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(831) 454-2580 Fax:(831) 454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123

KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR
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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 environmenta!l 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 Romero at (831) 454-
3137 (TDD number (831) 454-2123 or (831) 763-8123) to make arrangements.

PROJECT: JOHNSON GRADING
APP #: 141037

—————APN(S):-108-161-32,-34, 37,738, 40,46, 47
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project is a proposal to construct a 2,270 foot long
driveway and single family dwelling. The associated scope of work includes approximately 2,100
cubic yards of excavation and 1,500 cubic yards of fill and the removal and replacement of an
existing ephemeral stream crossing. The project requires Preliminary Grading Approval.

PROJECT LOCATION: Project is located on a private drive on the east side of Freedom Boulevard
200 feet past Pleasant Valley Court in the Corralitos area.

EXISTING ZONE DISTRICT: R-A (Residential Agriculture)
APPLICANT: Dee Murray

OWNER: Ralph and Yeelan Johnson

PROJECT PLANNER: Carolyn Burke, (831) 454-5121

EMAIL: Carolyn.Burke@santacruzcounty.us

ACTION: Negative Declaration with Mitigations

REVIEW PERIOD: August 21, 2014 through September 19, 2014

This project will be considered administratively by the Project Planner at the conclusion of
the review period.

Updated 6/29/11
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Project: Johnson Grading APN(S): 108-161-32, 34, 37, 38, 40, 46, 47

Project Description: Proposal to construct a 2,270 foot long driveway and single family dwelling. The
associated scope of work includes approximately 2,100 cubic yards of excavation and 1,500 cubic yards
of fill and the removal and replacement of an existing ephemeral stream crossing. The project requires
Preliminary Grading Approval.

Project Location: The project is located on the east side of a Freedom Boulevard on a prlvate drive
200 feet past Pleasant Valley Court.

Owner: Ralph and Yeelan Johnson
Applicant: Dee Murray

Staff Planner: Carolyn Burke, (831) 454-5121
Email: Carolyn.Burke @santacruzcounty.us

This project will be considered administratively by the Project Planner at the conclusion of the review
period.

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
———projectapplicant would-avoid theeffects or mitigate theeffects toapoint 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: September 19, 2014

Note: This Document is considered Draft until : - v, =

i itis Adopted by the Appropriate County of ~ § ?W / '
i Santa Cruz Decision-Making Body 22

OO A i TOD)D/SE ER, EAvironmental Coordinator

(831)454-3%11




County of Santa Cruz

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW INITIAL STUDY

Date: July 7, 2014 , Application Number: 141037
Staff Planner: Carolyn Burke

I. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION
APPLICANT: Dee Murray APN(s): 108-161-32, 34, 37, 38, 40, 46, 47

OWNER: Ralph and Yeelan Johnson SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 2

PROJECT LOCATION: Take Highway 1 south to Freedom Boulevard. Continue on
Freedom Boulevard to a private drive on the east side of the road, 200 feet past
Pleasant Valley Court.

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Proposal to construct a 2,270-foot-long
driveway and single family dwelling. The associated scope of work includes
approximately 2,100 cubic yards of excavation and 1,500 cubic yards of fill and the
removal and replacement of an existing ephemeral stream crossing. The project
requires Preliminary Grading Approval.

*Eﬂﬁﬁ@NMEWFAtFACT@R&PﬁTENTH&ttﬁFFECTEDﬁMMHh‘ﬁOTbWMQ—
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

OO0O0000X X
HiEEN .

Transportation/Traffic Mandatory Findings of Significance
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DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL(S) BEING CONSIDERED:

[]
L]
L]
L]

Genera_l Plan Amendment |:| Coastal Development Permit

Land Division DXl Preliminary Grading Approval

Rezoning IZ] Riparian Exception
'Development Permit [ ] other:

NON-LOCAL APPROVALS

Other agencies that must issue permits or authorizations: Possible agency permits
required include 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement, 404 Nationwide Permit (NWP
14) and 401 Water Quality Certification

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the lead agency)

On

]

-

]

[]

the basis of this initial evaluation:

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant 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.

| 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 DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
impo/sed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

W///(A ?/20/ 2

Todf/,%xaper ’ Dat 7/

Envifonmental Coordinator

Application Number: 141037



CEQA Environmental Review Initial Study
Page 3

il. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

Parcel Size: 16.916 acres (combined)

Existing Land Use: cattle grazing (undeveloped)

Vegetation: non-native annual grassland field/pasture and riparian

Slope in area affected by project: <] 0 - 30% [_] 31 - 100%

Nearby Watercourse: ephemeral stream on parcel; tributary to Corralitos Lagoon
Distance To: 3,500 feet to Corralitos Lagoon

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS

Water Supply Watershed: No Fault Zone: No
Groundwater Recharge: Yes, partial Scenic Corridor: No

Timber or Mineral: No ' Historic: n/a

Agricultural Resource: Yes Archaeology: No
Biologically Sensitive Habitat: Yes Noise Constraint: No

Fire Hazard: No Electric Power Lines: No
Floodplain: No Solar Access: Yes

Erosion: No Solar Orientation: Open Field
Landslide: No Hazardous Materials: No
Liquefaction: No Other: n/a

SERVICES

Fire Protection: Pajaro Drainage District: Zone 7
School District: Pajaro Valley Project Access: Freedom Boulevard
Sewage Disposal: Septic Water Supply: Domestic Well

PLANNING POLICIES B
Zone District: RA — Residential Agriculture  Special Designation: None
———General-Plan—R-R—Rural-Residential

Urban Services Line: [ ] Inside X] Outside
Coastal Zone: [ ] Inside X] outside

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES:

The affected property consists of 6 parcels with a total acreage of 16.9 acres. The
property has a R-A (Residential Agriculture) zoning designation. Adjacent parcels to the
east and north are zoned A (Agriculture) and C-A (Commercial Agriculture) respectively.
The nearest C-A zoned property line is more than 200 feet from the proposed residence
and associated improvements.

Vegetation on the property consists of non-native annual grassland and for many years
has been used to graze cattle. The property generally slopes westward from a north-
south trending ridge at the eastern most edge of the parcels, with the exception of a
small knoll at the northwest corner of the property (APNs 108-161-46, 47). Site grades
are relatively gentle, varying between 6:1 and 3:1 (H:V); isolated slopes to the west and

Application Number: 141037
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east of the building site on APN 108-161-32 are steeper, varying from 2.5:1 to 3.5:1
(H:V). Soils in the vicinity are sandy loams formed on eolian Aromas Sand deposits and
alluvial terrace deposits with lenses of expansive clay.

- Several drainage features exist on the property. A small drainage exists approximately
50 feet from the westerly property line of parcel 108-161-46 and consists of a small
depression hydrated by a spring and roadway runoff from a driveway to the northwest.
This drainage has been somewhat degraded by a long history of grazing on the
property. A portion of the drainage runoff flows through developed properties along
Pleasant Valley Court to the southwest, to Freedom Boulevard, then south to Corralitos
Lagoon and Corralitos Creek. Separately, a much larger drainage crosses under the
access road to the property on parcel 108-161-40. This ephemeral drainage begins
approximately 2.5 miles above the access road crossing, and in the vicinity of the
crossing supports a variety of riparian vegetation, including willow and blackberry. A
separate colluvial drainage swale is located along the western edge of parcels 108-161-
37, 38. This swale is ephemeral, and does not support any wetland or riparian
vegetation.

