, a PVC sleeve
already exists. This enables the water line to be replaced without disturbing the above-
ground vegetation. While unlikely, if construction to the pump shed were deemed
necessary to replace any portion of the water line and sleeve, construction would be
limited to the existing pipe location (which ensures no damage to mature vegetation)
and requires a small trench, immediate backfill and standard erosion control methods.
Additionally, an access trail runs adjacent to the pump shed which provides adequate
access.

County Environmental Planning staff identified a possible wetland area just north of the
riparian area and north of a culvert area that exhibits some hydrophytic vegetation. To
determine whether or not the area qualifies as a wetland, the applicant provided a
wetland specialist to conduct a wetland survey.

The wetland specialist used the USACE multi-parameter methodology, which involves
collection of soils, vegetation, and hydrologic data to establish the jurisdictional
boundaries of wetland features. According to the USACE’s three parameter approach,
an area must support positive indicators of hydrophytic vegetation (adapted to
saturated soil conditions), hydric soils (soils that pond or frequently flood during
growing season), and wetland hydrology to be considered a jurisdictional wetland.

The hydrophytic vegetation criterion requires that greater than 50 percent of the
dominant vegetation at the sample site be hydrophytic (adapted to saturated soil
conditions). Diagnostic features of hydric soils include a depleted matrix, hydrogen
sulfate odor, or the presence of concretions or oxidized rhizospheres (redoximorphic
features). Positive indicators of wetland hydrology include presence of surface water or
saturation in the upper 12 inches of the soil, drainage patterns, cracked soil surface,
water stained leaves, and sediment or drift deposits.

The wetland specialist found that this location does not support positive indicators of
hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, or wetland hydrology. While two hydrophytic plant
species, mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana) and creeping wild rye (Elymus triticoides)
were present, they comprised only 13% of the total herbaceous cover and, therefore,
the 50% hydrophytic vegetation criterion was not met.
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The soils at the potential wetlands location did not exhibit positive indicators of hydric
soils. Soils on the project site are classified by the NRCS as Ben Lomond sandy loam
and Madonna loam; these soils are not listed as hydric on the list of hydric soils of the
United States. Although the culvert under the road indicates that water flows through
this area at times, there were no positive indicators of wetland hydrology observed.
Therefore, it was determined that this area is not a wetland. There were no other
potential wetland areas identified on the project site. The wetland specialist prepared a
memorandum included as Appendix B of Attachment 11.

3. Interfere substantially with the [] [] X []
movement of any native resident or

migratory fish or wildlife species, or
with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede
the use of native or migratory wildlife
nursery sites?

Discussion: Wildlife corridors are features that provide connections between two or
more areas of habitat that would otherwise be isolated and unusable. Often drainages,
creeks, or riparian areas are used by wildlife as movement corridors as these features
can provide cover and access across a landscape. The area proposed for
development does not contain any important wildlife corridors or native wildlife nursery
sites as it is currently developed as a Christmas tree farm. Although Kings Creek is
located on the subject parcel, that riparian area would not be developed or fenced. The
proposed project would restore a portion of the site to native habitats. The proposed
project would have a less than significant impact on wildlife movement.

The project is likely to enhance ecological connectivity as the property would be
managed by and eventually merged with Castle Rock State Park, instead of remaining
as a private commercial agriculture operation.

4. Produce nighttime lighting that would [] X [] []
substantially illuminate wildlife
habitats?
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Discussion: The development area is adjacent to a riparian corridor, which could be
adversely affected by a new or additional source of light that is not adequately
deflected or minimized. The following mitigation measures shall be added to the
project, such that any potential impact will be reduced to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure BIO-5

All exterior lighting shall be directed away from the corridor and adjacent properties,
light sources shall not be visible from the riparian area or surrounding properties, light
sources must be shielded by permanent, landscaping, fixture design or other physical
means, lighted parking areas shall utilize low-rise light standards to a maximum height
of 15 feet, exterior lighting shall be high-pressure sodium vapor, metal halide,
fluorescent, or equivalent energy-efficient fixtures.

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

Discussion: No federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act are present on-site (see response above to C.2)

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

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

Discussion: The County of Santa Cruz General Plan (1994) addresses protection of
biological diversity and sensitive habitats throughout the County. These areas include,
but are not limited to, riparian corridors, wetlands, lagoons, lakes, woodlands, marine
resources and habitat for rare, threatened or endangered species. The proposed
project, as mitigated, would not conflict with County General Plan objectives, policies,
or programs.

Kings Creek, the only riparian area on the project site, is an ephemeral drainage in this
location. The riparian corridor for ephemeral streams is measured from the mean rainy
season (bankfull) flowline or from the edge of riparian vegetation, if present (County
Code 16.30). In this case, no riparian vegetation is present as the vegetation in this
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location is a continuation of the montane hardwood woodland. The geometry of the
riparian channel also has no clear bankfull line; therefore, the protected riparian
corridor on the subject parcel is the centerline of Kings Creek.

There is an existing well located near Kings Creek, but outside of the riparian corridor.
This well, which was originally constructed to serve the single-family dwelling located
on site, would be used for irrigation purposes during the period when the new
landscaping is becoming established. If the existing waterline is fully functional, then no
upgrade would be required. However, if it needs to be upgraded, a PVC sleeve already
exists which would enable the upgrade to occur without disturbing vegetation. While
unlikely, if construction to the pump shed were deemed necessary to replace any
portion of the water line and sleeve, construction would be limited to the existing pipe
location (which ensures no damage to mature vegetation) and would require a small
trench, immediate backfill and standard erosion control methods. Access is already
available via a trail that runs adjacent to the pump shed.

County Code 13.11.075(2)(a) requires the incorporation of mature trees over six inches
in diameter at breast height into project landscaping except in certain circumstances. In
this case, at least 10 trees over six inches in diameter at breast height would be
removed to accommodate the Caltrans-required clear recovery zone. Since this is a
State-mandated safety-driven requirement, these tree removals are unavoidable.
Trees over 40 inches diameter at breast height would be avoided, and the applicant
would work with Caltrans to preserve large, healthy trees to the extent safety permits.
To insure that there are no impacts to protected species during the construction of the
deceleration and acceleration lanes, a qualified biologist would be required to oversee
the construction in these areas (see Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2).

For areas within the Coastal Zone, Santa Cruz County Code Chapter 16.34 protects
“Significant Trees” from removal or damage. The proposed project site is outside the
Coastal Zone; therefore, no significant tree removal permit would be required.

As mitigated, the project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances which
protect biological resources as the majority of the project site is already disturbed with
a Christmas tree farm and single-family dwelling. No development is proposed within

the riparian corridor. No wetlands were identified on-site, and the subject parcel is not
within the Coastal Zone where the Significant Tree Protection Ordinance is applicable.

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

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

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

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

Discussion: The California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program (FMMP) identifies the project site as “Farmland of Local
Importance,” a category characterized by choose-and-cut tree farms and nurseries
(Department of Conservation 2010). The project site is not considered Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.

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

contract?

Discussion: The project site is currently managed as a choose-and-cut Christmas tree
farm and is zoned Commercial Agriculture with an Agriculture Preserve and Farmland
Security Combining District (CA-P). The —P reflects that the property is currently under
a Williamson Act Contract. The construction of the new entrance requires a rezoning of
the property to Park, Recreation and Open Space with an Open Space Easement
Combining District (PR-O). In addition, the project requires a re-designation of the
parcel from Agriculture (AG) to Parks, Recreation and Open Space (O-R). Although
the County’s General Plan is very protective of Agricultural Resource lands such as the
subject parcel, General Plan policies 5.13.3 and 5.13.4 show a clear intent to allow
Agricultural Resource lands to be used for public parks. The specific policy language is
stated below:
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5.13.3 Land Use Designations for Agricultural Resource Lands:
All lands designated Agricultural Resource shall be maintained in an
Agricultural Land Use designation, unless the property is included in a
public park or biotic reserve and as signed [sic] as Parks, Recreation and
Open Space (0-R), Resource Conservation (O-C), or Public Facility (P)
land use designations. (Santa Cruz County 2005)

5.13.4 Zoning of Agricultural Resource Land:
Maintain all lands designated as Agricultural Resources in the “CA”,
Commercial Agricultural Zone District, except for land in agricultural
preserves zoned to the “AP”, Agricultural Preserve District or the “A-P”,
Agriculture Zone District and Agriculture Preserve Combining Zone
District; timber resource land zoned to be “TP”, Timber Production Zone
District; or public parks and biotic conservation areas zoned to be “PR”,
Parks, Recreation and Open Space Zone District. (Santa Cruz County
2005)

In addition to these policies, this project is not subject to General Plan Policy 5.13.20
(Conversion of Commercial Agricultural Lands). This conversion policy prohibits the
conversion of commercial agriculture uses to non-agricultural uses without a
determination that the land is nonviable for agriculture. As noted above, Policies 5.13.3
and 5.13.4 allow for Agricultural Resources—which are, by definition, viable agriculture
land—to be used for public parks without limitation or condition. County Code
16.50.070 requires that the Type 1 Agricultural Resource designation be removed for
all rezoning except for when the rezoning is to PR, TP or CA. This is significant
because it indicates that a viable Agriculture Resource may be designated and zoned
for a park use, i.e. not an agricultural use without a determination agricultural viability.
This project, then, is not subject to General Plan Policy 5.13.20.

The subject parcel is adjacent to another parcel with a “choose and cut” Christmas tree
operation (APN 081-088-11, owned by Whalen). The adjacent parcel is designated as
having Type 1A soil. County Code 16.50.095(D) requires an Agricultural Buffer of 200
feet between parcels with a Type 1 agricultural resource and new development such
as the proposed public parking lot and picnic areas. In this case, a 100-foot buffer is
proposed to allow part of the parking lot to encroach 100 feet into the 200-foot buffer.
In addition, the restrooms and “Welcome Plaza” with interpretive signs would also
encroach about 80 feet into the buffer, and the northern accessible picnic area would
encroach about 33 feet into the buffer. These encroachments require an Agricultural
Buffer Reduction approval which was recommended for approval by the Agricultural
Policy Advisory Committee on December 19, 2013 (see Attachment 13).

To ensure that conflicts between the Christmas tree operation and visitors to Castle
Rock State Park are minimized, the applicant proposes to create a dense vegetative
buffer between two fences to separate the park and agriculture use. This would provide
a buffer between the parking lot and restrooms/visitor welcome feature, and the
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Christmas tree farm. One fence would be located along the edge of the parking lot.
This three-foot tall, split-rail fence is intended to discourage visitors from entering the
buffer area. A condition of approval is included, at the request of the neighbor, to
require that signs be placed along this fence prohibiting entrance into the buffer as an
added deterrent. The second fence is to be located along the shared property line, and
is proposed to be eight-feet tall and constructed of wire mesh. Although Sempervirens
Fund was willing to provide a solid board fence, the adjacent property owners’
representative requested the wire mesh material.

