County of Santa Cruz

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
{831) 454-2580 Fax:(831)454-2131 Tob: (831) 454-2123

KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR
www.sccoplanning.com

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

NOTICE OF PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT PERIOD

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, the following project has been reviewed by the
County Environmental Coordinator to determine if it has a potential to create significant impacts to the
environment and, if so, how such impacts could be solved. A Negative Declaration is prepared in cases
where the project is determined not to have any significant environmental impacts. Either a Mitigated
Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is prepared for projects that may result in a
significant impact to the environment. ‘

Public review periods are provided for these Environmental Determinations according to the
requirements of the County Environmental Review Guidelines. The environmental document is
available for review at the County Planning Department located at 701 Ocean Street, in Santa Cruz.
You may also view the environmental document on the web at www.sccoplanning.com under the
Planning Department menu. If you have questions or comments about this Notice of Intent, please
contact Matt Johnston of the Environmental Review staff at (831) 454-3201

The County of Santa Cruz does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and no person shall, by
reason of a disability, be denied the benefits of its services, programs or activities. If you require
special assistance in order to review this information, please contact Bernice Shawver at (831) 454-
3137 (TDD number (831) 454-2123 or (831) 763-8123) to make arrangements.

PROJECT: Hochler Minor Land Division
APP #: 141228
APN(S): 067-041-14

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project consists of dividing a 37,314 square foot parcel (0.86 acres)
into three parcels of 11,835 net developable square feet (Lot 1; 12,315 net developable square feet (Lot
2); and 10,861 net developable square feet (Lot 3), with a right-of-way of 2,303 square feet. The
proposal does not include Architectural Plans as no building is contemplated as part of this Minor Land
Division. Design Guidelines have been submitted with the application to guide future building of two
single-family dwellings on each of the two newly-created parcels.

PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed project is located on the north side of Lockewood Lane within
the Carbonera planning area in the unincorporated County of Santa Cruz. '
EXISTING ZONE DISTRICT: R-1-10

APPLICANT: Richard Hochler

OWNER: Richard Hochler

'PROJECT PLANNER: Annette Olson

EMAIL: annette.olson@santacruzcounty.us

ACTION: Negative Declaration with Mitigations

REVIEW PERIOD: July 2, 2015 through July 21, 2015.

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




COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
(831) 454-2580 Fax:(831)454-2131 Too: (831) 454-2123
KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR
http://www.sccoplanning.com/

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Project: Hochler Minor Land Division

APN(S): 067-041-14 _
Project Description: The project consists of dividing a 37,314 square foot parcel (0.86 acres) into three
parcels of 11,835 net developable square feet (Lot 1; 12,315 net developable square feet (Lot 2); and
10,861 net developable square feet (Lot 3), with a right-of-way of 2,303 square feet. The proposal does
not include Architectural Plans as no building is contemplated as part of this Minor Land Division. Design
Guidelines have been submitted with the application to guide future building of two single-family
dwellings on each of the two newly-created parcels.

Project Location: The proposed project is located on the north side of Lockewood Lane within the
Carbonera planning area in the unincorporated County of Santa Cruz.

Owner: Richard Hochler

Applicant: Richard Hochler

Staff Planner: Annette Olson

Email: annette.olson@santacruzcounty.us _

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

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 made 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:_July 21, 2015

Date:

TODD SEXAUER, Environmental Coordinator
(831) 454-3511

Updated 6/29/}1
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
INITIAL STUDY/ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Date: June 22,2015 Application Number: 141228
Project Name: Hochler Minor Land Div.  Staff Planner: Annette Olson

. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION
APPLICANT: Richard Hochler APN(s): 067-041-14

OWNER: Richard Hochler SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 5th

PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed project is located on the north side of Lockewood
Lane within the Carbonera planning area in the unincorporated County of Santa Cruz. The
County of Santa Cruz is bounded on the north by San Mateo County, on the south by
Monterey and San Benito counties, on the east by Santa Clara County, and on the south and
west by the Monterey Bay and the Pacific Ocean.

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project consists of dividing a 37,314 square
foot parcel (0.86 acres) into three parcels of 11,835 net developable square feet (Lot 1); 12,315
s.f. net developable square feet (Lot 2); and 10,861 net developable square feet (Lot 3), with a
right-of-way of 2,303 square feet. The proposal does not include Architectural Plans as no
building is contemplated as part of this Minor Land Division (see Figure 2 below). Design
Guidelines have been submitted with the application to guide future building of two single-
family dwellings on each of the two newly-created parcels.

Land Use and Planning
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Aesthetics and Visual Resources
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One aas of this initial evaluation:

[l General Plan Amendment [[] Coastal Development Permiit

Land Division [[1 Grading Permit

[[] Rezoning _ [ ] Riparian Exception

Development Permit [ ] LAFCO Annexation

[ ] Sewer Connection Permit XI Other: Roadside/Roadway Exception
Permit Type/Action _ Agency

Encroachment Permit ' City of Scotts Valley

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

| 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.

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

I 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.

| 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 DECLARATICN, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

TODD SEXAUER, Environmental Coordinator Date

Hochler Minor Land Division . ' Application Number: 141228



_ PROJECT LOCATION MAP
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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| Parcel Size (acres):
Existing Land Use:
Vegetation:

Nearby Watercourse:
Distance To:

Il. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS:

37,314 s.f. (.86 acres)
Residential

Oak woodland, Ponderosa pine

Slope in area affected by project: 0-30%[_]31~100% D N/A
Camp Evers Creek
1,708 feet to the west

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS:

Water Supply Watershed:

Groundwater Recharge:
Timber or Mineral:
Agricultural Resource:

Biologically Sensitive Habitat:

Fire Hazard:
Fioodplain:
Erosion:

Landslide:
Liguefaction:

SERVICES:

Fire Protection:
School District:

Sewage Disposal:

PLANNING POLICIES:

Zone District: R-1-10
General Plan: R-UL

Urban Services Line:
Coastal Zone:

Mapped
Mapped
Not Mapped
Not Mapped
Zayante
Sandhills
Habitat -
IPHCP ares;
Oak .
Woodland
SRA-Mod
No

High
Potential
Not mapped
Not mapped

Scotts Valley

Scotts Valley

Scotts Valley

' Inside
[ ] Inside

Fault Zone:
Scenic Corridor:
Historic:
Archaeology:
Noise Constraint:

Electric Power Lines:

Solar Access:
Solar Orientation:

Hazardous Materials:

Other:

Drainage District:
Project Access:

Water Supply:

Special Designation: n/a

[ ] Qutside
X Outside

None mapped

No
Awailable .
Available

None known

None
Lockewood

1n.

San Lorenzo
Valley Water
District

Hochler Minor Land Division .