PROJECT BACKGROUND:

A lot legality determination was conducted for the subject parcels in 2013, in which the
parcels were deemed legal.

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project consists of the construction of a 2,250-foot-long driveway through
the lower parcels to access an upslope homesite on the eastern ridge on parcel 108-
161-32. Construction of the driveway and residence requires 2,100 cubic yards of
excavation and 1,500 cubic yards of fill, and would disturb approximately 1.5 acres. The
first 600 feet of driveway would be aligned with an existing access road that traverses
parcel 108-161-40 and crosses a small, ephemeral drainage. In order to accommodate
emergency vehicle loading, the project includes an upgrade to the existing drainage
crossing consisting of the installation of a corrugated pipe arch culvert. The culvert
design allows for silt to accumulate in the bottom of the culvert, simulating an “open
bottom” design. Preliminary improvement plans are included as Attachment 2.

Roadway drainage from the lower portion of the driveway would sheet flow directly into
a percolation trench built adjacent to the roadway asphalt section. Runoff from the
upper reaches of the driveway would be collected with traditional asphalt berms and
directed to two dispersion trenches that outlet on the gentle sideslopes of an ephemeral
drainage on parcels 108-161-37 and 38. This drainage is conveyed beneath the
proposed driveway via a 12-inch High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) culvert.

The proposed residence is designed to step down the north-south trending ridgeline on
parcel 108-161-32, incorporating a garage and basement beneath second-story living

Application Number: 141037
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space. The driveway terminates at the residence with a required fire department
turnaround.

Application Number: 141037
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Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

lil. 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? ] ] X []

Discussion (A through D): The project site is located outside of the limits of the State
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone (County of Santa Cruz GIS Mapping, California
Division of Mines and Geology, 2001). However, the project site is located
approximately 4.4 miles southwest of the San Andreas fault zone, and approximately
0.9 mile southwest 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.

A geologic investigation for the project was prepared by Nolan Associates, dated
November 20, 2013 (Attachment 4), and a geotechnical investigation was prepared by
Rock Solid Engineering, Inc., dated November 7, 2013 (Attachment 5). These reports
have been reviewed and accepted by the Environmental Planning Section of the
Planning Department (Attachment 6). The reports conclude that fault rupture would
not be a potential threat to the proposed development. The driveway, home and leach
field locations have all been reviewed and approved by the geotechnical engineer and
geologist as being in conformance with the recommendations of their technical reports

Application Number: 141037
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(Attachment 11).

2. Be located on a geologic unit or soil ] ] X []
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 residence and driveway will be constructed in conformance with the
recommendations of the soils and geology reports and will not be located on soils that
are unstable or would become unstable.

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

Discussion: There are slopes that exceed 30% on the property. However, no
improvements are proposed on slopes in excess of 30%.

4. Result in substantial soil erosion or the D |___| [E D
loss of topsoil?

Discussion: Some potential for erosion exists during the construction phase of the
project, however, this potential is minimal due to the relatively shallow depth of
proposed cuts and fills required for the driveway. Prior to approval of a grading or
building permit, the project would have an approved Stormwater Pollution Control Plan
as required by County Code 7.79.100, 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.

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: There are indications of expansive soils in the area. The project would be
designed to conform to the recommendations of the accepted geotechnical and
geologic reports and would not result in substantial risks to life or property due to
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

Application Number: 141037
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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. No impact is anticipated.

7. Result in coastal cliff erosion? [] [] ] 4

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

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

1. Place development within a 100-year [] [] [] X
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 May 16, 2012, 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 May 16, 2012, no portion of the project site
lies within a 100-year flood hazard area.

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

Discussion: Due to the location of the project approximately 4 miles inland from the
coast, the likelihood of inundation by a seiche or tsunami is negligent. Neither the
geotechnical nor the geologic report identified any potential for mudflows on the
property. No impact is anticipated.

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

Application Number: 141037
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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 project
proponents have applied for and been issued a well permit by the Santa Cruz County
Environmental Health Department, indicating that groundwater supply is adequate in
this area. Although a portion of the driveway is located in a mapped groundwater
recharge area, most driveway runoff would be percolated back into the ground via
dissipation trenches and a percolation ditch adjacent to the roadway. The proposed
residence is not within the mapped groundwater recharge area (Attachment 1).

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: The project would not discharge runoff either directly or indirectly into a
public or private water supply. However, runoff from this project may contain small
amounts of chemicals and other household contaminants. No commercial or industrial
activities are proposed that would contribute contaminants. Potential siltation from the
proposed project would be addressed through implementation of Best Management
Practices (BMPs) outlined in the Stormwater Pollution Control Plan submitted per the
requirements of County Code 7.79.100, which would specify detailed erosion and
sedimentation control measures.

6. Degrade septic system functioning? |:] |:| D X'

Discussion: There is no indication that existing septic systems in the vicinity would be
affected by the project.

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

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

Discussion: The proposed project is not located near any major watercourses, and
would not alter the existing overall drainage pattern of the site. A stream crossing
would be installed within a minor ephemeral drainage on the property, but would
replace an existing crossing and would not alter the course of the drainage. Drainage

Application Number: 141037
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from the roadway would be collected and dispersed to percolate into site soils, thereby
minimizing any increase in runoff. Department of Public Works Drainage Section staff
has reviewed and approved the proposed drainage plan.

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 Drainage staff has reviewed the project and
have determined that existing storm water facilities are adequate to handle the
increase in drainage associated with the project. Refer to response B-5 for discussion
of urban contaminants and/or other polluting runoff.

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

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

Discussion: The project is not located near any FEMA mapped flood plains. The
existing drainage traversed by the driveway is ephemeral, with a shallow channel and
no evidence of scour patterns indicative of high stream flows. No levees or dams exist
in the vicinity of the proposed project. The risk of loss, injury or death due to flooding is
anticipated to be less than significant.

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

Discussion: Runoff from this project may contain small amounts of chemicals and
other household contaminants. No commercial or industrial activities are proposed
that would contribute contaminants. Potential siltation from the proposed project would
be addressed through implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) outlined
in the Stormwater Pollution Control Plan submitted per the requirements of County
Code 7.79.100, which would specify detailed erosion and sedimentation control
measures. '

C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

1. Have a substantial adverse effect, ] [] X []
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations,

Application Number: 141037
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or by the California Department of Fish
and Game, or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Discussion: A Biotic Assessment was prepared for this project by EcoSystems West,
dated September 3, 2013 (Attachment 7). This assessment determined that no
threatened, sensitive, or special status plant species exist on the site and therefore
none would be impacted by the proposed development. A Biotic Report was prepared
for this project by Biosearch Associates, dated May 24, 2013 (Attachment 9) which
evaluated the project site for potential habitat for the Santa Cruz Long-Toed
Salamander (SCLTS) and California Red-Legged Frog (CRLF). This report has been
reviewed and accepted by the Planning Department Environmental Coordinator
(Attachment 10). The report found that the property is within 1.2 miles of two known
Santa Cruz Long-Toed Salamander (SCLTS) breeding ponds, and within 1 mile of one
known California Red-Legged Frog (CRLF) breeding pond. Multiple other potential
breeding ponds for both species exist within one mile of the property, but due to the
lack of long-term standing water no breeding ponds for either species exist on site.
While these species do not breed on site, the grasslands may provide upland habitat
for use during their migration between breeding and non-breeding habitats. The small
spring-fed drainage in the northwest corner of parcel 108-161-46 at best provides
marginal over-summering habitat for SCLTS and foraging and sheltering habitat for
CRLF, however this area would not be impacted by proposed development.