A shadow study was submitted to document the effect of the vegetative screen on the
Christmas trees’ solar access once the trees and shrubs have matured. The shadow
study for the summer solstice (June 21) shows virtually no solar impacts the entire day.
During winter solstice (December 21), there would be shading impacts at 10 AM, but
by 2 PM, the Christmas trees would not be shaded.

The northern accessible picnic area, located further south beside Kings Creek, would
be buffered by the riparian area itself, which includes topographic changes and dense
vegetation. This picnic area is about 167 feet from the shared property line; about 400
feet from the edge of the tree crop; and separated by about 50 feet of elevation.
Because Kings Creek separates the two uses, no conflicts are anticipated to occur in
this location.

At the request of the Whalen'’s representative, a condition is included requiring the
addition of a fence along the subject parcel’s frontage to the west of the new entrance
to match the one proposed on the eastern side. This condition is in response to a
concern that visitors arriving by foot may attempt to take a shortcut through this area,
instead of entering the park at the driveway, and may become stuck in the Whalen’s
easement over the subject parcel. Fencing the frontage would ensure that pedestrians
enter through the main entrance.

In addition to the fences, vegetation, and signs, the applicant would also be required to
record a Statement of Acknowledgement regarding the issuance of a building permit in
an area determined by the County of Santa Cruz to be subject to Agricultural-
Residential use conflicts.

Although amendments to the County code are necessary for approval of the proposed

project, once the proposed project is transferred to California State Parks, the County’s
General Plan and zoning code would no longer apply to the project site. The proposed

project would be operated and maintained by California State Parks.

As noted above, the project site is currently restricted a Williamson Act Agriculture
Land Conservation contract which was initially entered into on February 27, 1976, and
re-entered into on December 11, 2007. This contract restricts the property to
agricultural uses. Sempervirens Fund proposes to rescind the Williamson Act Land
Conservation Contract and simultaneously enter into an Open Space Easement
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contract consistent with the Open Space Easement Act of 1974 to reflect the change in
use from agriculture to open space/recreation.

The Williamson Act provides for this type of conversion in Government Code Sections
51223 and 51255 when the parcel is large enough to provide open-space benefits, by
providing wildlife habitat, or preserving the parcel's natural characteristics, beauty or
openness for the benefit and enjoyment of the public. In this case, given that the
parcel is 32.7 acres in size, the parcel is large enough to provide wildlife habitat
benefits. Because Castle Rock State Park is adjacent to the subject property, the
restriction of the property would expand the existing wildlife habitat within the park,
improving ecological connectivity. In addition, the proposed new structures would
occupy about 1.8 acres of the parcel, leaving 31.2 acres in a natural state, preserving
the parcel's natural characteristics, beauty and openness for the benefit and enjoyment
of the public.

The Open Space Easement would not permit new development except the
improvements shown in Exhibit A (Project Plans) which are compatible with and
directly related to the open-space use. The subject parcel, proposed improvements
and use, and contract are consistent with the requirements of the Open Space
Easement section of the State Government Code. The contract would be for a
minimum of 10 years.

Transfer of the property to California State Parks would essentially perform the same
preservation function as the Williamson Act because the property would be preserved
in perpetuity as open space under the State Parks system.

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

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

Discussion: The project is adjacent to Castle Rock State Park, much of which is
designated as Timber Resource. Timber harvest is not allowed within State Parks. The
proposed project would have no effect on the timber resource, regardless of wether it it
can be harvest or not.

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

Discussion: The forested portions of the project site would not be converted to a non-
forest use.
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5. Involve other changes in the existing [] [] X []

environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

Discussion: The project would allow public access to land that is adjacent to an
existing Christmas tree farm. Public open space is generally considered consistent with
agricultural operations, especially a small, relatively low-impact agricultural operation,
such as the adjacent farm. The proposed project would not adversely affect the
agricultural operations on the adjacent property.

An Agricultural Viability study was completed as a part of Lot Line Adjustment 06-0589
which adjusted the property line between the subject and adjacent parcel owned by
Whalen. That study found that the adjacent tree farm would continue to be a viable
agricultural operation following the lot line adjustment when the deed was revised to
reflect the current parcel boundaries. This suggests that the elimination of the tree
farm on the subject parcel would not impinge upon the viability of the adjacent tree
farm (Attachment 14).

E. MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

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

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

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

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

F. VISUAL RESOURCES AND AESTHETICS
Would the project:

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

Discussion: Although the subject parcel is located along a County-designated scenic
highway (discussed below under F.2.), there are no notable scenic vistas in the
immediate vicinity. Therefore, there the proposed project would not have an effect on a
scenic vista.

2. Substantially damage scenic ] [] 4 ]
resources, within a designated scenic

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

Discussion: The project site is located along SR 35 which is designated as a scenic
road in the County General Plan (5.10.10). The existing views in this area of SR 35 are
primarily of the vegetation lining the highway with an occasional break in the vegetation
allowing for longer views. At the subject parcel, views of the Christmas tree farm are
possible at the existing driveway cut and in the few spots where vegetation thins
sufficiently to provide glimpses of the hillside. Approaching the subject parcel from the
south, topography screens the project site until the area just south of the existing
"driveway. In this area, the vegetation clears and there are views of the Christmas tree
farm up the hillside to the boundary line with Castle Rock State Park where the forest
begins. Continuing north, the view of the project site becomes obscured by vegetation.

For projects such as this one where the development would be unavoidably visible
from the scenic road, General Plan Policy 5.10.11 (Development Visible from Rural
Scenic Roads) requires that the visual qualities worth protection be identified and then
development be designed to mitigate the impacts on those visual qualities through
siting, architectural design and landscaping. In this case, the visual qualities worth
protecting are the views of the mountain hillside, the longer views of the openness of
the project site, and the tree-lined character of SR 35.

The proposed project would be unavoidably visible from SR 35 because of the site's
topography which, at the front of the parcel, is similar to a bowl. The entrance feature
and parking lot would be located on the relatively flat area located adjacent to Highway
35, with the visitors center and amphitheater located low on the hillside which slopes
up towards the property line shared with Castle Rock State Park. The proposed
landscaping, as well as the existing vegetation which has been incorporated into the
project, would screen much of the parking lot. The visitors center was designed to be
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low impact by minimizing its size, breaking up the massing by designing separate
structures linked by trellises, limiting the design to one story, and using natural
materials such as wood and stone to help the structure blend into the hillside. Grading
has been minimized with the effect being that the structure would appear to conform to
the existing contours.

The mountain hillside views would be preserved and enhanced by the proposed
restoration of the Christmas tree farm to native vegetation creating a hillside and open
meadow setting. Removal of the existing monocrop of Christmas trees would occur in
three phases and would create a temporary noticeable visual change. Minimal site
grading would occur. The restored hillside area would provide transition to the heavily
forested area that currently demarks the Castle Rock State Park boundary. Therefore,
as a result of this project, the foreground views of the project site would transition
smoothly into adjacent Castle Rock State Park, as compared to current views where
the Christmas tree farm creates a distinct separation between Castle Rock State Park
and the project site.

As discussed above, tree and shrub removal along SR 35 is required to comply with
the Caltrans’ clear recovery zone requirement which stipulates a 20-foot wide clear
area along the highway to provide sufficient area for vehicles that leave the travelled
way. The removal of this vegetation would open up the views of the project site. Ten
trees over six inches in diameter at breast height (DBH) are identified on the project
plans (Sheets L3 and L4) for removal in the clear recovery zone. Caltrans allows
“shielding” of objects that cannot be removed (including for environmental purposes),
and the applicant would coordinate with Caltrans to preserve the larger, healthier trees
(as safety permits). The project would also preserve over 60 trees along the SR 35
frontage (i.e. more than half of the existing trees), including two large trees over 40
inches DBH. This would preserve the tree-lined character of SR 35 to the maximum
extent possible within the Caltrans safety requirements.

Rare tafoni rock formations exist within Castle Rock State Park. The Castle Rock State
Park General Plan includes guidelines for protection of these formations, including
geological study and limiting rock climbing to only “low-impact” climbing. Although
tafoni formations exist at the southwestern edge of the project site, no development or
public access is proposed in the vicinity of these tafoni formations. Further, they would
be protected by the same policies in the Castle Rock State Park General Plan that
protect the formations currently within the Park boundaries.

The existing on-site structures, a single-family dwelling and small accessory structure,
are not listed by the County of Santa Cruz as being historic. Therefore, demolition of
these structures would not adversely affect an historic resource (see the “Cultural
Resources” section for a more detailed discussion). Therefore, no large trees, rock
outcroppings, or historic buildings would be substantially affected by the proposed
project. This would be a less than significant impact.
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3. Substantially degrade the existing ] ] X ]

visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings, including
substantial change in topography or
ground surface relief features, and/or
development on a ridgeline?

Discussion: As discussed in F.2. above, the proposed project would result in some
physical changes on the project site which would alter the existing visual character of
the site. The removal of the Christmas tree farm would result in an immediate, but
temporary, change in the visual character of the site as new native trees and plants
would replace a majority of the approximately nine acres of land currently being used
as a Christmas tree farm. This change to the project site is considered an improvement
in the visual quality as the new vegetation would blend with the surrounding vegetation
of Castle Rock State Park, eliminating the distinct boundary between the project site
and Castle Rock State Park. The landscaping modifications along SR 35 would also
open up currently obstructed views of the project site to drivers on SR 35.

The proposed project would also include the construction of various new structures
such as a new entrance gate, a visitor center, an amphitheater, and other recreational
facilities such as restrooms, picnic areas, and benches. As described above under “a”
these structures would be consistent with County policy and would be designed with
colors and materials to blend into the existing environment. Additionally, the proposed
visitor center would be relatively small (6,000 square feet) and would not obstruct or
substantially interfere with views of the surrounding hillsides.

Overall, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site because it would be consistent with County policy,
include architectural features and coatings to blend with the existing surroundings, and
would not substantially alter views of the site from offsite areas or block views of
surrounding areas. As mentioned under “a” above, removal of several small- to
medium-sized trees would be required to meet Caltrans’ clear recovery zone
requirements. No large trees (over 40-inches dbh) would be removed. This tree
removal would thin the dense wall of trees that currently obstruct views onto the project
site, but would preserve over half the trees to maintain the “tree-lined” character of SR
35.