Application Number: 141228



ENV!RONMENTAL SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES:
Natural Environment

Santa Cruz County is uniquely situated along the northern end of Monterey Bay
approximately 55 miles south of the City of San Francisco along the Central Coast. The
Pacific Ocean and Monterey Bay to the west and south, the mountains inland, and the prime
agricultural lands along both the northern and southern coast of the county create
limitations on the style and amount of building that can take place. Simultaneously, these
natural features create an environment that attracts both visitors and new residents every
year. The natural landscape provides the basic features that set Santa Cruz apart from the
surrounding counties and require specific accommodations to ensure building is done in a
safe, responsible and environmentally respectful manner.

The California Coastal Zone affects nearly one third of the land in the urbanized area of the
unincorporated County with special restrictions, regulations, and processing procedures
required for development within that area. Steep hillsides require extensive review and
engineering to ensure that slopes remain stable, buildings are safe, and water quality is not
impacted by increased erosion. The farmland in Santa Cruz County is among the best in the
world, and the agriculture industry is a primary economic generator for the County.
Preserving this industry in the face of population growth requires that soils best suited to
commercial agriculture remain active in crop production rather than converting to other
land uses. '

PROJECT BACKGROUND:

The subject property is located on Lockewood Lane, a road maintained by the City of Scotts
Valley. The parcel to be divided is developed with a single-family dwelling and related
improvements. The surrounding area is developed with single-family homes, developed at an
urban low density. The parcel is zoned R-1-10, as are the surrounding properties in the
neighborhood. The General Plan designation for the subject and adjacent lots is Urban
Residential-Low Density (R-UL). The subject site is located within the Urban Services Line.
The parcels across the street from the project site are located within the City of Scotts Valley.

The lot slopes down slightly from west to east. The majority of the parcel is vegetated with a
combination of oak and ponderosa pine trees. The soil consists of silty sand and sand and
constitutes Zayante Sandhills Habitat, which potentially provides habitat for several state
and federally listed endangered plant and animal species. The site is located within the
Interim Programmatic Habitat Conservation Plan (IPHCP) area. Pursuant to the IPHCP and
the approval of the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors, Minor Land Divisions within
the IPHCP are allowed so long as the total area of disturbance is limited to 15,000 square feet
total.

Hochier Minor Land Division ' Application Number: 141228



DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project description is based on a Tentative Map prepared by Robert L. DeWitt and
Associates dated June 2015. The project consists of dividing a 37,314 square foot parcel (0.86
acres) into three parcels of 11,835 net developable square feet (Lot 1); 12,315 s.f net
developable square feet (Lot 2); and 10,861 net developable square feet (Lot 3), with a right-
of-way of 2,303 square feet. The proposal does not include Architectural Plans as no building
is contemplated as part of this Minor Land Division. Design Guidelines have been submitted
with the application to guide future building of two single-family dwellings on each of the
two newly-created parcels.

The Parcel Map for the Minor Land Division would state that all future development for the
newly-created parcels shall be limited to no more than 15,000 square feet of total
disturbance, to include grading, drainage improvements, utility trenching, placement of
impervious surfaces or structures, and landscaping. This 15,000 square feet of new
disturbance is in addition to the existing 6,685 s.f. area of disturbance created by the existing
single-family dwelling and associated improvements.

As this proposal does not include the construction of any structures or improvements, no
grading or drainage plans have been submitted with the application. Conditions of approval
require all future development to maintain existing drainage patterns via retention and
infiltration of additional runoff and to maintain pre-development runoff levels.

The General Plan land use designation for the site, R-UL (Urban Low Density Residential)
allows a density range of 4.4 to 7.2 units per net developable acre, which corresponds to lot
size requirements of 6,000 to 10,000 square feet of net developable parcel area. Due to the
presence of sensitive Sandhills Habitat throughout the entire parcel, further division is not
feasible. Therefore the proposed configuration provides the maximum density possible for
this parcel.

The proposed parcels would obtain water and sewer service from the San Lorenzo Valley
Water District and the City of Scotts Valley respectively.

Haochier Minor Land Division Application Number: 141228



Less than

Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Il ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST
A. AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a D D D 4

scenic vista?

Discussion: The project would not directly impact any public scemic resources, as
designated in the County’s General Plan (1994), or obstruct any public views of these visual
resources.

2. Substantially damage scenic resources, D ] M X
including, but not limited fo, frees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

Discussion: The project site is not located along a County designated scenic road, public

viewshed area, scenic corridor, within a designated scenic resource area, or within a state
scenic highway. Therefore, no impact is anticipated.

3. Substantially degrade the existing visual 4
character or qualily of the site and its L] L] D ‘
surroundings? ‘

Discussion: The existing visual setting is a suburban neighborhood. The proposed project

is designed and landscaped so as to fit into this setting.

4. Create a new source of substantial light
or glare which would adversely affect day D D g D
or nighttime views in the area?
Discussion: The project would create an incremental increase in night lighting. However,
this increase would be small, and would be similar in character to the lighting associated
with the surrounding existing uses

Hochler Minor Land Division ' Application Number: 141228



{.ess than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

B. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberfand, 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 Farmiand, Unique
Farmiand, or Farmiand of Statewide L] L] [ >
Importance (Farmfand), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-
- agricuftural use?

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

2. Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act D D D EE
contract?

Discussion: The project site is zoned R-1-10 {(single-family residential, 10,000 square foot
minimum parcel size) which is not an agricultural zone. Additionally, the project site’s land
is not under a Williamson Act Contract. Therefore, the project does not conflict with
existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Contract. No impact is anticipated.

3. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in L] L] [ @
Public Resources Code Section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code Section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code Section
51104(g))?

Hoéhier Minor Land Division Application Number; 141228



Less than

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

Discussion: The project is not located near land designated as Timber Resource.
Therefore, the project would not affect the resource or access to harvest the resource in the
future.

4. Result in the loss of forest land or _ ] ] ] X
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?
Discussion: No forest land occurs on the project site or in the immediate vicinity. See
discussion under B-3 above. No impact is anticipated.

5. Involve other changes in the existin vy
environment which? due to their Iocgtion D U L] A
or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest

‘use?

Discussion: The project site and surrounding area within a radius of two miles does not

contain any lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide

Importance or Farmland of Local Importance as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to

the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency.

Therefore, no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide, or Farmland of

Local Importance would be converted to a non-agricultural use. In addition, the project site

contains no forest land, and no forest land occurs within about one mile of the proposed

project site. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

C. AIR QUALITY

The significance criteria established by the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Controf

District (MBUAPCD) has been relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the

project:

1.  Conflict !n/ith or qbstruqt implementation of D D X ]
the applicable air quality plan?

Discussion: The project would not conflict with or obstruct any long-range air quality

plans of the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD, Attachment

10). Because general construction activity related emissions (i.e., temporary sources) are

accounted for in the emission inventories included in the plans, impacts to air quality plan

objectives are less than significant. See C-2 below.