While the Biotic Report concluded that no significant impact would occur to the CRLF
and SCLTS, conditions of the biotic approval have been imposed to further reduce
potential impacts. The biotic report acceptance letter authored by Matthew Johnston,
Environmental Coordinator (Attachment 10) lists restrictions on disturbance
timeframes, use of retaining walls, and swimming pool construction. The conditions of

approval for this development permit will also require that the drainage on parcel 108-
161-46 be fenced to prevent cattle and other livestock from grazing and ailow
revegetation of the area, and if parcel 108-161-46 is developed in the future a full
restoration plan will be implemented that would include removal of non-native plant
species and revegetation with native wetland, upland and riparian plant species.

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

Discussion: The proposed project includes the replacement of an existing concrete
crossing over a small, ephemeral drainage with a new concrete arch culvert with a

Application Number. 141037
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natural channel bottom. Replacement of this crossing requires a Riparian Exception
issued by the County of Santa Cruz. The Riparian Exception will incorporate the
following conditions of approval of this permit: construction of the crossing must take
place between April 15 and October 15 to avoid the rainy season, erosion and
sediment measures will be in place at all times during construction, a spill prevention
and response plan including all appropriate products will be available at the project site
during the course of construction activities, and following construction the disturbed
area will be revegetated and enhanced with native plant species replaced at a 3:1
ratio. These mitigations will prevent the proposed work from having an adverse impact
on the riparian habitat.

A possible wetland does exist at the northwest corner of parcel 108-161-46, but no
development is planned in this area. The grassland on site is composed of non-native
grass species and is not considered sensitive habitat.

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: A Biotic Assessment was prepared for this project by EcoSystems West,
dated September 3, 2013 (Attachment 7). A Biotic Report was prepared for this project
by Biosearch Associates, dated May 24, 2013 (Attachment 9). This report has been
reviewed and accepted by the Planning Department Environmental Coordinator
(Attachment 10). The report found that the property is within 1.2 miles of two known
Santa Cruz Long-Toed Salamander (SCLTS) breeding ponds, and within 1 mile of one
known California Red-Legged Frog (CRLF) breeding pond. Multiple other potential
breeding ponds for both species exist within one mile of the property, but due to the
lack of long-term standing water no breeding ponds for either species exist on site.
While these species do not breed on site, the grassiands may provide upland habitat
for use during their migration between breeding and non-breeding habitats. The small
spring-fed drainage in the northwest corner of parcel 108-161-46 provides marginal
over-summering habitat for SCLTS and foraging and sheltering habitat for CRLF. This
area would not be impacted by proposed development. Both the Biotic Assessment
and Biotic Report concluded that no significant impact would occur to CRLF and
SCLTS.

While the Biotic Report concluded that no significant impact would occur to the CRLF
and SCLTS, conditions of the biotic approval have been imposed to further reduce
potential impacts. The biotic report acceptance letter authored by Matthew Johnston,
Environmental Coordinator (Attachment 10) lists restrictions restrictions on disturbance
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timeframes, use of retaining walls, and swimming pool construction to minimize the
potential for the proposed development to impede the movement of these species.
These conditions will be incorporated into the conditions of approval for the Preliminary
Grading approval.

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

Discussion: The only light sources included in the proposed development are
associated with the residence, which is located along a ridge at the eastern limits of the
property. This ridgeline is located approximately 750 feet upslope of the nearest
wetland or riparian habitat, and therefore would not substantially illuminate these
wildlife habitats. '

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: A small spring-fed possible wetland was identified in the northwest corner
of parcel 108-161-46. This area would not be impacted by the proposed development.

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 proposed project includes the replacement of an existing concrete
stream crossing over a ephemeral drainage with a concrete arch culvert with a natural
channel bottom. Replacement of this crossing requires a Riparian Exception issued by
the County of Santa Cruz to conform to the requirements of Santa Cruz County Code
Chapter 16.30 “Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Protection”. The findings for the
Riparian Exception can be made as follows:

1. That there are special circumstances or conditions affecting the property. Due to the
position of the existing drainage parallel to Freedom Boulevard and the fact that the
drainage extends the full width of the parcel used to access the proposed
development, the only possible path to the proposed development requires crossing
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the drainage.

2. That the exception is necessary for the proper design and function of some
permitted or existing activity on the property. The existing crossing does not meet
loading and width requirements for emergency vehicle access. In order to gain access
to the proposed residence, this crossing must be demolished and upgraded to meet
current codes.

3. That the granting of the exception will not be detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to other property downstream or in the area in which the project is located.
The proposed open-bottom arch culvert will have a similar profile to the existing stream
crossing, thus it is not anticipated that installation of the stream crossing will
significantly alter stream flow patterns adjacent to or downstream of the bridge.

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

5. That the granting of the exception is in accordance with the purpose of this chapter,
and with the objectives of the General Plan and elements thereof, and the Local
Coastal Program Land Use Plan. The proposed stream crossing replacement is
necessary to ensure adequate access to the proposed residence by emergency
service vehicles, in accordance with section 7.16 of the General Plan regarding fire
protection in rural areas. The conditions of this permit will conform to all applicable
policies of the General Plan subsections 5.1 (Biological Resources) and 5.2 (Riparian
Corridors and Wetlands).

Mitigations for the protection of the migration of SCLTS and CRLF have been outlined
in the biotic approval issued by the County of Santa Cruz (Attachment 10) in
conformance with the Sensitive Habitat Protection ordinance, Chapter 16.32 of the
County Code. All the aforementioned requirements have been included in the
Conditions of Approval for the development; the development otherwise does not
conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.

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
would occur.
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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 farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and
forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

1. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique [] [] [] 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 project site does not contain any lands designated as Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency. In addition, the project does not contain Farmland of
Local Importance. Therefore, no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 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 ] ] ] 4

agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

Discussion: The project site is zoned R-A (Residential Agriculture), which is not
considered to be 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 [] [] [] X
cause rezoning of, forest land (as

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

Discussion: The project is not adjacent to land designated as Timber Resource,
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therefore the proposed project poses no direct impact to the resource.

4. Result in the loss of forest land or D |:| |:] ]Z
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Discussion: No forest land occurs on the project site or in the immediate vicinity. No
impact is anticipated.

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 site and surrounding area within radius of one-quarter mile
does not contain any lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
Farmland of Statewide Importance or Farmland of Local Importance as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency. Therefore, no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
Farmland of Statewide, or Farmland of Local Importance would be converted to a non-
agricultural use. In addition, the project site contains no forest land, and no forest land
occurs within 2.5 miles of the proposed project site. Therefore, no impacts are
anticipated.