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

Discussion: Projects resulting in significant light or glare impacts when they include
substantial new light sources, especially in an area (such as the project vicinity) that
includes very few artificial light sources, or if they include highly reflective surfaces that
can reflect light towards drivers or existing residences. The current visual nighttime
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setting is very dark with no noticeable light sources visible from adjacent properties.

Landscaping and the existing vegetation that has been incorporated into the site plan
would screen much of the parking lot. Therefore, daytime glare from the parking lot or
proposed buildings would be filtered from the view of drivers passing the site on SR 35.
Daytime glare affecting the adjacent residential property would be filtered by the trees
for the agricultural buffer.

The proposed recreational-oriented structures, which include a visitor center,
amphitheater, parking areas, restroom facilities, and picnic tables, do not require
substantial lighting, since operating hours for the park are generally limited to the
daytime hours of the day (i.e., 6:00 a.m. to sunset daily). Lighting would be limited to
built-in lighting at the visitors center building and associated gathering areas and along
the main pathways around the parking lot and building as well as four pedestrian-scale
parking lot lights. Low-level lighting may be installed near and within the proposed
amphitheater. No stage lighting would be included. All exterior lighting would be fully
shielded and directed downward and would be turned on by a switch during special
nighttime events and would be on a clock such that all lights would automatically shut
off at 10:00 pm, except for minimal indoor security lighting. Because all lights would be
fully shielded and directed downward, the glare associated with the lighting would not
be intrusive to the closest residence, which is located over 1,000 feet away from the
proposed parking lot (the closest proposed light source to the existing residence).
Other site improvements (e.g. gateway entrance, trails and trail connections) would not
result in new sources of substantial light or glare. Auxiliary lighting for any event would
be prohibited. The proposed lighting would not be expected to substantially alter views
of dark skies, given it would be shielded, directed downward, and relatively low to the
ground.

G. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

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

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

2. Cause a substantial adverse change in ] X [] []
the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5?

Discussion: A Cultural Resources Report (Attachment 15) was prepared specifically
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for the proposed project by ECORP in April 2012. The following discussion is
excerpted or based upon the ECORP report.

Records Search and Historic Map Review

ECORP staff conducted a record search for the project area at the Northwest
Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System
at Sonoma State University on 3 February 2012. The purpose of the records search
was to determine the extent of previous surveys within a 0.5-mile (800-meter) radius of
the proposed project location, and whether previously documented prehistoric or
historic archaeological sites, architectural resources, or traditional cultural properties
exist within this area. In addition to the official records and maps for archaeological
sites and surveys in Santa Cruz and Santa Clara Counties, ECORP also reviewed
several other historic references, including property data files, National Park Service
and State Historic Preservation Office websites, etc.

The records search found that six previous cultural resource investigations have been
conducted within 0.5 mile of the property. These studies revealed the presence of
prehistoric sites, including lithic scatters and food processing sites, and historical sites,
including residences, orchards, roads, bridges, lookout towers, and water conveyance
systems. The records search also determined that 14 previously recorded prehistoric
and historic-era cultural resources are located within one-mile of the project area. Of
these, four are believed to be associated with Native American occupation of the
vicinity, eight are historic-era sites, and two have both historic and prehistoric
components associated with them. None of the previously recorded cultural resources
are located within the project area.

Tribe Consultation

ECORP contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on 26
January 2012 to request a search of the Sacred Lands File for the Project Area. The
NAHC responded with a letter indicating that their search of the Sacred Lands File
failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the project
area.

Field Survey

On 24 February 2012, the entire Project Area was subjected to an intensive pedestrian
survey under the guidance of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the
Identification of Historic Properties using 15-20 meter transects.

As a result of the survey, one isolated fragment of thick stoneware was discovered
within the rows of Christmas trees (ISO-001). This isolated find consists of a single
fragment of thick stoneware crockery. The fragment measures approximately 1.5
inches by 0.75 inch by 0.5 inch thick and has a dark brown glaze on the interior and an
off-white glaze on the exterior. A single isolated artifact does not have the potential to
yield important information and is not eligible for the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR) under Criterion 4 and is not eligible for the National Register of

Application Number: 131055

EXHIRITE



ATTACHMENT 2

CEQA Environmental Review Initial Study Less than

Significant
Page 36 Potentially with Less than

Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion D. Due to lack of context and associations, the
isolate is also not eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 1 or 2, and is not eligible for the
NRHP under Criterion A or B. This artifact does not represent the work of a master and
is not otherwise distinctive, and therefore, is not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 or
NRHP Criterion C. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not
adversely affect a known archaeological resource.

Because multiple cultural resources have been identified within 0.5-mile of the project
area, there remains a possibility that unrecorded cultural resources are present
beneath the ground surface, and that such resources could be exposed during project
construction. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project could result in
potentially significant impacts to undocumented archaeological resources.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1

The following measures shall be clearly identified on all grading plans and construction
drawings: Pursuant to Sections 16.40.040 of the Santa Cruz County Code, if
archeological resources are uncovered during construction, the responsible persons
shall immediately cease and desist from alil further site excavation and comply with the
notification procedures given in County Code Chapter 16.40.040.

Level of Impact after Implementation of Mitigation Measures

CEQA requires the lead agency to address any unanticipated cultural resource
discoveries during project construction. The above mitigation measure requires that
work immediately cease if any artifact is found and that the proper authorities be
notified. Implementation of these measures would reduce potential impacts to a less-
than-significant level.

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

Discussion: Similar to the discussion under G.2. above, although records search and
field survey did not identify the presence of human remains within the project area,
because other prehistoric resources have been identified within a half mile of the
project area, project construction has potential to uncover previously undocumented
human remains. The mitigation measure CUL-2 (below) addresses the finding of
human remains.

Mitigation Measure CUL-2

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

L evel of Impact after Implementation of Mitigation Measures

CEQA requires the lead agency to address any unanticipated cultural resource
discoveries during project construction. The above mitigation measure requires that
work immediately cease if any artifact or human remains are found and that the proper
authorities be notified. Implementation of these measures would reduce potential
impacts to a less-than-significant level.

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

unique geologic feature?

Discussion: Rare tafoni rock formations exist within Castle Rock State Park. The
Castle Rock State Park General Plan includes guidelines for protection of these
formations, including geological study and limiting rock climbing to only “low-impact”
climbing. Although tafoni formations exist at the southwestern edge of the project site,
no development or public access is proposed in the vicinity of these tafoni formations.
Further, they would be protected by the same policies in the Castle Rock State Park
General Plan that protect the formations currently within the Park boundaries.

H. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:

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

Discussion: A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was conducted for the
subject property by Amicus-Strategic Environmental Consulting. The ESA was based
on an environmental database search provided by Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
The database search provided a summary of all record sources required for review by
the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM). Among this summary,
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) generators of hazardous waste and
the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) databases were
included.

The ESA prepared for the proposed project revealed that a 550-gallon gasoline tank
was located in an area adjacent to the existing driveway just downslope from the front
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of the residential structure and was used mainly by the resident of the house for
personal vehicle filling. The tank was removed approximately 25 years ago. However,
the ESA evaluated the area reported as previously containing the 550-gallon gasoline
tank by excavating to the bedrock (six feet below ground surface), and according to the
ESA (Amicus 2011), no indication of staining or odor or any other sign of gasoline
impact was observed. Review of the environmental records data did not show the
presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products on or
near the subject property. Additionally, no conditions that indicate an existing release,
a past release, or a material threat of a release of hazardous substances or petroleum
product were observed on or near the subject property (Amicus 2011).

During project operation, rangers may store common household hazardous materials
on the project site, such as paint, pesticides, gasoline, oil, solvents, detergents, etc.
These materials would not be stored or transported in large quantities, and would
therefore not result in potential hazard to the public or environment. However,
construction of the proposed project could result in the transport of materials generally
regarded as hazardous materials. It is anticipated that limited quantities of
miscellaneous hazardous substances, such as gasoline, diesel fuel, hydraulic fluids,
paint, and other similarly related materials would be brought to the project site, used,
and stored during the construction period. The types and quantities of materials to be
used could pose a significant risk to the public and/or the environment if not properly
handled.

State agencies regulating hazardous materials are the California Environmental
Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) and the Office of Emergency Services (OES). The
California Highway Patrol (CHP) and California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) enforce regulations for hazardous materials transport. Within Cal/EPA, the
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has primary regulatory authority to
enforce hazardous materials regulations. State hazardous waste regulations are
contained primarily in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). The
California Occupational Health and Safety Administration (Cal OSHA) has developed
rules and regulations regarding worker safety around hazardous and toxic substances.
Because the applicant and its contractors would implement and comply with all
relevant local, State, and Federal regulations related to the handling, transport, and
storage of hazardous materials, potential impacts related to creation of significant
hazards to the public through routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous
materials would be minimized. Additionally, because the applicant would prepare and
adhere to a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and associated Best
Management Practices (BMP) during project construction (see mitigation measure
GEO-2), impacts from potential spills of hazardous materials would be minimized.
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2. Create a significant hazard to the [] [] X []

public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

Discussion: During construction of the proposed project, fuels and lubricants have the
potential to be released into the environment, causing environmental and/or human
exposure to these hazards. However, as described in item H.1. above, the applicant
and its contractors would handle, store, and dispose of all hazardous materials used
onsite in accordance with all applicable local, State, and federal laws regulating the
uses of hazardous materials.

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

Discussion: There are no existing or proposed schools located within 0.25 mile of the
project site. Boulder Creek Elementary is the nearest school and is located
approximately seven miles south of the project site. Therefore, no impacts would occur
related to emissions or handling of hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of an existing
or proposed school.

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

Discussion: The project site is not included on the January 30, 2014 list of hazardous
sites in Santa Cruz County compiled pursuant to the specified code. The ESA
prepared for the proposed project revealed that 550-gallon gasoline tank was located
in an area adjacent to the existing driveway just downslope from the front of the
residential structure and was used mainly by the resident of the house for personal
vehicle filling. The tank was removed approximately 25 years ago. However, the ESA
evaluated the area reported as previously containing the 550-gallon gasoline tank by
excavating to the bedrock (6 feet below ground surface), and according to the ESA
(Amicus 2011), no indication of staining or odor or any other sign of gasoline impact
was observed. Therefore, because the proposed project is not located on a site known
to contain hazardous materials and is not included on a list of hazardous materials
sites, the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or to the
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environment as a result of existing hazardous material contamination. No impact would
occur.