General estimated basin-wide construction-related emissions are included in the
MBUAPCD emission inventory (which, in part, form the basis for the air quality plans cited
below) and are not expected to prevent long-term attainment or maintenance of the ozone
and particulate matter standards within the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB).

Hochfer Minor Land Division Application Number: 141228



Less than
Significant

Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No impact

Therefore, temporary construction impacts related to air quality plans for these pollutants
from the proposed project would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be
required, since they are presently estimated and accounted for in the District’s emission
‘inventory, as described below. No stationary sources would be constructed that would be
long-term permanent sources of emissions.

2. Violate any air quality standard or
contributey;ubs?antiaj;ly to an existing or L] L] & [
projected air quality violation?
Discussion: Santa Cruz County is located within the North Central Coast Air Basin
(NCCAB). The NCCAB does not meet state standards for ozone (reactive organic gases
[ROGs] and nitrogen oxides [NOx]) and fine particulate matter (PMi). Therefore, the
regional pollutants of concern that would be emitted by the project are ozone precursors
and PMyo. '

Ozone is the main pollutant of concern for the NCCAB. The primary sources of ROG
within the air basin are on- and off-road motor vehicles, petroleum production and
marketing, solvent evaporation, and prescribed burning. The primary sources of NOx are
on- and off-road motor vehicles, stationary source fuel combustion, and industrial processes.
In 2010, daily emissions of ROGs were estimated at 63 tons per day. Of this, area-wide
sources represented 49 percent, mobile sources represented 36 percent, and stationary
_sources represented 15 percent. Daily emissions of NOx were estimated at 54 tons per day
with 69 percent from mobile sources, 22 percent from stationary sources, and 9 percent
from area-wide sources. In addition, the region is “NOx sensitive,” meaning that ozone
formation due to local emissions is more limited by the availability of NOx as opposed to the
availability of ROGs (MBUAPCD, 2013b).

PMuo is the other major pollutant of concern for the NCCAB. In the NCCAB, highest
particulate levels and most frequent violations occur in the coastal corridor. In this area,
fugitive dust from various geological and man-made sources combines to exceed the
standard. Nearly three quarters of all NCCAB exceedances occur at these coastal sites where
sea salt is often the main factor causing exceedance (MBUAPCD, 2005). In 2005 daily
emissions of PMi were estimated at 102 tons per day. Of this, entrained road dust
represented 35 percent of all PM emission, windblown dust 20 percent, agricultural tilling
operations 15 percent, waste burning 17 percent, construction 4 percent, and mobile
sources, industrial processes, and other sources made up 9 percent (MBUAPCD, 2008).

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

Hochier Minor Land Division . Appﬁcaﬁbn Number: 141228



Less than

Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
tmpact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Project construction may result in a short term, localized decrease in air quality due to
generation of PMw. However, standard dust control best management practices, such as
periodic watering, would be implemented during construction to avoid significant air
quality impacts from the generation of PMo,
3.  Result in a cumulatively considerable net %

increase of any criteriaypoﬂutanr for which D L] a o

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: Project construction would have a limited and temporary potential to
contribute to existing violations of California air quality standards for ozone and PMio
primarily through diesel engine exhaust and fugitive dust. However, the Santa Cruz
monitoring station has not had any recent violations of federal or state air quality standards
mainly through dispersion of construction-related emission sources. BMPs and BACT
described above under C-2 would ensure emissions remain below a level of significance.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
Increase in criteria pollutants. The impact on ambient air quality would be less than
significant.

4.  Expose sensitive receptors fo substantial 53 _
pollutant concentrations? D D Eal D

Discussion: The proposed land division would not generate substantial pollutant
concentrations. Emissions from future construction activities represent temporary impacts
that are typically short in duration. Impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than
significant.

5. Create objectionable odors affecling a :
substanti;! number of people? J D D D E]

Discussion: California ultralow sulfur diesel fuel with a maximum sulfur content of 15
ppm by weight would be used in all diesel-powered equipment, which minimizes emissions
of sulfurous gases (sulfur dioxide, hydrogen sulfide, carbon disulfide, and carbonyl sulfide).
Therefore, no objectionable odors are anticipated from construction activities associated
with the proposed project, and no mitigation measures would be required. The proposed
project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people;
therefore, impacts are expected to be less than significant.

Hochler Minor Land Division 7 Application Number: 141228



Less than

Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
iy o Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
D. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project: _
1. Have a substantial adverse effect, either D < ‘ D D

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 Wildlife, or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Discussion:

Zayante Sandhills Habitat

The site contains Zayante Sandhills Habitat which is a sensitive habitat and has the
‘potential to support federally and state protected species. Of particular concern for the
subject parcel is the potential for incidental take of the endangered Mount Hermon June
Beetle (MH]B) as the result of the proposed land division. The subject parcel is located
within the Interim Programmatic Habitat Conservation Plan area which allows the project
to be mitigated by buying credits from the Zayante Sandhills Conservation Bank (Bank).
The Bank was established in cooperation with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service to provide
mitigation for small-scale development located within Sandhills Habitat that has been
degraded by dense development. Bank properties support a number of state and federally-
listed plant and animal species and the purchase of credits provides a funding mechanism to
manage and protect the habitat in perpetuity.

One requirement for using the Bank is limiting disturbance to 15,000 square feet per parcel
of record. In this case, that disturbance area would be divided up among the three proposed
parcels. A development envelope corresponding to the maximum 15,000 square feet
disturbance area would be delineated on the parcel map, subject to approval by
Environmental Planning staff, prior to map recordation.

Additionally, conditions of approval require the construction of temporary fencing and
signage prior to the start of any ground disturbance. Pre-construction meetings are also
required prior to construction and all workers at the site would participate in a tailgate
session to learn about the endangered beetle, its habitat, protective measures, and
procedures to follow if any individuals of the MHJB are actually observed at the project site
during the course of all construction-related activities. The tailgate session shall be
conducted by a person knowledgably about the MHJB and its habitats, and approved by the
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service to monitor MHJB during construction. The approved monitor
shall also act as a construction monitor during the erection of the temporary fencing, initial
demolition, grading, and excavation activities.