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 R-A (Residential Agriculture), 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
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locally important mineral resource recovery (extraction) site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan would occur as a result of this project.

F. VISUAL RESOURCES AND AESTHETICS
Would the project:

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

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

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

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

Discussion: The project site is 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 [] [] X []
visual character or quality of the site _

and its surroundings, including
substantial change in topography or
ground surface relief features, and/or

developmentonaridgetine?

Discussion: The existing visual setting is grasslands with scattered oak trees. The
proposed project is designed and landscaped so as to fit into this setting and would not
include substantial changes in topography, with minimal cuts and fills required for
driveway construction.

4. Create a new source of substantial ] ] <] ]
light or glare which would adversely
affect day 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.
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G. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

1. Cause a substantial adverse change in (] [] [] X
the significance of a historical resource
as defined in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5?

Discussion: The affected parcels are unimproved, with no existing structures or other
federal, state or local historical resources on the property. No impacts to such are
anticipated.

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

Discussion: No archeological resources have been identified in the project area.
Pursuant to County Code Section 16.40.040, if at any time in the preparation for or
process of excavating or otherwise disturbing the ground, any human remains of any
age, or any artifact or other evidence of a Native American cultural site which
reasonably appears to exceed 100 years of age are discovered, the responsible
persons shall immediately cease and desist from all further site excavation and comply
with the notification procedures given in County Code Chapter 16.40.040.

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

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

4, Directly or indirectly destroy a unique (] [] ] X
paleontological resource or site or ‘

unique geologic feature?

Discussion: There are no known paleontological resources or unique geologic
features on the project site.
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H. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:

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

Discussion: The proposal would not result in the routine transportation, use or
disposal of hazardous materials.

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: Hazardous materials are not known to exist on the subject property.
Small amounts of hazardous chemicals may be used during construction (related to
construction equipment, adhesives, etc.) but these would be used according to
established codes and protocols and would not cause a reasonably foreseeable
hazard to the public.

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: The proposal would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste. No schools exist within one-
quarter mile of the project area.

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 4/4/14 list of hazardous sites in
Santa Cruz County compiled pursuant to the specified code.

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

has not been adopted, within two miles
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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 project site is not located within an airport land use plan area.

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

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

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

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

response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

Discussion: The proposed development is not expected to interfere with an adopted
emergency response or evacuation plan. ‘

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

transmission lines?

Discussion: The proposed development would not involve the construction of
electrical transmission lines and no lines are known to exist on the subject property.

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

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

Discussion: The project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code
requirements and includes fire protection devices as required by the local fire agency.

. 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
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and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?

Discussion: The project would create a small incremental increase in traffic on nearby
roads and intersections, due to the occupancy of the proposed single family dwelling.
However, given the small number of new trips created by the project, this increase is
not significant.

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 project location is not within an existing airport land use clear zone;
and therefore, no change to air traffic patterns is expected.

3. Substantially increase hazards due to D |___| D &
a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

Discussion: The project does not include design features that would result in
dangerous design features or other transportation hazards.

4. Result in inadequate emergency ] ] ] X
access?

Discussion: The project’s road access meets County standards and has been
approved by the local fire agency.

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

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

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

bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance
or safety of such facilities?
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Discussion: The proposed project would comply with current road requirements to
prevent potential hazards to motorists, bicyclists, and/or pedestrians.

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

Discussion: See response |-1 above.

J. NOISE
Would the project result in:

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

Discussion: The project would create an incremental increase in the existing noise
environment. However, this increase would be small, and would be similar in character
to noise generated by the surrounding existing uses.

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

groundborne noise levels?

Discussion: Ground vibrations generated during construction or grading activities may
temporarily increase the groundborne noise levels for adjoining areas. Construction
would be temporary, however, and given the limited duration of this impact it is
considered to be less than significant.

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

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

Discussion: Per County policy, average hourly noise levels shall not exceed the
General Plan threshold of 50 Leq during the day and 45 Leq during the nighttime.
Impulsive noise levels shall not exceed 65 db during the day or 60 db at night. The
proposed project would not generate noise in excess of these levels or expose
individuals to noise in excess of the established thresholds.

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

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

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

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

Discussion: The project location is not within an existing airport land use clear zone or
within two miles of a public airport.

6. For a project within the vicinity of a [] [] [] X
private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

Discussion: There are no private airstrips within the vicinity of the project.
K. AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria
established by the Monterey Bay Unified

Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) may be relied
upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

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

or projected air quality violation?

Discussion: The North Central Coast Air Basin does not meet state standards for
ozone and particulate matter (PM1o). Therefore, the regional pollutants of concern that
would be emitted by the project are ozone precursors (Volatile Organic Compounds
[VOCs] and nitrogen oxides [NOy]), and PMjq.

Given the limited 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 there would not be a significant contribution to an
existing air quality violation.

Project construction may result in a short-term, localized decrease in air quality due to
generation of dust. However, standard dust control best management practices, such
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as periodic watering, would be implemented during construction to‘avoid impacts.

2. Conflict with or obstruct [I |:| & D

implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

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

3. Result in a cumulatively considerable (] [] [] X
net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for
0zone precursors)?

Discussion: The proposal would result in the construction of one residence, a use that
is not expected to result in an cumulatively considerable net increase in air pollutants,
pollutant concentrations or objectionable odors, therefore no impact is anticipated.

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

Discussion: See response K-3 above.

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

Discussion: See response K-3 above.

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 greenhouse 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
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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 greenhouse 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?

O L] X

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

M. PUBLIC SERVICES

Would
1.

the project:

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?

I T R IR
L O o U
O O O U
X XK K| X

0 L [ X

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
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school and recreational facilities and public roads.

N. RECREATION
Would the project:

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

Discussion: See response M-1 above.

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

Discussion: The project does not include recreational facilities, nor does it require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities.

O. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:

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

Discussion: Department of Public Works Drainage staff have reviewed the drainage
information and have determined that downstream storm facilities are adequate to
handle the increase in drainage associated with the project.

2. Require or result in the construction of [] [] [] 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.

The project would be served by an on-site sewage disposal system, which would be
adequate to accommodate the relatively light demands of the project.
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3. Exceed wastewater treatment (1 - [ [] X

requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

Discussion: The project’s wastewater flows would not violate any wastewater
treatment standards.

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 Environmental Health Department has approved a well permit for the
property that they have determined would produce sufficient water supplies to serve
the proposed single family residence, and would not require expanded entitlements.

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: Wastewater treatment would occur onsite, therefore a determination by a
wastewater treatment provider is not required for this project. .

—

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

Discussion: Due to the small incremental increase in solid waste generation, the
impact would not be significant.

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

solid waste?

Discussion: The project would comply with all federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste disposal.

P. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:

1. Conflict with any applicable land use [] X 1 [
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plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

Discussion: The proposed project includes the replacement of an existing concrete
stream crossing over a small, ephemeral drainage with an arch culvert with a natural
channel bottom. Replacement of this crossing requires a Riparian Exception issued by
the County of Santa Cruz to conform to the requirements of Santa Cruz County Code
Chapter 16.30 “Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Protection”. Findings can be made for
the Riparian Exception as outlined in Response C(6). Mitigations for the protection of
the migration of SCLTS and CRLF have been outlined in the biotic approval issued by
the County of Santa Cruz in conformance with the Sensitive Habitat Protection
ordinance, Chapter 16.32 of the County Code. All the aforementioned requirements
have been included in the Conditions of Approval for the development; the
development otherwise does not conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources.

2. Conflict with any applicable habitat [] ] [] 2
conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?
Discussion: The project does not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan.
3. Physically divide an established [] [] [] X

community?

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

Q. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

Discussion: The proposed project would not displace any existing housing since the
site is currently vacant.

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 vacant.
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Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
1. Does the project have the potential to D |E (] ]

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 lif of this Initial Study. Resources
that have been evaluated as significant would be potentially impacted by the project,
particularly upland habitat traversed by Santa Cruz Long-Toed Salamander (SCLTS).
However, mitigation has been included that clearly reduces these effects to a level
below significance. This mitigation includes restrictions on disturbance timeframes, use
of retaining walls, and swimming pool construction to minimize the potential for the
proposed development to impede the movement of these species. 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 Impact Impact
2. Does the project have impacts that are D D Xl I:l

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, there were determined to be less than significant cumulative effects
related to transportation and traffic, as well as biotic resources (with mitigation).
Therefore, the cumulative impacts would also be deemed less than significant.

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

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

Discussion: In the evaluation of environmental impacts in this Initial Study, the potential
for adverse direct or indirect impacts to human beings were considered in the response
to specific questions in Section Il relating to Air Quality, Geology and Soils, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, Water Quality, Noise, Population and Housing, and
Transportation and Traffic. As a result of this evaluation, there is no substantial evidence
that 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.
1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz,
California. Adopted by the Board of Supervisors on May 24, 1994, and certified by
the California Coastal Commission on December 15, 1994.

County of Santa Cruz Geographic Information System
Maps indicating presence of resources, constraints, hazards, and distances from
existing uses and the subject property.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
National Flood Insurance Rate Map, dated May 16, 2012

V. ATTACHMENTS

1. Vicinity Map, Map of Zoning Districts; Map of General Plan Designations;
Assessor’s Parcel Map, Groundwater Recharge Map.

2. Preliminary Improvement Plans, prepared by Roper Engineering, dated 2/25/14,
revised 6/6/2014.

3. Geologic Hazards Assessment, prepared by Joe Hanna, County Geologist, dated
6/17/13.

4. Geologic Investigation (Geologic Hazards, Conclusions, Recommendations),
prepared by Nolan Associates, dated 11/20/13.

5. Geotechnical Investigation (Conclusions and Recommendations), prepared by
Rock Solid Engineering, Inc., dated November 7, 2013.

6. Geologic and Geotechnical Report Review Letter, prepared by Joe Hanna,
County geologist, dated 4/2/14.

7. Biotic Assessment, prepared by Ecosystems West, dated 9/3/13.

8. Biotic Assessment Review Letter, prepared by Matt Johnston, dated 9/4/13.
9. Biotic Report, prepared by Biosearch Associates, dated May 24, 2013.

10. Biotic Report Review Letter, prepared by Matt Johnston, dated 8/2/13.

11. Geotechnical and Geologic Plan Review Forms, prepared by Rock Solid
Engineering, Inc. and Nolan Associates, dated 6/10/14.

VI. DOCUMENTS CITED IN THE COMPLETION OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW INITIAL STUDY ON FILE WITH THE COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

1. Septic Lot Check, prepared by Environmental Health Services, dated 3/6/2014
2. Application for Well Installation, Environmental Health Services, dated 3/20/14
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA Cruz, CA 95060
{831)454-2580 FAx:(831)454-2131 ToD:(831) 454-2123
KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR

June 17, 2013

Cypress Environmental
P.O. Box 1844
Aptos, CA 95001

Subject:  GEOLOGIC HAZARDS ASSESSMENT,
APN 108-161-33, 34, 37, 38, 39, 40, 46, and 47
LOCATION: Freedom Boulevard
PERMIT APPLICATION NUMBER: REV131054
OWNER: Yeeland and Ralph Johnson

Dear: Kim Tschantz:

I performed a site reconnaissance of the parcel referenced above on June 5, 2013. The parcel
was evaluated for possible geologic hazards due to its location near and on a slope. This letter
briefly discusses my site observations; outlines permit conditions; and indicates the requ1rements
for further technical investigation (from a County perspective).

This assessment included a site reconnaissance, a review of maps and other pertinent documents

on tile with the Planning Department, and an evaluation of aerial photographs. The scope of this
assessment is not intended to be as detailed as a full geologic or geotechnical report oompleted
by a state registered consultant,

SEISMIC HAZARDS

The subject property is located immediately near the San Andreas Fault zone. Very strong
ground shaking is likely to occur on the parcel during the anticipated lifetime of the proposed
dwelling(s) and, therefore, proper structural and foundation design is imperative. In addition to
the San Andreas other nearby fault systems capable of producing intense seismic shaking on this
property include the San Gregorio, Zayante, Sargent, Hayward, Butano, and Calaveras faults,
and Corralitos fault complexes. In addition to intense ground shaking hazard, development on
this parcel could be subject to the effects of ridgetop shattering, ridge and/or lateral spreading,
lurch cracking, liquefaction or subsidence and seismically induced landsliding during a large
magnitude earthquake occurring along one of the above mentioned faults.

At least a portion of the development area is mapped as high liquefaction. The geotechnical
engineer must evaluate this potential as part of their site investigation.
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SLOPE STABILITY HAZARDS

A "Preliminary Map of Landslide Deposits in Santa Cruz County"” was prepared in 1975 as part
of the County's General Plan. This interpretive map was prepared from aerial photographs and
was designed only for "regional land use evaluations." The map indicates areas where
questionable, probable, or definite past instability is suspected. While not a susceptibility map
indicating potential site-specific stability problems, when utilized in conjunction with other
published data and documents the map is a useful planning resource. A review of the landslide

map and aerial photographs of the parcels shows relief suggestive of landsliding on the
hillslopes.

The property is underlain by the Aromas Sands which can be problematic with regards to slope
stability. And the hillside has large swales that appear to contain thick eroding and eroded
material that may have the potential to produce landslides and soil creep. These areas of potential
instability are marked as on the attached Aerial Photograph 1.

Proposed building sites 3 (b) and (c) are located at the very upslope terminus of this area of
instability while site 3 (a) is set back some from these steeper slopes (Photos 2, 3, and 4).
Development of all three areas will require an assessment of site stability by both an engineering
geologist to identify the site constraints, and by a geotechnical engineer to determine engineer
solutions to these constraints. Their evaluation must include possible seismic issues such as ridge
top cracking particularly at the edges of the ridges. The consultants must review the alignment of
the access roadway as crosses the slope below these potential future building locations.

Sites I and 2 must be evaluated by a geotechnical engineer for foundation and site development
issues. For site 2 the geotechnical engineer needs to assess the stability of the slope above the
home site, but if the setback between potential unstable slope and the building is great enough
this assessment can be qualitative rather than quantitatively analyzed.