5. For a project located within an airport [] ] [] X
land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?

Discussion: The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan or
within two miles of an airport or private airstrip. Additionally, the proposed project
would not result in any additional people living or residing in close proximity to an
airport or private airstrip. Further, the proposed project does not include any structures
of significant height or include any activities that would impair operations of an airport
or airstrip in Santa Cruz County. The proposed project would not affect airport safety.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

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

Discussion: As discussed above under H.5. above, the proposed project is not
located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of an airport or private
airstrip and would not result in any additional people living or residing in close proximity
to an airport or private airstrip.

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

response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

Discussion: No new housing or facilities would be constructed such that the project
would permanently impair implementation of or physically interfere with the County’s
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The proposed
project would include new gates and driveways that would facilitate emergency access
to the site. CAL FIRE, as is standard, shall have access to the gate so that emergency
personnel can respond regardless to emergencies regardless of whether the gates are
open or not.

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

transmission lines?
Discussion: The project does not propose electrical transmission lines.
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9. Expose people or structures to a [] [] X []

significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences
are intermixed with wildlands?

Discussion: The project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code
requirements and includes fire protection devices as required by the local fire agency.
The project site is located adjacent to Castle Rock State Park. Although the project
would be located adjacent to wildlands, the proposed project would not include any
new residences. Once the visitors center is constructed, rangers would have offices on
the subject parcel. Their exposure to wildland fire, however, would remain the same as
they are currently exposed to the same risk in the current office location. Recreational
users of the Park could be exposed to increased fire risk from nearby wildland and
forested areas.

Fire protection of the proposed project site would remain under the jurisdiction of the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), which is the primary
fire protection agency for Castle Rock State Park. A State Parks Wildfire Plan for
Castle Rock State Park has been approved by CAL FIRE and is on file at the District
headquarters. CAL FIRE personnel respond to medical emergencies in the park.

The project site is currently an active Christmas tree farm, which involves the use of
tractors and large equipment. These are existing ignition sources, which would be
removed as a result of the proposed project. The proposed project would allow
increased public access to the site, which can increase ignition potential. The primary
ignition sources related to public access are vehicles, open fire, and smoking. The
proposed project does not include camp sites or barbeque pits. Smoking is prohibited
on trails at Castle Rock State Park. In addition, the proposed parking areas would
either be paved or overlain with a pervious rock base which minimizes ignition potential
from vehicles, and landscaped areas near parking lots would be irrigated, which would
reduce ignition potential.

Although new structures would be proposed in close proximity to wildland where the
risk of fire is high, adequate fire protection services would be available to provide fire
protection at the proposed site. Additionally, no new permanent residents are included
as part of the proposed project. Daytime users of the facilities would not be exposed to
higher risks of fire than currently exists at Castle Rock State Park. Park visitors would
not reside at the project site, and would be using the facility for a short period of time
during the day, and would therefore be less susceptible to loss or injury from fire.
Therefore, because adequate fire protection services would be available to the project
site, and no permanent residents would be added as part of this project, people and
structures would not be exposed to a significant risk from wildland fire. This would be a
less than significant impact.
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I. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Would the project:
1. Conflict with an applicable plan, [] ] X []

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

Discussion: A traffic analysis prepared by WTrans, dated February 14, 2013 was
prepared for the proposed project (Attachment 16).Three site visits were made to
account for seasonal and day variations in attendance. The fist visits were conducted
during winter on Thursday, February 9, 2012 and Sunday, February 12. The third visit
was conducted on Saturday, June 8, 2013. The traffic count data obtained the June
survey was, as expected for a sunny day during the peak season, higher than those
recorded in February. Because of this and to ensure a conservative analysis, the
higher recorded traffic volumes were applied to the traffic analysis.

Trip Generation

The report notes that, typically, the total number of vehicle trips that would be
generated by a proposed project would be estimated utilizing published trip generation
data. There are, however, limited trip data for park facilities which have the same
constraints as the subject parcel’s, i.e. a mix of uses at a relatively remote location with
few alternative transportation modes.

In the absence of appropriate published trip data, WTrans based their analysis on the
parking demand generated by the new uses. With the development of the new parking
facilities, and including all on-street parking near the Park as a part of the parking
supply, there would be an 80.4 percent increase in parking capacity. Therefore, to
represent peak project conditions, turning movements entering and exiting the site
were increased by 80.4 percent while through movements on SR 35 were assumed to
be unchanged due to the project. During the weekday p.m. hour, this would result in 18
additional vehicle trips, and during the weekend midday peak hour, the project would
generate an estimated 40 additional vehicle trips.

Additional traffic volume data for SR 35 were obtained from Caltrans District 4; these
data were collected quarterly (approximately one week each quarter) between
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December 2010 and September 2012. An average was calculated for the respective
peak periods to represent an annual average traffic volume for SR 35. Turning
movement volumes entering and exiting the Park driveway collected during field visits
were applied directly to the analysis. Since the parking areas were observed to be at
or near capacity during the weekend observations, it is expected that these volumes
represent typical operations. Existing traffic volumes are shown in Exhibit 3.16-1.

Level of Service

Level of Service (LOS) is used to rank traffic operation on various types of facilities
based on traffic volumes and roadway capacity using a series of letter designations
ranging from A to F. The County’s General Plan Policy 3.12. 1 uses this ranking
system. Generally, LOS A represents free flow conditions and LOS F represents forced
flow or breakdown conditions. A unit of measure that indicates a level of delay
generally accompanies the LOS designation.

The study intersections were analyzed using methodologies published in the Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board, 2000. The HCM is the
calculation method identified in the County’s General Plan Policy 3.12.2 and contains
methodologies for various types of intersection control, all of which are related to a
measurement of delay in average number of seconds per vehicle.

SR 35 is operated by Caltrans, so the Department’s significance standard was applied
to the park entrance. Caltrans indicates that their minimum operational goal is at the
transition from LOS C to LOS D.

The existing LOS for SR 35 at the existing Castle Rock State Park driveway was
calculated for the existing and existing plus project conditions. It was found that the
existing condition is a LOS A, and the LOS with existing plus project would remain at
LOS A

WTrans also forecasted the future conditions using Caltrans’ estimated annual growth
range of between 1.3 and 3.6 percent per year. To ensure a conservative growth
analysis, WTrans used the 3.6 percent growth rate for a period of 18 years (to reach
2030), with the resulting calculated LOS being A and B (depending on time of day and
direction).

Temporary construction activities would result in the peak employment of 20
construction workers and an average employment of 10 construction workers over the
7-month construction period. Truck trips associated with the proposed project would
average 3 trips per day. Similar to project operation, which would add minimal traffic
compared to existing conditions, the temporary addition of 10 to 20 construction worker
trips and up to 3 truck trips during the peak hour would not substantially degrade
existing and future LOS of intersections, which operate at LOS A under existing and
future conditions.
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Alternative Modes of Transportation

Transit service is provided by the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District and the
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority for their respective counties. Neither
agency provides service to the Park site or along SR 35 in the vicinity of the Park.

SR 35 does not have sidewalks in the vicinity of the Park and shoulder widths in the
area vary. These conditions are consistent with the rural nature of SR 35. Pedestrian
activity was observed during the two field visits and generally consisted of pedestrians
walking between on-street parking areas and the Park entrance or between the Park
entrance and another trail-head located on the east side of SR 35.

There are no bicycle facilities along SR 35 in the vicinity of the Castle Rock State Park
entrance. In some areas, bicyclists can use paved shoulders; however, for the most
part bicyclists must ride in the vehicle lanes. During field observations, several
bicyclists were observed riding along SR 35, ranging from zero to four bicyclists per
hour; however, none appeared to be destined for the Park.

Both the Santa Cruz County Bicycle Plan (Santa Cruz County, March 2011) and the
Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan (Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority,
August 2008) were reviewed and it was determined that neither Plan identifies any
future bicycle facilities on SR 35 in the vicinity of Castle Rock State Park.

2. Result in a change in air traffic [] [] ] X

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

Discussion: The Castle Rock State Park is not located near an airport and would not
impact air traffic patterns. Further, the project would not generate air traffic. The
proposed project would have no impact.

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

Discussion:

Sight Distance

Sight distance along SR 35 at the driveway location was evaluated based on sight
distance criteria contained in the Highway Design Manual published by Caltrans (see
Road Hazards Report, Attachment 16). According the Highway Design Manual, at un-
signalized intersections, a substantially clear line of sight should be maintained
between the driver of a vehicle waiting at the crossroad and the driver of an
approaching vehicle. Adequate time must be provided for the waiting vehicle to either
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turn left or turn right, without requiring the through traffic to radically alter their speed.
Sight distance should be measured from a 3.5-foot height at the location of the driver
on the minor road to a 4.25-foot object height in the center of the approaching lane of
the major road. Setback for the driver on the crossroad shall be a minimum of 15 feet,
measured from the edge of the traveled way.

According to W Trans, the Highway Design Manual recommended sight distance at
minor street approaches that are either a private road or a driveway is based on
stopping sight distance, which is based on the approach speed on the major street.
Similarly, the stopping sight distance needed for a following driver to stop if there is a
vehicle waiting to turn into a side street or driveway is also evaluated based on the
approach speed on the major street. In the project vicinity, SR 35 does not have a
posted speed limit, resulting in a prima facie speed limit of 55 miles per hour (mph).
For speeds of 55 mph, a stopping sight distance of 500 feet is recommended.

Proposed driveway improvement plans for these improvements were provided by
Callander Associates in October, 2012 and were used to measure sight distance at the
proposed driveway. For turning maneuvers at the project driveway, it was determined
that three trees (two to the north of the driveway and one to the south) would impede
upon a driver’s clear line of sight. As such, W-Trans recommended that these trees be
removed. It should be noted that these trees may need to be removed to satisfy
Caltrans’ clear recover zone requirements, independent of the sight distance
requirements. The clear recovery zone is an unobstructed area beyond the edge of
the travel way that allows drivers of an errant vehicle to regain control of the vehicle.
W-Trans also determined that adequate stopping sight distance of greater than 500
feet for a following driver to stop, if there is a vehicle waiting to turn into the driveway,
would be present without the need for further modifications.

In order to reduce the number of trees removed, an alternative configuration was
developed that includes extending the channelizing median on the driveway approach
to SR 35 to physically prevent a driver in the right-turn lane on SR 35 from continuing
through to the acceleration taper. Under this alternative design, the setback would be
measured from the edge of the through travel lane and reflective markings would be
installed at the end of the median to increase its visibility to drivers on SR 35. Doing so
would eliminate the need to remove trees to satisfy sight-distance requirements. It
should be noted that either configuration would require Caltrans approval.