Hochier Minor Land Division Application Number: 1 41228



Less than

) Significant

Potentially with Less than

Significant Mitigation Significant :
Impact Ingorporated Impact No Impact

The approved monitor would also periodically visit the project site throughout the
construction period to insure that no impacts occur to areas outside the development
envelope. The monitor shall have the authority to immediately stop any activity that does
not comply with the conditions of the IPHCP, and to order any reasonable measures to
avoid the MHJB,

The measures outlined below would also serve to protect any possible occurrence of other
protected animal species on site. According to the Dr. Jodi McGraw, no protected plant
species were observed on site.

Because the conservation value of the Conservation Bank habitat is considered much
greater than that at the project site, and in consideration of the pre-construction protection
measures and Declarations of Restriction to be recorded on the deed of each newly created

- parcel, the potential to significantly impact the biotic resources as a result of the proposed
land division has been mitigated to a less than significant level

Mitigation Measures

BIO-1: Prior to ground disturbance, the developer shall purchase credits from the Zayante
Sandhills Conservation Bank for each square footage of disturbed area.

BIO-2: On each new parcel of record, the property owner shall record a Declaration of
Biotic Restriction acknowledging the sensitive habitat and restoration areas
(template included as Attachment 3). The development envelope shall also be
memorialized in the Declaration. Additional mitigation measures are incorporated
into the Declaration of Restriction, such as requirements for implementing the
Restoration Plan, restrictions against removal of native Sandhills plant species, the
prohibition of ground disturbing activities outside of the development envelope,
the requirement to construct a permanent split rail fence at the edge of the
development envelope to demarcate the restoration area, and restrictions on the
use of permanent outdoor lighting that may attract MHJB.

BIO-3: Prior to any ground disturbance, temporary fencing shall be placed at the edge of
the development envelope and signage will be installed alerting workers to stay
out of the restoration area and noticing that the area is a sensitive habitat.

BIO-4: Prior to any ground disturbance, a pre-construction meeting shall be held. All
workers at the site would participate in a tailgate session to learn about the
endangered beetle, its habitat, protective measures, and procedures to follow if any
individuals of the MH]B are actually observed at the project site during the course
of all construction-related activities. The tailgate session shall be conducted by a
person knowledgably about the MHJB and its habitats, and approved by the U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service to monitor MHJB during construction. The approved
monitor shall also act as a construction monitor during the erection of the
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temporary fencing, initial demolition, grading, and excavation activities.

The approved monitor would also periodically visit the project site throughout the
construction period to insure that no disturbance occurs to areas outside the

development envelope. The monitor shall have the authority to immediately stop
‘any activity that does not comply with the HCP, and to order any reasonable

measures to avoid the MHJB.

The Restoration Plan by Jodi M. McGraw, PhD, dated December 24, 2014
(Attachment 4} shall be implemented, including;

Biomass Removal: All invasive plant biomass, including trunks, branches, leaves,
fruits and seeds shall be disposed of offsite at a green waste recycling facility or
other suitable location. Wood material shall be chipped directly into a container
for off-site disposal (rather than piled on the ground). All other material shall be
similarly hauled off-site. Invasive control treatments shall be conducted during

_years 1, 3, and 5 of the five-year restoration plan. This schedule is designed to

provide effective control, while reducing costs relative to annual treatment;
however, annual treatment can be implemented as resources allow. Follow-up
treatments following year 5 will be necessary to prevent re-establishment of
invasive plans, and should similarly be conducted as resources allow; however,
treatments following the initial five-year period are not a requirement of the
restoration plan.

Planting Plan: A planting plan shall be developed based on the conditions at the
time and availability of native plants. Suitable species include, but are not limited
to, coast live oak, ponderosa pine, silverleaf Manzanita, buck brush {Ceanorhus
cuneatus var. cuneatus), mock heather (FEricameria ericoides), sticky monkey

 flower (Mimulus aurantiacus), and yarrow (Achillea millefolium). To avoid causing

genetic erosion, the native Sandhills plants installed at the restoration area shall be
from genetic material (seeds or cuttings) derived from the Whispering Pines
Sandhills site or the adjacent Sandhills sites mapped in the Sandhills Conservation
and Management Plan (McGraw 2004). Native shrubs and trees can be installed on
8 foot to 12 foot centers; perennial herbs, if used, could be planted at higher
density. The plantings should complement the existing vegetation, the condition of
which will also influence the total number of plants to be planted.

Annual reports: Annual reports of plan implementation will be provided to the
County of Santa Cruz Planning Department by January 31 the year following
treatment (i.e. years 2, 4, and 6). Each annual report shall include the following:

a. A description of the restoration treatments implemented during the year and to
date;
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b. An assessment of the site conditions including invasive plant and native plant
cover effectiveness of the restoration to date; and

c. ‘Recommended changes to the treatments based on the adaptive management
process.

With the implementation of the above mitigations and purchase of Conservation Bank
credits for each square foot of disturbance, the potential to significantly impact the biotic
resources as a result of the proposed land division has been mitigated to a less than
significant level.

- 2. Have a substantial adverse effect on any D 2 ] ]
riparian habitat or sensitive natural

community identified in local or regionafl

plans, policies, regulations (e.g., wetland,

native grassland, special forests, intertidal

‘zone, etc.) or by the California

Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service?

Discussion:

The site contains Zayante Sandhills Habitat, a sensitive habitat, and there is therefore the
potential for incidental take of the endangered Mount Hermon June beetle. See the
response to Item D-1 above. Implementation of the mitigation measures Bio-1 through Bio-
5 would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

3.  Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined by D D D b
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, efc.} through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

Discussion: There are no mapped or designated federally protected wetlands on or

adjacent to the project site.  Therefore, no impacts would occur from project
implementation.

4 interfere substantially with the movement D [] X ]
of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

Discussion: The proposed project does not involve any activities that would interfere
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with the movements or migrations of fish or wildlife, or impede use of a known wildlife
nursery site.

5. Conflict with any local policies or ] B4 ] ]
ordinances protecting biological resources
{such as the Sensitive Habitat Ordinance,
Riparian and Wetland Protection
Ordinance, and the Significant Tree
Protection Ordinance)?

Discussion:
Zayante Sandhills Habitat

The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances. Although the Zayante
Sandhills is a sensitive habitat, the project complies with the criteria for use of the
Conservation Bank for mitigation (e.g. no more than 15,000 square feet of disturbance area
and location within the IPHCP area).

Qak Woodland

The property supports several oak trees, including three 28” diameter at breast height
(D.B.H.) oaks located towards the front of the property, an 18” D.B.H. twin oak, and a 32”
D.B.H. twin oak. Oak trees are protected by the County’s sensitive habitat ordinance and
also by the State of California’s Oak Woodland Conservation Act of 2001 when 10% of the
canopy is oak trees. No trees are proposed for removal as a part of the project, therefore the
following mitigations focus on the retention and protection of the existing trees.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-6: Prior to construction, the property owner shall submit an arborist report with tree
protection recommendations. Those recommendations shall be shown on the
project plans. The same arborist shall also provide a plan review letter evaluating
whether or not the recommendations are properly reflected on the project plans.
Prior to ground disturbance, the recommended tree protection measures shall be
installed.