An engineered drainage plan must be developed by the project civil engineer for any project.
The intent of the plan is to reduce the impact of post development hydrologic conditions on slope
stability, ground water recharge, and stream flow. Specifically, the civil engineer must address
the crossing that is located on the flag lot if the existing driveway alignment is used for an access
roadway.

REPORT REQUIREMENTS

Based on my site visit and review of pertinent maps and other documents, further geologic
evaluation in the form of a full geologic report is indicated for sites 3 (a), (b), and (c). A
geotechnical (soils) investigation performed by a state registered geotechnical engineer is
required for all sites prior to the Planning Department approval of your proposal. The
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investigations must include, but not necessarily be limited to, a thorough evaluation of the
following concems: '

1. Sites 3 (a), (b), and (c)
a. Foundations Design;
b. Access Roadway Development;
c. Slope stability;
d. Grading, and,
e. Septic System dispersal field stability.
2. Sitesland2
a. Foundations Design;
b. Access Roadway Development; and
c. Grading.
PERMIT CONDITIONS

Permit conditions will be developed for your proposal after the technical report has been
reviewed. At a minimum, however, you can expect to be required to follow all the
recommendations contained in the report in addition to the following items:

L

II.

III.

Grading activities must be kept to a minimum. A grading permit is likely required as
a part of the grading permit(s). The access roadway to the homes sites on the ridge

will require extensive grading and special effort needs to be made to reduce the area
of disturbance of this roadway.

An engineered drainage plan is required for this project. The plan must reduce the

impact of post development hydrologic conditions on slope stability, ground water
recharge, and stream flow.

The recommendation of the reports will become conditions of the permit.
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IV. The irrigation of the slope should cease until the practice is reviewed by the
geotechnical engineer.

Final building plans submitted to the Planning Department will be checked to verify that the
project is consistent with the conditions outlined above prior to issuance of a building permit. If
you have any questions concerning these conditions, the hazards assessment, or geologic issues
in general, please contact me at 454-3175. It should be noted that other planning issues not

related specifically to geology may alter or modify your development proposal and/or its specific
location.

Sinciﬂv

Copinty Geologist
CEG #1313

FOR: Kent Edler PE
Date Senior Civil Engineer

Enclosure(s)

cc: GHAFile
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if not approved the alternative sites are the lighter blue.

’

Site 3 requires application of ag buffer exception
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Photograph 2 — Shows top of slope near the building site 3b

Photograph 3 Shows swales above Site 2
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photograph shows the north side of the slope..
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NOLAN ASSOCIATES

November 20, 2013 Job No. 13018

Ralph and Yeelan Johnson
60 Ol1d Orchard Road
Los Gatos, CA 95030

Subject: Preliminary Geologic Hazards Investigation

Project: Three Proposed Single Family Residence Sites
Property on Freedom Blvd.
Corralitos

Santa Cruz County, California
APNs: 108-161-32, 33, 34, 37, 38, 39, 40, 46, & 47

Dear Mr. and Ms. Johnson:

We have completed our preliminary geologic hazards investigation at the above-referenced
project site. Our investigation addressed potential geologic hazards associated with permitting
and developing single family residences at three prospective homesites on the subject parcels.

Geologic hazards considered for this investigation included strong seismic shaking, co-seismic
ground cracking, seismically induced ground deformation, slope instability (landsliding), soil
creep, and erosion. It is our opinion that all three potential homesites are subject to ordinary risk
with respect to geologic hazards, provided that our recommendations are followed. Your project
engineers and designers should carefully review our conclusions and recommendations and
incorporate them into the project plans.

We have attempted to mitigate recognized risks at the proposed homesites to the level of
“ordinary” risk. Ordinary risk is defined qualitatively as the level of risk that is typical for
comparable existing residential structures in similar settings. More discussion of Ordinary risk is
provided in Appendix C of this report. Ordinary risk is not meant to imply that the project
cannot or will not be damaged during an earthquake, landslide event, or other natural calamity,
but that damage in most cases will be repairable. Please review the discussion of ordinary risks
in Appendix C. If you determine that an ordinary level of risk is not acceptable, we would be
happy to develop mitigation recommendations to provide for a lower risk.

Our recommendations are intended principally to lower the risks posed to habitable structures by
geologic hazards. This report in no way implies that the subject property will not be subject to
earthquake shaking, landsliding, faulting or other acts of nature. Such events could damage the
property and affect the property’s value or its viability in ways other than damage to habitable

P.0. Box 597 Santa Cruz, California 95061 Tel. 831-423-7006 Fax 831-423-7008 Email: na@nolangeology.com
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structures. We have not attempted to investigate or mitigate all such risks and we do not warrant
the project against them. We would be happy to discuss such risks with you, at your request.

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

Sincerely,
Nolan Associates

Jeffrey M. Nolan
Principal Geologist
C.E.G. #2247

Nolan Associates
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INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of our preliminary geologic hazards investigation for a project site
located on Freedom Blvd. near Corralitos, California, on Assessor’s parcel numbers (APN) 108-
161-32, 33, 34,37, 38, 39, 40, 46, & 47. Figure 1, Topographic Index Map, depicts the location
and topographic setting of the subject properties. Our report is intended to support an application
for building permits to develop a three single family residences (SFR) at sites on the subject -
parcels.

' PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of our investigation was to provide an assessment of geologic hazards at the subject
properties relevant to development of the parcel for residential purposes. Where particular
geologic hazards were found to present greater than acceptable risks to the project, we developed
recommendations to reduce these risks. Our geologic hazards analysis was based on an assumed
50-year design life span for the project.

Services performed for this study included:

1. A review of select published and unpublished geologic maps and reports for the parcel.

2. Examination and interpretation of stereo pair vertical aerial photographs of the site and
vicinity, ranging in age from 1935 to 1974, to assess the recent geologic history of the
area.

3. Field reconnaissance and geologic mapping around the project site.

4. Observation and logging of four exploratory borings.

5. Observation and logging of on exploratory backhoe trench.

6. Preparation of a geologic base map and geologic cross sections for the project site, to be

used for the geologic and geotechnical evaluations.
7. Analysis and interpretation of the geologic data and preparation of this report.
REGIONAL GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY

The subject property is located within the central portion of the Coast Ranges Physiographic
Province of California, a series of coastal mountain chains that parallel the pronounced
northwest-southeast oriented structural grain of Central Californian geology. The property is
located within the central Santa Cruz Mountains, which are mostly underlain by a large, elongate
structural unit known as the Salinian Block.

Nolan Associates
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The Salinian Block is floored with granitic and metamorphic rocks of Mesozoic age, and is
separated from contrasting basement rock of the Franciscan Complex to the northeast and
southwest by the San Andreas and Nacimiento-San Gregorio-Sur faults, respectively (Figure 2:
Regional Geologic Map). The granitic basement is overlain by a sequence of dominantly marine
sedimentary rocks of Paleocene to Pliocene age and non-marine sediments of late Pliocene to
Pleistocene age.