Left-Turn Lane Warrants

The need for left-turn channelization in the form of a left-turn pocket on SR 35 was
evaluated based on existing and projected future peak hour volumes as well as safety
criteria. Under both conditions, which include traffic generated at the Park, a left-turn
lane was determined to not be warranted on SR 35 at the Castle Rock State Park
Entrance during either of the peak periods evaluated.
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Although not warranted, the proposed project includes the installation of a southbound
right turn lane as well as a right turn acceleration lane. These lanes would ease
access to the Park and reduce impacts to through traffic on SR 35. As such, they
represent an improvement over existing conditions, both from a traffic flow, and from a
safety standpoint.

Collision History

The collision history for the study area was reviewed to determine any trends or
patterns that may indicate a safety issue. Records were obtained from the California
Highway Patrol as published in their Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System
(SWITRS) reports. For the seven-year period of 2004 through 2010, a total of nine
collisions were reported along the segment of SR 35 between SR 9 and Bear Creek
Road; however, none of these collisions appear to be related to turning movements at
the Park entrance or the on-street parking adjacent to the Park, indicating no historic
safety issue at the Park entrance.

4, Result in inadequate emergency D |:| @ D
access?

Discussion: The proposed project would enhance parking areas and driveway access
which would ease access for all drivers, including those of emergency vehicles. The
well-defined entrance and driveway would facilitate the orderly access of the park by
emergency vehicle drivers. The parking area and access drives would be built with an
all-weather surface which would facilitate ingress and egress.
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5. Cause an increase in parking demand ] [ ] X ]

which cannot be accommodated by
existing parking facilities?

Discussion: The proposed project would create a new parking area and Park
entrance approximately 85 yards to the north of the existing Park entrance. There are
approximately 43 unmarked parking spaces currently available to Park users at the
existing Castle Rock State Park entrance. An additional 69 on-street parking spaces—
30 on the Park side of SR 35 and 39 across the highway--are available, for a total of
112 existing parking spaces. The new parking lot, designed to accommodate the new
uses, would provide 90 new parking spaces.

County Code 13.10.551 (Off-street Parking Facilities Required) states that additional
parking shall be required only for the additional increment of square footage or use. In
this case, then, the required parking is based upon the new improvements and the
manner in which they are proposed to be used as outlined in the Program Statement
(Attachment 5).

WTrans provided a parking demand analysis (September 25, 2013, Attachment 16)
which evaluated the program statement for the new entrance relative to the proposed
parking supply. That analysis determined that even during peak demand on a weekend
when two 60-person special events are happening, the calculated parking demand
would be 74 spaces. The proposed 90-space parking lot, then, is adequate to fulfill the
parking demand of the new uses.

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

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

Discussion: The project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities.

Transit service is provided by the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District and the
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority for their respective counties. Neither
agency provides service to the Park site or along SR 35 in the vicinity of the Park.

SR 35 does not have sidewalks in the vicinity of the Park and shoulder widths in the
area vary. These conditions are consistent with the rural nature of SR 35.

Although SR 35 is identified as a route on the Master Plan of County Bikeway (May

1994). There are, however, no developed bicycle facilities along SR 35 in the vicinity of
the Castie Rock State Park entrance. Bicyclists must ride on the paved shoulder when
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one exists or in the vehicle lane. Both the Santa Cruz County Bicycle Plan and the
Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan (Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority,
August 2008) were reviewed and it was determined that neither Plan identifies any
future bicycle facilities on SR 35 in the vicinity of Castle Rock State Park.

7. Exceed, either individually (the project [] [] X []
alone) or cumulatively (the project
combined with other development), a
level of service standard established
by the County General Plan for
designated intersections, roads or
highways?

Discussion: According to the traffic study performed by WTrans (Attachment 16), the
proposed project is anticipated to generate 18 PM. trips during weekdays and 40
additional trips during the weekend midday peak hour to the the intersection of SR 35
and the existing Castle Rock State Park driveway. This would not reduce operations to
a level of service below A.

J. NOISE
Would the project result in:

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

Discussion: The nearest existing noise- and vibration- sensitive receptor is a
residence located 1,350 feet from to the west of the project site. The existing noise
environment in the project area is primarily influenced by transportation noise from
vehicle traffic on SR 35. Other noise sources that contribute to the existing noise
environment include the choose-and-cut tree operation located next door to the subject
parcel, birds chirping, aircraft flyover, and noises associated with park usage such as
people talking, hiking, and horseback riding (an ambient noise study was completed,
see Attachment 17).

Short Term Construction Impacts

The proposed project would involve the construction of a new park entrance gate,
parking facilitates, new driveway, amphitheater, and visitor center. Construction of this
type generally requires certain noise producing equipment such as those listed in the
table below. It is expected that maximum noise levels would be associated with site
preparation activities from the use of graders. Noise emission levels at 50 feet from
graders and other typical construction equipment are shown below.
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Typical Reference Noise Emission Levels from Construction Equipment
EquipmentType Reference Level (LmaxdBA) @ 50 feet
Grader 85
Loader 85
Backhoe 80
Excavator 85
Crane 85
Asphalt Paver 85
Roller 85
Manlift 85
Notes: Assumes all equipment is fitted with a properly maintained and operational noise control device, per manufacturer
specifications. Noise levels listed are manufacture-specified noise levels for each piece of heavy construction equipment.
Source: FHWA 2006

Based on typical noise generated by construction equipment and accounting for typical
usage factors of individual pieces of equipment and activity types along with standard
attenuation rates, the report indicates that the onsite construction-related activities
could result in hourly average noise levels of approximately 81 dBA Leq (88 dBA Liax)
at 50 feet and approximately 46 dBA L¢q (50 dBA Liax) at the nearest sensitive
receptors (e.g., residence located 1,350 feet from the acoustical center of the project
site; note that the acoustical center of the project site is farther away than the proposed
parking lot, which is approximately 1,000 feet away from the residence).

These modeled noise levels would not exceed the daytime standard of 50 dBA L¢g or
70 dB Lmax, but could exceed the nighttime performance standards if construction
activities took place from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. However, since construction would
be prohibited at night, concerns about exceeding the nighttime performance standards
are eliminated.

Long-term Operational Noise Sources

Operational noise from development projects can be attributed to additional stationary
noise sources and from increases in vehicular traffic on nearby roadways. As a result
of the proposed project, new recreational facilities (e.g., amphitheater, visitor center,
parking areas, picnic areas, restrooms) would be constructed and operated. Noise
from these sources is described separately below.

Parking Lot Noise generated from parking lots is associated with horns honking,
engines starting, doors slamming, engines idling, car alarms sounding, and various
other sounds associated with moving vehicles. These noise sources are typically short
in duration, intermittent throughout the day, and vary as a function of the number of
vehicles present throughout the day (i.e. peak hours would result in more noise).

The project would include the construction of one new paved 90-space parking lot that
would provide parking to meet existing parking demand. The parking lot would be
located at the northern end of the project site just inside the proposed gate feature,
approximately 1,000 feet to the east of the existing nearest sensitive receptor.
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Based on the estimated traffic and usage demand, a total of 90 parking spaces would
be required to adequately accommodate all park users on a peak-season weekend
day. For this noise analysis, it was conservatively assumed that the parking lot would
be full all day long and; therefore, the parking lot could have a peak traffic demand of
up to 90 cars per hour during the day time hours (i.e., 6:00 a.m. — 10:00 p.m.). The
parking lot would also provide parking for overnight visitors (e.g., campers,
backpackers) and therefore night time peak traffic demand could reach up to 26 cars
per hour during the nighttime hours (i.e., 10:00 p.m. — 6:00 a.m.).

Noise associated with proposed parking lots was calculated. It is anticipated that the
proposed parking lot would result in daytime noise levels of 52 dBA Leq at 50 feet from
the edge of the proposed lot and 26 dBA L4 at the nearest sensitive receptor (i.e.,
residence located approximately 1,000 feet to the west of the parking lot). Although the
park would close at 10:00 p.m., night time noise levels were evaluated due to the fact
that there may be minimal noise associated with overnight campers accessing their
vehicles. Night time noise levels would reach a level of 47 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the
edge of the proposed lot and 21 dBA L¢q at the sensitive receptor (i.e., residence
located approximately 1,000 feet to the west of the parking lot). These noise levels
would not exceed Santa Cruz County noise standards of 45 dBA Lq during the
nighttime (10:00 a.m. — 7:00 a.m.) or 50 dBA L¢q during the daytime (7:00 a.m. — 10:00
p.m.) hours at the nearest sensitive receptor.

Amphitheater The proposed project includes the construction of a small amphitheater
that would be used primarily for environmental educational purposes. For purposes of
conducting a conservative analysis, it was assumed that the amphitheater could be
located as near as 1,000 from the nearest existing sensitive receptor (i.e., residence
located to the north west of the Castle Rock State Park property). See exhibit 2-3 for
approximate location (which shows the amphitheater approximately 1,400 feet from the
nearest residence).

As described in the project description, though the amphitheater would primarily be
used for education events, other potential events held there could include weddings,
picnics, unamplified (i.e., acoustic) musician performances, and rock climbing classes.
Any electronic amplification or a public address (PA) system would be prohibited.
Auxiliary lighting for any event would also be prohibited. Quiet hours for the entire park
would be 10:00 P.M. to 6:00 A.M. daily. All events at the park would comply with these
times and end by 10:00 P.M. No more than 60 attendees would be allowed at any
future event.

Noise sources from the amphitheater and events that could take place there consist of
a number of outdoor activities. These outdoor activities could involve children and
adults talking, laughing, and playing, with the sound of human voices sometimes
traveling off-site. In addition, non-amplified musical instruments (e.g., guitar) could be
used during special events such as weddings or small outdoor concerts.

A group of 20 people (including children and adults) engaged in outdoor activities could
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result in noise levels of approximately 54 dBA L., at 50 feet (Mariposa County 2003).
No more than 60 people would be allowed to attend events at Castle Rock State Park.
However, for a conservative analysis, it was assumed that up to 80 people could be on
the site at once, which based on the measurements above wouid result in a noise level
of 60 dBA L¢q at 50 feet. The sound levels from an acoustic guitar would result in
approximately 52 dBA L¢q at 45 feet from the guitar. It was assumed that these two
noise sources could occur simultaneously during the daytime hours of park operation
(i.e., 6:00 A.M.-10:00 P.M.). Therefore, accounting for typical attenuation rates and
based on these reference noise levels, the combined noise from the amphitheater
activities could result in levels of up to 61 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the source and up to
29 dBA Lq at the nearest off-site sensitive receptor (i.e., residence located
approximately 1,000 feet to the north west of the proposed facilities). These noise
levels would not exceed Santa Cruz County noise standards of 45 dBA L¢q during the
nighttime (10:00 P.M.-7:00 A.M.) or 50 dBA Leq during the daytime (7:00 A.M-10:00
P.M.) hours at the nearest sensitive receptor.