BIO-7: "As a part of the Declaration of Biotic Restriction, the oak trees will be identified as
being protected in perpetuity. Any tree removals necessary for safety reasons shall
be removed as a part of a Significant Tree removal permit.

Impacts from project implementation would be less than significant with mitigation
incorporated.

6.  Conlflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural D D D IX}
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
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conservation plan?

Discussion: The proposed project would not conflict with the provisions of the adopted
IPHCP (Interim Programmatic Habitat Conservation Plan) for the Sandhills habitat or any
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan (see discussion under D-1).
Therefore, no impact would occur.

7. Produce nighttime fighting that would
substantially ilfuminate wildlife habitats? L] & L] L]

Discussion:

Zavante Sandhills Habitat

The development area is within Sandhills Habitat, a habitat which supports federally and
~ state protected Mount Herman June Beetle. The Mount Herman June Beetle could be
adversely affected by a new or additional source of light that is not adequately deflected or
minimized. The following mitigation would reduce any potential impact to a less than
significant level:

Mitigation Measures

BIO-8: Permanent outdoor lighting shall be minimized and shall be shielded by fixture
design or other means to minimize illumination of surrounding areas. Light sources that do
not attract insects (e.g. yellow or sodium vapor bulbs) shall be used if outdoor lighting is
necessary (e.g. security).

With implementation of mitigation measure Bio-8, the impact of any nighttime lighting
resulting from the project would be less than significant.

E. 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
15064.5? '

Discussion: The existing structure(s) on the property is/are not designated as a historic
resource on any federal, state or local inventory. In addition, according to the
Archeological Records Search and Survey report prepared by Mathew Armstrong, M.A.
with Pacific Legacy, May 16, 2008 (Attachment 5), there is no evidence of historic
resources. As a result, no impacts to historical resources would occur from project
implementation.

2. Cause a substantial adverse change in ] ] X ]
the significance of an archaeological
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resource pursuarit to CEQA Guidelines
Section 156064.57

Discussion: According to the Archeological Records Search and Survey report prepared
by Mathew Armstrong, M.A. with Pacific Legacy, May 16, 2008 (Attachment 5), there is no
evidence of pre-historic cultural resources. However, pursuant to Section 16.40.040 of the
Santa Cruz County Code, if archeological resources are uncovered during construction, the
responsible persons shall immediately cease and desist from all further site excavation and
comply with the notification procedures given in County Code Chapter 16.40.040.

Impacts are expected to be less than significant.

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

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

4. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique : ;
 paleontological resource or site or unique D D [:] &
geologic feature?

Discussion: No unique paleontological resources or unique geologic features are known
to occur in the vicinity of the proposed project. No impacts are anticipated.

F. GEOLOGY AND SQILS
Would the project:

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

- A, Rupture of a known earthquake fault, [] ] X ]
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
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known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Speciaf
Publication 42.
B.  Strong seismic ground shaking? ] ]
C. Seismic-related ground failure, ] ] ]

including liquefaction?

D.  Landslides? u | O = ]

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 seven miles southwest of
‘the San Andreas fault zone, and approximately six miles northeast of the Zayante-Vergeles
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.

All of Santa Cruz County is subject to some hazard from earthquakes. However, the project
site is not located within or adjacent to a county or state mapped fault zone. A geotechnical
investigation for the proposed project was performed by Adrian Garner of CMAG
Engineering, Inc. (Attachment 6). The report concluded that, the soils that underlie the site
are very loose and moderately compressible silty sands and poorly graded sands with silt in
varied in color, moisture content, and density. To minimize the potentiai for differential
settlement, the consulting geotechnical engineer recommends overexcavation and
recompaction of the surface layer. While the near-surface soils exhibit high erosion
potential, the project conditions of approval require all future construction to adhere to
industry best management practices for erosion control during construction.

The geotechnical report did not identify landslides, lateral spreading, or liquefaction as areas
of concern based on silty sand and sandy soils found on the site. Additionally, groundwater
was not encountered during the field exploration and the topography is relatively flat. The
geotechnical report did not identify fault zones, fault traces, or landslides on or around the
subject parcel. The report provides recommendations for grading and foundation design and
the applicant would be required to submit an update to this report that reflects the
requirements of the most current California Building Code, prior to any future building
permit issuance. Final building foundations and grading plans must comply with the most
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current California Building Code to resist seismic shaking and avoid structural collapse and
shall be reviewed and approved by Environmental Planning staff prior to parcel map
recordation.

The topography of the site is relatively flat. Surrounding land is also primarily flat; therefore
the potential for significant impacts due to erosion on the site is low. Additionally landslides
are not an area of concern for the proposed development.

Implementation of the additional conditions included in the review letter prepared by
~ Environmental Planning staff (Attachment 7) will serve to further reduce the potential risk
of seismic shaking.

2. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is V%
unstable, or that would become unstable L] L] = L]
as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site landslide, Iateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
- collapse?

Discussion: The geotechnical report cited above (see Discussion under F-1) did not
identify a significant potential for damage caused by any of these hazards.

3. Develop land with a slope exceeding D ] M ]
30%7? "

Discussion: The subject parcel does not have slopes exceeding 30%.

4.  Result in substantial soil erosion or the t‘_‘[ ] X ]

loss of topsoil?

Discussion: Some potential for erosion exists during the construction phase of the
project, however, this potential is minimal because of the relatively flat project site and
standard erosion controls are a required condition of the project. Prior to approval of a
grading or building permit, the project must have an approved Erosion Control Plan
(Section 16.22.060 of the County Code), which would specify detailed erosion and
sedimentation control measures. The plan would include provisions for disturbed areas to
be planted with ground cover and to be maintained to minimize surface erosion. Impacts
from soil erosion or loss of topsoil would be considered less than significant.

- 5. Belocated on expansive soil, as defined 4
in Section 1802.3.2 of the California D L] D

Building Code (2007), creating substantial

risks to life or property?

Discussion: There is no indication that the development site is subject to substantial risk
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caused by expansive soils. Therefore, no impact is anticipated.

6. Have soils incapable of adequately %
supporting the use of septic tanks, leach D D D A
fields, or afternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?

Discussion: No septic systems are proposed. The project would connect to the Santa Cruz
County Sanitation District, and the applicant would be required to pay standard sewer
‘connection and service fees that fund sanitation improvements within the district as a
Condition of Approval for the project.

7. Result in coastal cfiff erosion? D D D 4

AN

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. No impact is anticipated.

G. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:

1.  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, |
either directly or indirectly, that may have D D % D
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. Santa Cruz County has recently adopted a Climate Action
Strategy (CAS) intended to establish specific emission reduction goals and necessary actions
to reduce greenhouse gas levels to pre-1990 levels as required under AB 32 legislation. The
strategy intends to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and energy consumption by
implementing measures such as reducing vehicle miles traveled through the County and
regional long range planning efforts and increasing energy efficiency in new and existing
buildings and facilities. All project construction equipment would be required to comply
with the Regional Air Quality Control Board emissions requirements for construction
equipment. As a result, impacts associated with the temporary increase in green house gas
emissions are expected to be less than significant.

2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or |
regulation adopted for the purpose of L] L ] [
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?

Discussion: See the discussion under G-1 above. No significant impacts are anticipated.
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H. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:
1. Create a significant hazard to the public or D D Ez] D

the environment as a result of the routine
transport, use or disposal of hazardous
materials?

Discussion: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment. No routine transport or disposal of hazardous materials is proposed.
.However, during construction, fuel would be used at the project site. Best management
practices would be used to ensure that no impacts would occur. Impacts are expected to be
less than significant.

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

Discussion: Please see discussion under H-1 above. Project impacts would be considered
-less than significant.

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

Discussion: No school is located within one-quarter mile of a school. Brooknoll
Elementary is located approximately 1.8 miles to the south of the project site. Although
fueling of equipment is likely to occur within the staging area, best management practices
would be implemented. No impacts are anticipated.

4.  Be located on a site which is included on
a list of hazardous materials sites D D D @
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 June 4, 2015 list of hazardous sites in
Santa Cruz County compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. No impacts
are anticipated from project implementation.
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5. For a project located within an airport land M M ] X

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 two miles of a public airport or
public use airport. No impact is anticipated.

6.  For a project within the vicinity of a privafe ]
airstrip, would the project result in a safety D D D
hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

" Discussion: The proposed project is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. No
impact is anticipated.

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

response plan or emergency evacuation

plan?
Discussion: The proposed project would not conflict with implementation of the County
of Santa Cruz Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 2010-2015 (County of Santa Cruz, 2010).
Therefore, no impacts to an adopted emergency response plan or evacuation Plan would
occur from project implementation.

8.  Expose people or structures to a 7
significant risk of loss, injury or death D D X D
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

Discussion: The proposed project is located in a moderate Fire Hazard Area. However,
the project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code requirements and includes fire
protection devices as required by the local fire agency. Impacts would be less than
significant.

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

1. Violate any water quality standards or 4
waste discharge requirements? [ [ - [

Discussion: The project would not discharge runoff either directly or indirectly into a
public or private water supply. However, runoff from this project may contain small

Hochler Minor Land Division Application Number: 141228



Less than

) Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

amounts of chemicals and other household contaminants. No commercial or industrial
activities are proposed that would contribute contaminants. Potential siltation from the
proposed project would be addressed through implementation of erosion control best
management practices (BMPs). No water quality standards or waste discharge requirements
would be violated. Impacts would be less than significant.

2. 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 obtain water from San Lorenzo Valley Water District and
would not rely on private well water. Although the project would incrementally increase
water demand, San Lorenzo Water District has indicated that adequate supplies are
available to serve the project (Attachment 8). '

Although the proposed project would be located in a mapped groundwater recharge area,
the proposal would be consistent with General Plan policies 5.8.2 (Land Division and
Density Requirements in Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas) in that the project site is
located within the urban services line; 5.8.3 (Uses in Primary Groundwater Recharge
Areas), and 5.8.4 (Drainage Design in Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas). The project
would also be consistent with Section 7.79.110 of the County Code (New Development and
Redevelopment). The code states, “All responsible parties shall mitigate impacts due to
development and implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) per the County Design
Criteria adopted by the County of Santa Cruz and Chapters 16.20 and 16.22 SCCC to control
the volume, runoff rate, and potential pollutant load of stormwater runoff from new
development and redevelopment projects to minimize the generation, transport, and
discharge of pollutants, prevent runoff in excess of predevelopment conditions, and
maintain predevelopment groundwater recharge.” No adverse impact would occur to
groundwater recharge with project implementation.

3. Substantially alter the existing drainage ] ] [ @
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on-
or off-site?
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Discussion: The proposed project is not located near any watercourses, and would not
alter the existing overall drainage pattern of the site. Department of Public Works Drainage
Section staff and the City of Scotts Valley Department of Public Works have reviewed and
approved the proposed drainage plan. No impact would occur from project implementation
(Attachment 9).

4. Substantially alter the existing drainage

pattern of th{; site or area, ing’uding J L] D L] b

through the alteration of the course of a

stream or river, or substantially increase

the rate or amount of surface runoff in a

manner which would result in flooding, on-

or off-site?
Discussion: The proposed project is not located near any watercourses, and would not
alter the existing overall drainage pattern of the site. Department of Public Works Drainage
Section staff and the City of Scotts Valley Department of Public Works have reviewed and

-approved the proposed drainage plan (Attachment 9). Impacts from project construction

would be less than significant.

5. Create or contribute runoff water which S
would exceed the capacity of existing or D D A D
planned storm water drainage systems, or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Discussion: Drainage Calculations prepared by Robert L. DeWitt, dated January 8, 2015,
have been. reviewed for potential drainage impacts and accepted by the County Department
of Public Works (DPW} Drainage Section staff as well as the reviewer for the City of Scotts
Valley, Joel Ricca of Bowman and Williams, Consulting Civil Engineers and Land Surveyors
(Attachment 9). The calculations, which are based on a conservative assumption that
development will be maximized on the lots, show that the two-year storm can be
accommodated on site with small gravel beds to facilitate infiltration. The runoff rate from
the property would be controlled by first retaining water on-site through retention
volumes. If those volumes are exceeded then the runoff would be directed down the new
right-of-way to the drainage facilities located in the Lockewood Lane right-of-way. Mr.
Ricca has determined that existing storm water facilities are adequate to handle the increase
in drainage associated with the project. Refer to response I-1 for discussion of urban
contaminants and/or other polluting runoff. Impacts would be considered less than
significant.

6.  Otherwise substantially degrade water D D g D
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quality?

Discussion: Please see discussion under I-1 above. Impacts would be considered less than
significant with the implementation of BMPs.

7. Place housing within a 100-year flood ] ] [] X
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 May 16, 2012, no housing or any other development lies
within a 100-year flood hazard area.

8. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area _ '
structures which would impede or redirect o L] 1 <
flood flows?

Discussion: According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National
Flood Insurance Rate Map, dated May 16, 2012, no portion of the project site lies within a
100-year flood hazard area. Therefore, the proposed project would not impede or redirect
flood flows. No impact would occur.