Throughout the later portion of the Cenozoic Era, this part of California has been dominated by
tectonic forces associated with horizontal or "transform" motion between the North American
and Pacific lithospheric plates, producing long, northwest-trending faults such as the San
Andreas and San Gregorio, with horizontal displacements measured in tens to hundreds of miles.

Accompanying the horizontal (strike-slip) movement of the plates have been episodes of
compressive stress, reflected by repeated episodes of uplift, deformation, erosion and deposition
of sedimentary rocks. Near the crest of the Santa Cruz Mountains, this tectonic deformation is
evidenced by steeply dipping folds, overturned bedding, faulting, jointing, and fracturing in the
sedimentary rocks older than the middle Miocene. Along the coast, the on-going tectonic activity
1s most evident in the formation of a series of uplifted marine terraces.

The Quaternary history of the Santa Cruz Mountains includes abundant evidence for landslide
related processes as an important factor shaping the evolution of the modern landscape.
Historical accounts and geologic studies of the San Andreas earthquake of 1906 and the Loma
Prieta earthquake of 1989 indicate that there is a strong correlation between major earthquakes
and resulting landslides, earth flows and ground cracking in this region. The occurrence of
landsliding is also strongly controlled by the amount of seasonal rainfall the area receives.

California's broad system of strike-slip faulting has a long and complex history. The region as a
whole is subject to on-going seismicity. The most severe historic earthquakes to affect the

subject property are the 1906 San Francisco Earthquake and the 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake,
both with hypocenters on or near the San Andreas Fault, with Richter magnitudes of about 8.3
and 7.1, respectively. Other historic earthquakes of note include two magnitude 6.1 earthquakes
in Monterey Bay in 1926 and a host of smaller or more distant events.

Figure 3, Regional Seismicity Map, shows Quaternary faults (Bryant, 2005) and historic
earthquake epicenters (California Geologic Survey, 2000) in the site region. Locally, the San
Andreas and Zayante-Vergeles fault systems are considered to be active. Because of their
proximity, these faults present the greatest seismic hazard to the project. Other active faults
within the region include the San Gregorio, the Monterey Bay-Tularcitos, Monte Vista-Shannon,
and the Sargent.

SITE GEOLOGIC SETTING
This section describes geologic conditions at the project site. Plate 1, Geologic Site Map, and

Plate 2, Geologic Cross Sections, depict relevant geologic information collected for the project
site. Figure 4, Local Geologic Map, shows generalized geologic information for the site vicinity

Nolan Associates
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(Brabb, 1989). Figure 5, Santa Cruz County Landslide Map, shows the results of a preliminary,
planning-stage landslide hazard mapping program conducted for Santa Cruz County (Cooper-
Clark and Associates, 1975). Because the maps shown on Figures 4 and 5 were compiled at a
relatively small scale (1:24,000), property-scale geologic features may not be depicted accurately.

Physiographic Setting

The subject properties comprise an irregularly shaped group of parcels with a combined area of
about 217 acres, located within a south flowing, ephemeral stream drainage tributary to
Corralitos Creek (Figure 1). The drainage is bounded by moderately sloping hillsides that rise to
the crest of a long north to northwest trending ridges that flank the valley to the east and west.

The subject properties are situated on the west-facing (eastern) flank of the drainage, rising from
the floor of the valley, at about elevation 240 feet, to the crest of the ridge bounding the valley to
the east, at about 400 feet above mean sea level (msl). Slopes on the parcel range from near level
to slightly over 30% gradient, with steeper slopes bounding the properties to the east.

The proposed building sites are situated in the northern portion of the property on parcels 32, 37,
and 46 (Plate 1, Geologic Site Map). Building site one is situated on the ridge crest in the
northeastern corner of the property. Building site two is located near the head of a small drainage
valley encompassed by the property, and building site three occupies a small knoll in the north
eastern section of the combined acreage.

The project site is vegetated by grasses and was formerly used as cattle pasture. We did not
observe any standing or flowing surface water during our site reconnaissance (June to October
2013).

Earth Materials

The subject property is underlain by bedrock belonging to the fluvial facies of the Aromas Sand,
of Quaternary age (Figure 4). Adjacent portions of the drainage valley floor are filled with
colluvium, alluvium, and basin deposits, all of Quaternary age. We noted a thickened soil layer
interpreted here as colluvium along the axis of the small, south flowing drainage that crosses
through the center of the combined properties. The Santa Cruz County landslide map (Figure 5)
also identified a probable landslide on the southwestern portion of the property.

These units are described in more detail, below.

Aromas Sand (Qaf)

The Aromas Sand is a relatively young geologic deposit made up of alternating sequences of
stream and sand dune deposits. The portion of the Aromas Sand mapped on the subject property
is classified as the fluvial portion of the unit, deposited by streams. The fluvial facies is
described as a heterogeneous sequence of interbedded gravel, sand, silt and clay layers. Our
exploratory borings on the site encountered fluvial sands with only a few, thin interbeds with

Nolan Associates
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appreciable clay or silt content. Logs of exploratory borings B-1, B-2, B-4, B-4A, & B-10 are
included in Appendix D. B-4A was drilled at the site of B-4 in order to collect drive samples
from the upper 24 feet of the explored interval. Logs of the other exploratory borings on the site
are included in the report by the project geotechnical engineer, Rock Solid Engineering.

Layering in the Aromas Sand is summarized on cross sections A-A’ and B -B’, Plate 2 and
described on the boring logs.

Colluvium (Q1l)

Colluvium is a soil that develops on steep slopes by downslope (gravitational) creep and mixing
of organic material, soil, and rock fragments produced by in-situ weathering of bedrock. It
accumulates at the bottom of steep slopes and has partially filled older stream valleys on the
subject property. A thin layer of colluvium, up to a few feet thick, mantles slopes on the
property, but the unit was not mapped on Plate 1 except where it was inferred to be over 5 feet
thick. In boring B-3, the colluvial layer is described as a dark brown silty sand.

The colluvium deposit forms a relatively flat, gently to moderately southward sloping
geomorphic surface extending up the drainage that crosses north-south through the central
portion of the subject properties. :

Landslide Deposits (Qls)

Landsliding is common in the Santa Cruz Mountains, ranging from small, mobile debris flows a
few cubic yards in volume to large, deep-seated rotational landslides with surface areas of tens or
hundreds of acres. We noted equivocal surficial (geomorphic) evidence for a moderate-size
landslide deposit in the southwest portion of the properties (Plate 1), about as mapped on the
County landslide map (Figure 5). Any such landslide at the site would consist of disaggregated

Aromas sand, derived from underlying bedrock. We also mapped a small landslide on the slopes
east of the subject parcel.

Landsliding will be discussed in more detail in a following section.
Local Geologic Structure and Faulting

The subject property is underlain by Aromas Sand bedrock. This unit has a southerly dip of
about one degree, measured on the contact between the fluvial and eolian facies, near the top of
the unit. This dip may represent the initial dip of the formation (Figure 4). Bedding exposed in
our exploratory trench T-1 was approximately flat lying.