Total Operational Noise Sources

The proposed parking lot would operate all the time but peak activity would occur
during a weekend day. Amphitheater noise could consist of people congregating,
people talking, children playing, and the occasional event involving an unamplified
musical instrument, such as a guitar. Assuming a peak weekend day (i.e., the parking
lot is at capacity all day) and an event is taking place with up to 80 people, including an
acoustic guitar, combined noise levels could reach up to 61 dBA Leq at 50 feet during
the daytime and 47 dBA Leq during the nighttime from the source of the activities.
Accounting for typical attenuation rates, the total combined noise from these activities
could reach up to 29 dBA L¢q during the daytime and 21 dBA Leq at the nearest off-site
sensitive receptor (i.e., residence located approximately 1,000 feet to the north west of
the proposed facilities). These noise levels would not exceed Santa Cruz County noise
standards of 45 dBA L. during the nighttime (10:00 P.M-7:00 A.M.) or 50 dBA Leq
during the daytime (7:00 A.M-10:00 P.M.) hours at the nearest sensitive receptor.

2. Exposure of persons to or generation [] [] X []
of excessive groundborne vibration or

groundborne noise levels?

Discussion: Project construction involves activities such as clearing and grubbing, site
grading, installation of drainage equipment, etc. that would result in ground borne
vibration or ground borne noise levels. However, this is considered a temporary
construction impact and would therefore not result in significant noise impacts.

3. Exposure of persons to or generation [] [] X []
of noise levels in excess of standards

established in the General Plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
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Discussion: See discussion under J.1. above.

4, A substantial temporary or periodic [] [] X []
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

Discussion: Noise generated during construction would increase the ambient noise
levels for adjoining areas (see analysis above under J.1.). Construction would be
temporary, however, and given the limited duration of this impact it is considered to be
less than significant.

5. For a project located within an airport I:l |:| D &
land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

Discussion: The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan or
within two miles of an airport or private airstrip. Additionally, the proposed project
would not result in any additional people living or residing in close proximity to an
airport or private airstrip. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people to
excessive noise levels from airports or private airstrips.

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

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

Discussion: The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan or
within two miles of an airport or private airstrip. Additionally, the proposed project
would not result in any additional people living or residing in close proximity to an
airport or private airstrip. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people to
excessive noise levels from airports or private airstrips.

K. AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the Monterey Bay Unified
Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

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

Discussion: The Monterey Unified Air Pollution Control District (MUAPCD) regulates
the emission of particulate matter during grading. The North Central Coast Air Basin
does not meet state standards for ozone and particulate matter (PM;o). Therefore, the
regional pollutants of concern that would be emitted by the project are ozone
precursors (Volatile Organic Compounds [VOCs] and nitrogen oxides [NO,]), and
PMyo.

Project construction may result in a short-term, localized decrease in air quality due to
generation of dust. However, standard dust control best management practices
included on the plans, such as periodic watering, would be implemented during
construction to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Thus, a mitigation
measure is not required.

The project would not result in a substantial increase in mobile sources of air pollutants
(i.e., emissions associated with vehicular travel) or consist of any new area or
stationary sources of air pollutant emissions. Therefore, emissions associated with the
proposed project would result primarily from construction-related activities and thus,
only construction-related emissions were modeled.

Short-term Impacts Project construction may resulit in a short-term, localized
decrease in air quality due to generation of dust. Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution
Control District (MBUAPCD) has established a grading limit of 2.2 acres per day which,
if adhered to, will keep a project below the 82lb/day that the air district has determined
to be the threshold of significance. The project shall be conditioned to limit grading to
less than 2.2 acres per day. In addition, standard dust control best management
practices included on the plans, such as periodic watering, shall be implemented
during construction to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

Ascent Environmental provided the results of their Air Quality modeling (Attachment
18). Based on the modeling conducted, project-generated short-term construction-
related emissions would not exceed MBUAPCD's applicable thresholds of significance
for PMyo Emissions of ROG and ozone precursor NOx were not modeled because
temporary emissions of these ozone precursors have been accommodated for in
State- and federally-required air plans. Additionally, typical construction equipment
would be used (e.g., loaders, graders, scrapers, rollers, tractors, dozers), minimal site
grading would take place, and construction activity would be relatively short (i.e., seven
months). For these reasons, construction activities associated with the proposed
project would not have the potential to result in localized concentrations of criteria air
pollutants and precursors that would exceed applicable ambient air quality standards.
Thus, project-generated emissions would not violate or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation. This impact would be less than significant.

Long-Term Impacts Given the modest amount of new traffic that would be generated
by the project there is no indication that new emissions of VOCs or NO, would exceed
MBUAPCD thresholds for these pollutants and therefore would not be a significant
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contribution to an existing air quality violation. Nonetheless, the project is subject to
an air pollution control district permit prior to construction. A mitigation measure it not
required as this is a standard condition of project approval.

Ascent Environmental evaluated the potential impact of the project on carbon
monoxide (CO) concentration. CO concentration is a direct function of vehicle idling
time and, thus, traffic flow conditions. Under specific meteorological conditions, CO
concentrations near congested roadways and/or intersections may reach unhealthy
levels with respect to local sensitive land-uses such as residential areas, schools, and
hospitals. As a result, it is recommended that CO not be analyzed at the regional level,
but at the local level.

MBUAPCD provides a list of scenarios that if any of which were to occur as a result of

the proposed project, could result in a potentially significant impact from increased

concentrations of CO on roadway intersections of segments. According to the

MBUAPCD CEQA Guidelines, the following would represent a potentially impact from

CO:

4 Intersections or road segments that operate at (Level of Service) LOS D or better
that would operate at LOS E or F with the project’s traffic;

4 Intersections or road segments that operate at LOS E or F where the volume-to
capacity (V/C) ratio would increase 0.05 or more with the project’s traffic;

4 Intersections or road segments that operate at LOS E or F where delay would
increase by 10 seconds or more with the project’s traffic;

4 Un-signalized intersections which operate at LOS E or F where the reserve
capacity would decrease by 50 or more with the project’s traffic (this criterion is
based on the turning movement with the worst reserve capacity); or

4 The project would generate substantial heavy-duty truck traffic, substantial traffic
along urban street canyons, or substantial traffic near a major stationary source of
CO.

Given that, in all scenarios, the LOS in the area would be at LOS B or better, the
scenarios described above would not occur. Except during construction, the project
would not generate substantial heavy-duty truck traffic; the project site is not located in
the vicinity of an urban street canyon; and the project would not generate substantial
traffic near a major stationary source of CO. Therefore, the long-term |mpact of this
project on air quality is less than significant.

2. Conflict with or obstruct D D |Z| l_—_l

implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

Discussion: The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
regional air quality plan. See K.1. above.
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3. Result in a cumulatively considerable [] [] [] X

net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

Discussion: It is not anticipated that the project would result in a cumulative increase
in pollutants because the project does not proposed air pollutants as part of operation
of the park. Thus, no impacts are anticipated.

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

Discussion: The project does not involve substantial pollutants. Therefore, no
impacts are anticipated.

5. Create objectionable odors affecting a [] [] ] X
substantial number of people?

Discussion: The project operation does not involve odorous products. Therefore,
impacts are not anticipated.

L. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:

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

Discussion: The proposed project, like all development, would be responsible for an
incremental increase in green house gas emissions by usage of fossil fuels during the
site grading and construction. All project construction equipment would be required to
comply with the California Air Resources Board emissions requirements for
construction equipment. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would be emitted by off-
road and on-road construction equipment and worker vehicles.

The County Board of Supervisors approved the County of Santa Cruz Climate Action
Strategy (CAS) on February 26, 2013. No thresholds of significance for project-
generated GHG emissions were included in the CAS. Instead, the County is looking to
the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) for guidance in this
area. The MCUAPCD has not yet adopted recommended thresholds of significance for
land use projects within the North Central Coast Air Basin. However, on February 20,
2013, the MBUAPCD Board of Directors received an informational report on the status
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of developing GHG emissions thresholds for evaluating projects under CEQA.
(MBUAPCD 2013). Although no action was taken, staff recommended further review of
a GHG threshold of 2,000 metric tons of CO, equivalent (MTCO.e) per year for land
use projects or compliance with an adopted GHG reduction plan/climate action plan.

Impacts associated with the temporary increase in green house gas emissions are

expected to be less than significant.

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

of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

[]

[] X L]

Discussion: See the discussion under L.1. above. Impacts are anticipated to be less

than significant.

M. PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project:

1. Result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision

of new or physically altered

governmental facilities, need for new

or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which

could cause significant environmental

impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response

times, or other performance objectives

for any of the public services:

a. Fire protection?

b. Police protection?

c. Schools?

d. Parks or other recreational
activities?

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

O O 0O o

[]

O O O O
0 O X KX
X X O O

] X ]

Discussion (a through e): While the project represents an incremental contribution to
the need for services, the increase would be minimal as Castle Rock State Park is an
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existing use in the immediate vicinity of the subject parcel. Moreover, the project
meets all of the standards and requirements identified by the local fire agency. The
school, park, and transportation fees to be paid by the applicant would be used to
offset the incremental increase in demand for school and recreational facilities and
public roads. Since there is no residential component to this project, there would be no
effect on school enroliment. The project would enhance Castle Rock State Park by
improving the amenities which would result in an enhancement of park and
recreational activities. SR 35 is a highway maintained by Caltrans and although there
is anticipated to be additional traffic resulting from the project, visitors would mostly
arrive in non-commercial vehicles which would not have a significant impact on the
condition of SR 35.

N. RECREATION
Would the project:

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

Discussion: The project is itself the expansion of Castle Rock State Park with the
provision of enhanced amenities. No additional staff would be required. No housing is
proposed. No new population would be generated by the project that would demand
additional recreational facilities or overuse existing recreational facilities.

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

Discussion: As described in item N-1 above, new facilities would be constructed
which would become a part of Castle Rock State Park. There would be no new
employment opportunities or residential land uses that would increase demand for
recreational facilities. The construction of recreational facilities and improvements has
been evaluated throughout this initial study. As described herein, the project would
result in less-than-significant impacts with implementation of the mitigation measures
identified.

O. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:

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

Discussion: Department of Public Works Drainage staff have reviewed the drainage
information and have determined that given site characteristics (sandy soils and the
proximity of Kings Creek), and the limited size of the development relative to the parcel
size (about 1.8 acres of new impervious or semi-pervious materials compared to a
parcel size of 32.7 acres), the proposed on-site drainage improvements would be
adequate to handle the increase in runoff associated with the project. No new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be required as a result
of this project.