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

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

Discussion: The proposed project would not increase the risk of flooding and would not
lead to the failure of a levee or dam. No impact would occur.

10. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or D D D ]
mudflfow?

Discussion: There are two primary types of tsunami vulnerability in Santa Cruz County.
The first is a teletsunami or distant source tsunami from elsewhere in the Pacific Ocean.
This type of tsunami is capable of causing significant destruction in Santa Cruz County.
However, this type of tsunami would usually allow time for the Tsunami Warning System
for the Pacific Ocean to warn threatened coastal areas in time for evacuation (County of
Santa Cruz 2010).

The more vulnerable risk to the County of Santa Cruz is a tsunami generated as the result of
an earthquake along one of the many earthquake faults in the region. Even a moderate
earthquake could cause a local source tsunami from submarine landsliding in Monterey Bay.
A local source tsunami generated by an earthquake on any of the faults affecting Santa Cruz

Hoch;’er.Mr.'nor Land Division . - Application Number: 141228



Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
impact incorporated Impact No Impact

County would arrive just minutes after the initial shock. The lack of warning time from
such a nearby event would result in higher causalities than if it were a distant tsunami
{County of Santa Cruz 2010).

The project site is located approximately 5.6 miles inland at, approximately 600 feet of
elevation, a distance and elevation beyond the effects of a tsunami. In addition, no impact
from a seiche or mudflow is anticipated. No impact would occur.

J. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Would the project:
1. Physically divide an established ] ] (] IXI
community? )

Discussion: The proposed project does not include any element that would physically
divide an established community. No impact would occur.

2. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, D D D S
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmentaf
effect?

Discussion: The proposed project does not conflict with any regulations or policies

adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. No impacts are
anticipated.

3. Conflict with any applicable habitat ‘ <]
' conservation plan or natural community D L—’[ D —
conservation plan?

Discussion: As mitigated, the proposed project would be consistent with the IPHCP. See
the response to D-1, D-5, and D-7.

K. MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

1.  Result in the loss of availability of a known '
mineral resource that would be of value to D L] L] b
the region and the residents of the state?
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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 r:n the loss of avaifability ofa D D D ]
locally-important mineral resource '

recovery site delineated on a local general

plan, specific plan or other fand use plan?
Discussion: The project site is zoned R-1-10 (Single-family residential, 10,000 s.f.
minimum parcel size), which is not an Extractive Use Zone (M-3) nor does it have a Land
Use Designation with a Quarry Designation Overlay (Q) (County of Santa Cruz 1994).
Therefore, no potentially significant loss of availability of a known mineral resource of
locally important mineral resource recovery (extraction) site delineated on a local general
plan, specific plan or other land use plan would occur as a result of this project.

‘L. NOISE
Would the project result in:

1. Exposure of persons fo or generation of ] ] =4 ]
noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agenicies?

Discussion:

Per County policy, average hourly noise levels shall not exceed the General Plan threshold
of 50 Leq during the day and 45 Leq during the nighttime. Impulsive noise levels shall not
exceed 65 db during the day or 60 db at night. The subject parcel is surrounded by parcels
developed with single-family dwellings and is not located adjacent to a heavily traveled
roadway or stationary noise source; therefore, the proposed creation of two additional
parcels would not have the potential to expose people to noise levels in excess of General
Plan standards.

2. Exposure of persons to or generation of ] ' ] [E ]
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Discussion: The use of construction equipment would potentially generate vibration in
the project area. The two nearest residential properties are located at approximately about
20 feet to the northeast and the southwest of the project site on Lockewood Lane. Due to
this distance, none of the area residences would experience significant groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels during construction activities associated with the
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proposed project. Therefore, Impacts would be considered less than significant

3. A substantial permanent increase in ] ] X1 ]
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

Discussion: The proposed project would not result in a permanent increase in the ambient
noise level. The main source of ambient noise in the project area is traffic noise along
Lockewood Lane. However, no substantial increase in traffic trips is anticipated as a result
of the proposed project. Impacts are expected to be less than significant.

4. - A substantial temporary or periodic 4 '
increase in ambient noise levels in the D D - D
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

Discussion: See discussion under L-1 above. Noise generated during project construction
would increase the ambient noise levels in adjacent areas. Construction would be
temporary, however, and given the limited duration of this impact it is considered to be less
than significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures.

5. For a project located within an airport land
' use plan or, where such a plan has not D D D &
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 within two miles of a public airport. Therefore,

the proposed project would not expose people residing or working in the project area. No
impact is anticipated.

6.  For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrig Miould the project expj:)se pgop!e D D El x
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
Discussion: The proposed project is not within two _mﬂés of a private airstrip. Therefore,
the proposed project would not expose people residing or working in the project area. No
impact is anticipated.
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M. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project: .
1. Induce substantial population growth in an ] ] M )

area, either directly (for example, by

proposing new homes and businesses) or

indirectly (for example, through extension
. of roads or other infrastructure)?

Discussion: The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in an
area because the project does not propose any physical or regulatory change that would
remove a restriction to or encourage population growth in an area including, but limited to
the following: new or extended infrastructure or public facilities; new commercial or
industrial facilities; large-scale residential development; accelerated conversion of homes to
commercial or multi-family use; or regulatory changes including General Plan amendments,
specific plan amendments, zone reclassifications, sewer or water annexations; or LAFCO
annexation actions. Development is based upon the General Plan and zoning designations
for the parcel which is located within the urban services area. No impact would occur.

2.  Displace substantial numbers of existing D l:l D <]
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion: The proposed project would not displace any existing housing. One existing
house would be demolished and, eventually, three houses would be built. No impact would
occur.

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

Discussion: The proposed project would not displace a substantial number of people
since the project is intended to create three additional residential parcels. No impact would
occur,

N. PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project:

1.  Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically alfered
governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order

- fo maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance
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objectives for any of the public services:

a Fire protection? ] L] X []

b, Police protection? [] L] K []
. ¢ Schools? | ] ] X ]
d. Parks? - ] ] B4 D

e. Oth_er public facilities; including the ] ] X ]
maintenance of roads? L

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

0. RECREATION
Would the project:

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

Discussion: The proposed project would not substantially increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities. Impacts would be
considered less than significant.

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

Discussion: The proposed project does not propose the expansion or construction of
additional recreational facilities. No impact would occur.
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P. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Would the project:
1. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance D D X ]

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-moforized travef and
relevant components of the circulation
system, including but not limited fo

- intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths,
and mass transit?