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

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

A new septic system with leach field would be installed to serve the small restroom
structure and, eventually, the visitor center complex. The septic system would be
designed and installed to comply with all County standards and regulations and would
be adequate to support the domestic waste water produced at the project site. The
proposed project would not produce any other wastewater and would not exceed any
waste water treatment requirements established by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board since all wastewater would be handled and treated onsite.

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

Discussion: The project’'s wastewater flows would not violate any wastewater
treatment standards. The project would be required to comply with the standards of the
Regional Water Quality Control Board.

4. Have sufficient water supplies [] [] X []
available to serve the project from

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

Discussion: The project does not include land uses that would result in a substantial
water demand (e.g., multiple residences). The project would rely on a private well for
water supply. The site currently has an existing well which was originally constructed to
serve the single-family dwelling located on-site. Residential uses typically have a
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higher water demand than do recreational uses such as a park with landscaping that is
anticipated to require little water once established. In addition, there are few wells in
the vicinity since most of the surrounding land is a part of either Castle Rock State
Park or Sanborn County Park. With only one residential property in the immediate
vicinity, the demand on groundwater is relatively low in this rural area. The water
demand of the project would be expected to decrease after the new landscaping
becomes established. The landscaping is required to be compliant with the County’s
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance and, as a result, most of the plant selections are
drought-tolerant to reduce irrigation needs.

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

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

Discussion: The project would not require wastewater treatment services from Santa
Cruz County. All wastewater would be collected by an onsite septic system. Therefore,
no impact would occur.

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

Discussion: Project construction activities would generate minimal solid waste related
to materials from demolition of the single-family dwelling, excess construction
materials, and material removed during site clearing.

Minimum amounts of waste would be generated by park operations. Therefore,
significant impacts are not anticipated.

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

Discussion: See O.6. above.

P. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:

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

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

Discussion: The County’s General Plan contains several policies to prevent non-
agricultural uses and land divisions on land with an agricultural resource. This project
proposes to convert a parcel with an agricultural resource (Type 1A soil) to a park with
improvements. To facilitate this change of use, the project includes a General Plan re-
designation from Agriculture (AG) to Parks, Recreation and Open Space (O-R), and a
rezoning from Commercial Agriculture with an Agriculture Preserve and Farmland
Security Combining District (CA-P) to Park, Recreation and Open Space with an Open
Space Easement Combining District (PR-O).

The General Plan Policies 5.13.3 and 5.13.4 specifically provides for re-designations
and rezonings of agricultural resource lands into public parks. Policy 5.13.3 states, “All
lands designated as Agriculture Resource shall be maintained as Agriculture Land Use
designation unless the property is included in a public park....and [assigned] as Parks,
Recreation, and Open Space [O-R].” Similarly, Policy 5.13.4 states, “Maintain all lands
designated as Agricultural Resource in the ‘CA’, Commercial Agriculture Zone District,
except for land in...public parks...zoned to be ‘PR’, Parks, Recreation and Open
Space Zone District.” Therefore, the proposed re-designation and rezoning are not in
conflict with policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect.

This project is not subject to General Plan Policy 5.13.20 (Conversion of Commercial
Agricultural Lands). This conversion policy prohibits the conversion of commercial
agriculture uses to non-agricultural uses without a determination that the land is
nonviable for agriculture. As noted above, Policies 5.13.3 and 5.13.4 allow for
Agricultural Resources—which are, by definition, viable agriculture land—to be used
for public parks without limitation or condition. County Code 16.50.070 requires that the
Type 1 Agricultural Resource designation be removed for all rezoning except for when
the rezoning is to PR, TP or CA. This is significant because it indicates that a viable
Agriculture Resource may be designated and zoned for a park use, i.e. not an
agricultural use without a determination agricultural viability. This project, then, is not
subject to General Plan Policy 5.13.20.

The General Plan amendments and Rezoning do not conflict with any specific plan as
none has been adopted for this planning area. No change is proposed to the resource
and constraints designations applicable to the site which includes slopes over 30% and
the protection of Kings Creek.

County Code 13.10.355 (Special standards and conditions) requires that any new or
expanded PR use provide a Master Site Plan. The required elements of that plan are:
a description of the proposed uses; proposed immediate and future phases of
construction; anticipated future boundary expansions; provisions for adequate access
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and public services; a management plan for the conservation and use of the open
space resource. The applicant provided a Master Site Plan (see Attachment 19 and
Attachment 2) with each of these elements. The proposed uses, as described earlier,
would include: parking for visitors, restrooms, trail connections; an amphitheater for
educational and other events; a visitors center with offices for State Park staff,
restrooms, a catering kitchen, a meeting/gathering space, space for exhibits and park
information. The park entrance would be developed in two phases (see “Detailed
Project Description”) with the ultimate intent of transferring the property to State Parks.
Until that transfer has occurred, the subject parcel would be operated with the same
days and hours of operation as Castle Rock State Park to ensure that adequate
access and public services are provided (see “Public Services” for the discussion
about public services/facilities). As a part of the project, the Christmas tree area would
be restored to native plantings in a three-phase restoration plan (see “Geology and
Soils” item three for a discussion of this restoration). Once the entrance project is
constructed, Sempervirens Fund would manage the parcel using best management
practices with the eventual intent to transfer the property to State Parks. State Parks
then, would incorporate the parcel into its management plan for Castle Rock State
Park. Sempervirens Fund will develop a stewardship fund to support the ongoing
management of the site and protection of the open space resource.

The proposed variance to allow the sign to be 48 square feet in size instead of the 12
square feet allowed by County Code would not result in any environmental impacts.
The size of the sign is appropriate given the length of the parcel's frontage and size of
the parcel. The larger sign would facilitate the orderly access of the parcel by members
of the public and emergency responders. The sign would be located in such a way as
to avoid any impacts to the line of sight for drivers exiting the parcel.

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

community conservation plan?

Discussion: No habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan has
been adopted that includes the subject parcel.

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

Discussion: The project would not include any element that would physically divide an
established community.
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Q. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:

1. Induce substantial population growth [] [] [] X
in an area, either directly (for example,
by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

Discussion: The proposed project would not induce population growth in the area
because the project does not propose any physical or regulatory change that would
remove a restriction to or encourage population growth in an area including, but not
limited to the following: new or extended infrastructure; new commercial or industrial
facilities; large-scale residential development; accelerated conversion of homes to
commercial or multi-family use; or regulatory changes including General Plan
amendments that would induce growth, specific plan amendments, zone
reclassifications, sewer or water annexations; or LAFCO annexation actions. The
project is intended to enhance the amenities at Castle Rock State Park, a use that has
been in the immediate vicinity of the subject parcel for many years.

2. Displace substantial numbers of [] [] X []
existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

Discussion: The subject parcel currently is developed with a house that has been
abandoned for many years. This house would be demolished as a part of the proposed
project. The loss of one unused house does not represent a substantial displacement
of existing housing. There would be a less than significant impact.

3. Displace substantial numbers of [] ] [] X
people, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion: The proposed project would not displace a substantial number of people
since the site is currently operated as a Christmas tree farm with no on-site residential
uses.
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Less than

Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
1. Does the project have the potential to |:| X’ D D

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

Discussion: The potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory were
considered in the response to each question in Section Il of this Initial Study.

Resources that have been evaluated as significant would be potentially impacted by the
project, particularly biological and archaeological resources. However, mitigation has
been included that clearly reduces these effects to a level below significance. This
mitigation includes plant surveys by a qualified biologist to ensure that no protected
species would be negatively affected; measures to protect nesting birds and roosting
bats; and a mitigation to cease construction and contact the appropriate agencies if
archaeological resources or human remains are found. As a result of this evaluation,
there is no substantial evidence that, after mitigation, significant effects associated with
this project would result. Therefore, this project has been determined not to meet this
Mandatory Finding of Significance.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

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

individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?
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Discussion: In addition to project specific impacts, this evaluation considered the
projects potential for incremental effects that are cumulatively considerable. As a result
of this evaluation, no impacts were determined to be potentially significant cumulative
effects. Therefore, this project has been determined not to meet this Mandatory Finding
of Significance.

Less than

Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
3. Does the project have environmental effects D D & D
which will cause substantial adverse effects

on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Discussion: In the evaluation of environmental impacts in this Initial Study, the potential
for adverse direct or indirect impacts to human beings were considered in the response
to specific questions in Section Ill. As noted above, mitigations have been included to
address potential impacts to biological and archaeological impacts to reduce them to
less than significant. There were no impacts warranting mitigation for other issues which
might cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. Traffic and noise were the
most likely impacts to affect the adjacent neighbors. Technical reports, however,
demonstrated that the impacts would be less than significant. As a result of this
evaluation, there is no substantial evidence that, after mitigation, there are adverse
effects to human beings associated with this project. Therefore, this project has been
determined not to meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance.
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IV. REFERENCES USED IN THE COMPLETION OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW INITIAL STUDY
County of Santa Cruz 1994 General Plan for the County of Santa Cruz, California.
Adopted by the Board of Supervisors on May 24, 1994, and certified by the
California Coastal Commission on December 15, 1994.