Discussion: The project would create a small incremental increase in traffic on nearby
roads and intersections. However, given the small number of new trips created by the
project—three new trips per morning and afternoon peak, this increase would be less than
significant. Further, the increase would not cause the Level of Service at any nearby
intersection to drop below Level of Service D, consistent with General Plan Policy 3.12.1.

2. Conflict with an applicable congestion ] ] X
management program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and
fravel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

Discussion: In 2000, at the request of the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commission (SCCRTC), the County of Santa Cruz and other local jurisdictions exercised the
option to be exempt from preparation and implementation of a Congestion Management
Plan (CMP) per Assembly Bill 2419. As a result, the County of Santa Cruz no longer has a
Congestion Management Agency or CMP. The CMP statutes were initially established to
create a tool for managing and reducing congestion; however, revisions to those statutes
progressively eroded the effectiveness of the CMP. There is also duplication between the
CMP and other transportation documents such as the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
and the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP). In addition, the goals of the
CMP may be carried out through the Regional Transportation Improvement Program and
the Regional Transportation Plan. Any functions of the CMP which are useful, desirable
and do not already exist in other documents may be incorporated into those documents,

The proposed project would not conflict with either the goals and/or policies of the RTP or
with monitoring the delivery of state and federally-funded projects outlined in the RTIP.
No impact would occur.
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3. Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, D !:l D <

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

Discussion: No change in air traffic patterns would result from project implementation.
Therefore, no impact is anticipated.

4. Sub;tantialfy increase hazards due to a D D D &

design feature (e.g., sharp curves or

dangerous intersections) or incompatible

uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
Discussion: The proposed development would result in three additional parcels and the
construction of a new right-of-way to serve the parcels in a residential neighborhood. The
project would take access from the new right-of-way which is accessed from Lockewood
Lane, a road within the City of Scotts Valley’s jurisdiction. No impacts would occur with
project implementation. '

5. Result in inadequate emergency access? ] ] D | &

Discussion: The project’s road access has been reviewed and approved by the Scotts
Valley Fire Protection District {Attachment 9).

6.  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or ] ] % D
programs regarding public fransit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facifities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities?

Discussion: The project would include a 24-foot wide right-of-way which requires a
Roadside / Roadway Exception. The County’s Design Criteria’s minimum urban local street
requires a 40-foot wide right-of-way which includes area for parking, landscaping and a
sidewalk. In this case, because the roadway serves just three-houses, the reduced right-of-
way would be adequate to provide safe ingress and egress for vehicles and pedestrians. As
noted above, the Scotts Valley Fire Protection District reviewed and approved the proposed
design. In addition, the City of Scotts Valley Department of Public Works reviewed and
accepted the proposed design. The project would not conflict with any adopted policies,
plans or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities.

Q. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:

1. Exceed wastewater ireaiment ] [] [] X
requirements of the applicable Regional _
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Water Quality Control Board?

Discussion: The proposed project’s wastewater flows would be treated by the City of
Scotts Valley (Attachment 8). Therefore, the proposed project would not violate any
wastewater treatment standards. No significant impacts would occur from project
implementation.

2. Require or result in the construction of D D D S
new water or wastewater freatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Discussion: The project would connect to an existing municipal water supply. San
Lorenzo Water District has determined that adequate supplies are available to serve the
project (Attachment 8). No impact would occur from project implementation.

Municipal sewer service is available to serve the project, as reflected in the attached letter
from the the City of Scotts Valley Public Works Department (Attachment 8). No impact
would occur from project implementation.
3. Require or result in tfje constrt_.'_cfion of ] ] <] ]
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the

construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Discussion: Drainage analysis of the project provided by Robert L. Dewitt, January 8,
2015 concluded that the existing storm water drainage facilities are adequate to serve the
proejct. Department of Public Works Drainage staff and Joel Ricca of Bowman and
Williams for the City of Scotts Valley have reviewed the drainage information and have
determined that downstream storm facilities are adequate to handle the increase in drainage
associated with the project (Attachment 9). Therefore, no additional drainage facilities
would be required for the proposed project. No impacts are expected to occur from the
proposed project.

4.  Have sufficient water supplies available fo ] ] X D
serve the project from existing
entittements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

Discussion: The San Lorenzo Valley Water District has indicated that adequate water
. supplies are available to serve the project and has issued a will-serve letter for the proposed

‘project, subject to the payment of fees and charges in effect at the time of service
(Attachment 8). The development would also be subject to the water conservation
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requirements. Therefore, existing water supplies would be sufficient to serve the proposed
project, and no new entitlements or expanded entitlements would be required. Impacts
would be less than significant.

5. Result in determination by the wastewater D [‘_“] D ]
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 City of Scotts Valley Department of Public Works has indicated that
adequate capacity is available to serve the project and has issued a will-serve letter for the
proposed project, subject to the payment of fees and charges in effect at the time of service
(Attachment 8). Therefore, existing wastewater treatment capacity would be sufficient to
serve the proposed project. Please see discussion under Q-2 above. No impact would occur
from project implementation.

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

Discussion: Due to the small incremental increase in solid waste generation by the
proposed project during demolition, construction and operations, the impact would not be
significant.

7. Comply with. federal, state, and local 4
statutes and regulations related to solid D D D =
waste?

Discussion: The project would comply with all federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste disposal. No impact would occur.

R. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

1.  Does the project have the potential to D g [] L—_[
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
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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 III (A through Q) of this Initial Study. Resources that

" have been evaluated as significant would be potentially impacted by the project,
particularly protected species associated with Zayante Sandhills and oak woodland.

'However, mitigations have been included that reduces these effects to a level below
significance. These mitigations include: the purchase of credits from the Zayante Sandhills
Conservation Bank (Bank); a disturbance limitation of 15,000 square feet; the
implementation of the Restoration Plan; monitoring during construction by a qualified
monitor; the recordation of Declaration of Biotic Restriction; and a Development Envelope
would be required to be reviewed and approved by Environmental Planning staff to ensure
that the future construction will avoid tree removal and habitat impact. 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.

2. Does the project have impacts that are 7

individualg/ !i{nited, but cfmulaﬁveiy D A D D

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)?
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, it has been determined that there is no substantial evidence that there are
significant cumulative effects associated with this project. Mitigations have been included to
insure that impacts to the Zayante Sandhills and oak woodland habitats will not be
significant. Those mitigations include limiting the disturbance area to 15,000 square feet;
the recordation of a Declaration of Biotic Restriction; and the establishment of a
development envelope to avoid tree removals and habitat impacts. Together, mitigations
Bio-1 through Bio-8 will insure that the impacts of the project will not be cumulatively
considerable. Therefore, this project has been determined not to meet this Mandatory
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Finding of Significance.
3. Does the project have environmental D D & D

effects 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 III. As a result of this evaluation, there were determined to be
no potentially significant 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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