County of Santa Cruz and the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commission 2071 Santa Cruz County Bicycle Plan

County of Santa Cruz. Geographic Information System

Department of Conservation 2010. Santa Cruz County Important Farmland
2010ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dirp/FMMP/pdf/2010/scr10.pdf

Environmental Health Hazardous Materials Site List
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 2008 Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle
Plan

V. ATTACHMENTS

1. Location Map, Map of Zoning Districts; Map of General Plan Designations, and
Assessor’s Parcel Map.

2. Master Site Plan prepared by Callander Associates 7/15/2013 and Preliminary
Improvement Plans, prepared by Sherwood Design Engineers 7/15/13.
(Improvement Plans on file at the County of Santa Cruz Planning Department)

3. Letter from Chet Bardo, Santa Cruz District Superintendent of California State
Parks, 5/17/13

Design Review Book 2013 Callander Associates

Program Statement 2013 Callander Associates

Parking Management Plan W-trans 7/17/13

Geotechnical Investigation, prepared by GeoForensics Inc., dated 2/14/12
Geotechnical Review Letter, prepared by Carolyn Burke, dated 12/23/13

© ©®© N O g &

Review of Erosion and Relandscaping Plans by GeoForensics Iinc., dated
8/27/13; and Erosion Supplement by GeoForensics Inc., dated 8/20/13

10. Discretionary Application Comments
11. Biological Resources Evaluation by Ascent Environmental, dated 4/2014

12.Acceptance Letter for Biological Resources Evaluation and Site Assessment by
Mathew Johnston, County of Santa Cruz Environmental Coordinator, dated
4/11/14; and Letter for Biological Consultation and Field Review by Bill Davilla of
Ecosystems West, dated May 12, 2014

13. APAC minutes and staff report by Annette Olson dated 12/19/13
14. Agricultural Viability Report by Rush and Associates dated 5/1/06
15. Cultural Resources Survey Report by ECORP Consulting Inc. dated 1/13.
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16. Transportation Impact Analysis by W-trans dated 3/4/14
17.Noise Analysis by Ascent Environmental dated 1/13

18. Air Quality Analysis by Ascent Environmental dated 1/13
19. Master Site Plan by Callander Associates, no date

Application Number: 131055

EXHIRIT ¥



Location Map  AmAeHvEN

236_'

T ¢ T %
Lt 4 e
0 |
- _'ﬁ i + AT
i WWE%: »i ‘," “}( 3, i
1 =
A\ 11 %=
. S:cat N' ! .h—-—-—»...«
7,000 3,500 0 21,000
LEGEND "
B3 aPn: 088-081-12 \\\f;ir\;\ L
;r“:w} Assessors Parcels ‘:
—— OStreets Mg Created by
m—— Otate Highways ff’;""’y of Satta Cruz
mring Departnont
D County Boundary March 2613
" 1
»
EXHIBIT
ACHM



ng Map ATTACHMENT

LEGEND
2P N: 088-081-12

{:‘Tj Azsessors Parcels

Streets

e State Highways

D County Boundary
AGRICULTURE COMMERCIAL
SPECIAL USE

TIMBER PRODUCTION

Map Created by
Coundy of Sata Cruz
Flaating Deportment

March 2613

EXHIBIT F] +

ALIACHMENT -




ATTACHMENT

General Plan Designation Map

LEGEND N
D APN:088081-12 /,-"[
{:t::g Assessors Parcels “L-l& L
Ay
= Streets g
h
e State Highuy ays
D County Boundary b&g ?ﬂﬁby
Agriculture Plannieg Deportinent
March 2013
Parks and Recreation Vl | n
Residentiat Mountain EAEME 5 .';JIT F ‘

ATTACHMENT £~

|



1

r
=]
g
FOR TAX PURPOSES ONLY POR. SECS. 7,17 & 18, T.8S., R2W.,, M.D.B. & M. Tax Area Code 88-B%
THE ASSESSOR MAKES NO GUARANTEE AS TO MAP ACCURAGY NOR ASSUMES ANY 65-021 Oy
LIABILITY FOR OTHER USES. NOT TO BE REPRODUCED. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED, b
©COPYRIGHT SANTA CRUZ COUNTY ASSESSOR 2000 Q e
@ 2500) — Vw .
£
LS
& .
46RS37 8
—w_ 4/29/1966 =
1/4 Sec. Cor. 1= ] 800’
H 1460
&)
m
1/4 Sec. Cor.
36RS49

Rev 3/14/13 CB (Cor linewark on 1-3 & 12 as per 8-0018272)

Rev, 8/31/01 mvm (changed page refs.)
Rev. 6/11/08 mc (6-0018275, LBA 1-11 & 12)

Electronically Redrawn 1/24/00 mvm

Note - Assessor's Parcel & Block
Numbers Shown in Circles.

11/15/1960

Assessor's Map No. 88-08
County of Santa Cruz, Calif.
Jan., 2000

MENT 3

4

Y .

f

A )
i

1A

A



ATTACHMENT

ENTRY DRIVE HITH
MONUMENT SIGN

DECEL ERATION LANE

SANBORN COUNTY
FPARK
GUARDRAIL

PARKING LOT, 90
SPACES

HOOD AND WIRE FENCE,
&' TALL

ACCESS DRIVE TO—
PRIVATE FARCEL

+ 1000-O"

(—————PHASE 21 VISITORS CENTER; + 200" - 500-0" EXISTING ON STREET
SEE ARCHITECTURE PLANS PARKING FOR SANBORN

ALCE] ERATION LANE COUNTY PARK

Revisions

i

e L 5 MLES T Wara

—lm_mﬂ_vm ON STREET
GATE PARKING, MAXIMUM
CAPACITY 30 VEHICLES

. —EX. CASTLE
PARKING. \ ROCK TRAIL PER SITE OBSERVATIONS

S SN 4 » Copyright 2013
A l\/ Calander Assoclatos
7 TR,
g MAXIMUM CAPACITY 43 i

VR R i
o Jﬂ_.:q Ja y
) .ul_‘.%

ACCESS GATE 2 oo T
B PR

NOOD AND z_mmi @%4 -

FENCE, &' TALL N

SPLIT RAIL FENCE AT
PARKING LOT EDGE

FPARKING LOT PERIMETER
SCREENING VESETATION; SEE
PLANTING PLAN -

PRIVATE PARCEL

CONTINUATION OF
ACCESSIBLE TRAILS ON STATE
PARK PARCEL

/QQ

Sempervirens

Fund

CASTLE ROCK

AND EXISTING
STATE PARK

TRAIL

RESTROOM BUILDING

TRASH ENCLOSURE AND
RASH PICK-UP LOCATION

WELCOME PLAZA WITH
INTERPRETIVE SISNAGE
RAIN GARDEN

PHASE C

—_——

PHASING DESCRIPTION

. CONSTRUCTION PHASE | THE FIRST PHASE WILL INCLUDE
THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW ACCESS POINT OFF OF

SKYLINE BOU-EVARD WITH ENTRY MONJMENT SIGN,
ACCESS GATE, ACCESS DRIVE AND GATE TO
NEIGHBORING PROPERTY, |O0' PLANTED VEGETATED
BUFFER, 90 SPACE PARKING AREA, 60 SEAT
AMPHITHEATER, ECOLOGICAL RESTORATION OF THE
DEVELOFMENT FOOTPRINT, ON-SITE TRAILS AND TRAIL
CONNECTIONS TO EXISTING CASTLE ROCK STATE PARK,
TRAILS, A FREESTANDING, PREFABRICATED RESTROOM
BUILDING ADJACENT TC THE PARKING LOT, TRASH
ENCLOSURE, ELECTRONIC PAY STATIONS, BICYCLE RACK,

AMPHITHEATER

G B R LANDSCAPE RESTORATION

LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE ——————— =\ e L PHASING; SEE LANDSCAPE
B RESTORATION AND EROSION

CREEKSIDE PATH WITH CONTROL PLAN

PICNIC TABLES

» HWATER FOUNTAIN, AND AN ACCESSIBLE PICNIC AREA
- . K 2. CONSTRUCTION PHASE I THE SECOND PHASE OF THIS
v L e G 4 PROJECT INCLUDES THE CONSTRUCTION OF AN
Ve 8 . APPROXIMATELY 6,00C 2Q. FT. VISITOR CENTER
P4 O BUILDING, WATER TANK AND ASSOCIATED ACCESS DRIVE
S PHASE | AND PHASE 2 HAVE THE POTENTIAL TC OCCUR
AT THE SAME TIME IF FNDING BECOMES AVAILABLE,

AOBERT C. KIRKWOOD GATE AT SEMPERVIRENS RANCH

CASTLE ROCK STATE PARK
15435 Skyfne Bivd - APN 068-081-12

MASTER SITE PLAN

Santa Cruz County, California

8. CONVEYANGE: THE THIRD PHASE OF THE PROJECT WILL
INVOLVE THE TRANSFER. AND CONVETANCE OF THE LAND

AND IMPROVEMENTS FROM SEMPERVIREN FUNDS TO THE Date THE/M
! CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
/ FOR LONG-TERM MANAGEMENT AND STENARDSHIE. Scale  AS Shown
Drawn
D 3
Chacked z

Projuct No.  11.087

Cadd Féa  T57MS

2

51




ATTACHMENT 2

State of California « Natural Resources Agency Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor

” 4 DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Major General Anthony L. Jackson, USMC (Ret), Director
~ P.O. Box 942896 « Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

May 17, 2013

Ms. Annette Olsen

Project Planner
Development Review
Planning Department
County of Santa Cruz

701 Ocean Street, 4" Floor
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Ms. Olsen:

State Parks has had a very long and successful partnership with Sempervirens Fund. It
started with the establishment of Big Basin Redwoods State Park in 1902, and has
deepened and expanded ever since.

Two years ago we embarked on a park design at Castle Rock with Sempervirens Fund
and others after Sempervirens acquired the adjoining property, previously owned by
Robert and Mary Ann Whalen. This property, which was identified in the Castle Rock
State Park General Plan, has been long considered the best location for the entrance to
the park, but only became available recently. We were obviously gratified when
Sempervirens secured this important site three years ago. We were also pleased when
we learned Robert Kirkwood had generously donated half the funds needed to acquire
the Whalen property, design a new state park entrance, and assist with funding of the
new construction.

During the last year and a half, State Parks has worked closely with Sempervirens Fund
to select the design team and have worked with them to design a new state park
entrance appropriate to the site and consistent with our needs and requirements. The
application Sempervirens Fund submitted to the County of Santa Cruz in March is the
project we mutually agreed upon and would very much like to complete. It would be a
vast improvement over the current entrance and meet all state standards and
specifications for inclusion into the California State Park system.

State Parks is very interested in incorporating this entrance into Castle Rock State Park
and relocating all of our existing day-use parking to this new, preferred location. It would
become a focal point for park visitors and give them more options for discovering this
5,400-acre park that includes rock climbing and bouldering, incredible vistas of the San
Lorenzo River watershed, and 33 miles of hiking trails. Sempervirens Funds has also
agreed to work with us on establishing a Castle Rock stewardship fund, which will assist
in funding park programming so visitors become better aquatinted with this park and its
outstanding recreational opportunities.
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Ms. Olsen
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May 17, 2013

While it is impossible to know exactly when this transfer will take place or when the
entrance will become incorporated into Castle Rock State Park, we are committed to the
success of this project and we will continue to work closely with Sempervirens to ensure
that these important improvements to the park are made available to the visiting public.

Please know that we very much support this project and urge the Santa Cruz County's
Agricultural Commission, Planning Commission, and Board of Supervisors to approve it.
This new entrance will modernize the park, provide new facilities, a safer entrance, and
will welcome Santa Cruz visitors for generations to come.

Sincerely,

@J{ /gf‘\

Chet M. Bardo
Santa Cruz District Superintendent
California State Parks

Cc: Reed Holderman. Sempervirens Fund
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