The active or potentially active fault closest to the subject property is the Zayante fault, situated
about 0.9 miles northeast of the property (Figure 3). The most significant fault in the region, the
San Andreas fault, is located 4.4 miles to the northeast (Figure 3). Other active faults occur in
the region, including the San Gregorio, Shannon/Monte Vista, Calaveras, and Sargent faults and
the Monterey Bay-Tularcitos fault zone.

Nolan Associates
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Table 1: Distances and Directions to Local Faults
Fault Distance from Dist.ance from Direction from site
site (miles site (km)

Zayante-Vergeles 0.9 1.46 northeast
San Andreas 4.4 7.1 northeast
Monterey Bay-Tularcitos 15.3 24.6 southwest
Shannon/Monte Vista 16.1 259 : north

Sargent 16.5 26.5 ' northeast
Calaveras 17.3 27.9 northeast
San Gregorio 20.5 32.9 southwest

We did not find evidence for active faulting traversing the project site in our aerial photograph
review or during our site reconnaissance. Published geologic and fault maps (Bryant, 2005; Hall
et al., 1974; McLaughlin et al., 2001; Brabb, 1989) do not depict faults crossing the site.

Table 1 contains a list of active faults nearest the subject property. The distances and directions
shown on Table 1 were measured using the geologic map of Santa Cruz County (Brabb, 1989)
for the Zayante and San Andreas faults, and the database of Quaternary-active faults (Bryant,

* 2005) for the remaining faults. See Figure 3 for locations of these faults and Appendix B for
more detailed discussions of the Zayante-Vergeles, San Andreas, San Gregorio, and Monterey
Bay-Tularcitos fault systems. These faults are considered active seismic sources (Petersen, et al.,
2008) and may produce large earthquakes during the project lifetime.

Landsliding

Landsliding has occurred throughout the Santa Cruz Mountains during the recent geologic times.
A portion of the Santa Cruz County landslide map is shown on Figure 5 (Cooper-Clark and
Associates, 1975). This map is only a preliminary map of landslides prepared for planning
purposes and does not generally contain the amount of detail necessary for assessing landslide
hazards at the scale of an individual parcel. It was compiled from inspection of aerial
photographs and therefore is highly interpretive in areas of heavy vegetation or tree cover. To
help express the amount of uncertainty in the map’s landslide interpretation, the landslides are
classified as definite, probable, and uncertain.

The County landslide map shows a probable landslide deposit underlying the southeastern
portion of the subject properties and a very large, definite landslide to the south of the subject
properties (Figure 5). We performed geologic field mapping of the parcels, but did not perform a
specific evaluation of the suspected landslide shown on the subject properties. Based on our
field reconnaissance, we are of the opinion that surficial evidence for the landslide is equivocal.

Nolan Associates
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The hillside above the suspected landslide has a relatively steep, bowl-shaped aspect that is
suggestive of a landslide headscarp. However, the suspected landslide deposit forms a low ridge
that is not centered on this suspected headscarp, but is located somewhat off to one side. Thereis
a subtle, but distinct break in slope traceable from the top of the suspected landslide mass
laterally around the topographic bowl. This observation suggests that there may have once been
a larger landslide mass centered on the suspected headscarp, but that much of the central portion
of the suspected mass was eroded away, leaving only a remnant of the landslide mass, principally
along the southern side of the bowl. This interpretation is simply a hypothesis: the suspected
landslide is located away from areas proposed for development and we did not attempt to
investigate it. The degree of dissection of this suspected landslide mass indicates that, ifitis a
landslide deposit, it is an old feature. Plate 1 depicts this feature as an uncertain landslide.

In our opinion, evidence for the “definite” landslide located south of the subject parcel is also
equivocal.

We did map one small landslide on the slope to the east of the property (Plate 1). It appears to
have involved weathered bedrock in a shallow rotational type failure mode. Geomorphic
‘expression of the landslide is muted, but distinct. This landslide is also located away from areas
of proposed development.

There is a moderately steep sided arroyo crossing the northwestern property corner (Plate 1).
Building site #1 verges on this arroyo, and could be impacted by any instability of the slope on
the east side of the arroyo. The break in slope at the top of the arroyo side slope is sharp, and
somewhat arcuate in plan form. This geometry is suggestive of a headscarp, but there is no sign
of a landslide mass associated with this scarp (see cross sections C-C’ and D-D’, Plate 2). We
are of the opinion that the sharp break in slope is a relict of agricultural activities on the parcel
and is not related to landsliding.

The ATomas Sand includes layers of plastic clay or silty clay that can be 10 to 12 feet thick.
Based on our experience with landsliding in the Aromas Sand, most, if not all, of the larger scale
landsliding we have observed is facilitated by basal slip along one of the clay layers. The
exploratory drilling program identified an approximately 5 foot thick clay layer at a depth of 25
to 30 feet in boring B-3 (located on Plate 1, see Rock Solid Engineering, 3013, for a copy of the
boring log). This layer is located too deep to have an effect on slope stability in the vicinity of
the boring, as indicated by the slope stability analysis (Rock Solid Engineering, 2013). However,
the terrain decreases in elevation southward. Assuming that the layering in the Aromas Sand
dips southward at about one degree, we would expect this layer to crop out at the ground surface
close to the southern property line. The appearance of this clay layer at the toe of slope in this
area may explain the occurrence of the landslides shown on the County landslide map, to the
south of the proposed project (Figure 5). This layer is not expected to impact slope stability in
the area of the proposed project.

This clay layer, assuming it is laterally continuous, should also crop out in the arroyo near the
northwestern corner of the site (Plate 1). Our surface reconnaissance in the arroyo did not reveal
any evidence for a clay layer in outcrop. Our septic investigation revealed a significant change
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in stratigraphy between homesites #1 and #2, indicating that layering noted in boring B-3
probably does not extend westward to the arroyo.

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

Potential geologic hazards relevant to the subject property include the effects of strong seismic
shaking, coseismic ground cracking, seismically induced ground deformation, slope instability,
soil creep, and erosion. These hazards are discussed in the following secuons Other geologic
hazards, such as flooding, are not pertinent to the subject property.

Seismic Shaking Hazards

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

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

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

The intensity of seismic ground shaking is typically characterized as the peak horizontal
acceleration that a point on the ground experiences during the shaking. Acceleration is measured
as a percentage of the acceleration of the Earth’s gravity, g. Both the deterministic and
probabilistic ground shaking estimates are for generic site conditions (firm soil/soft rock, shear
wave velocities in the upper 30 meters of about 370m/s). Seismic shaking intensity can be
affected by site specific conditions, such as bedrock type or topography. Consequently, the
seismic shaking parameters listed below should be adjusted for site specific conditions, as
necessary, before being used in design.

Deterministic Seismic Shaking Analysis

For the purpose of evaluating deterministic peak ground accelerations for the site, we have
considered the San Andreas and Zayante faults as the potential earthquake sources. (Peterson et
al., 2008). While other faults in this region are active, their potential contribution to '
deterministic seismic hazards at the site is overshadowed by these much closer and/or larger
faults.
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Table 2 shows estimated magnitude (Myyuax)) and rupture geometry for the maximum expected
earthquake on the San Andreas and Zayante faults (Petersen et al., 2008; USGS, 2008).
Estimated peak ground acceleration (PGA) values for the site were calculated using this
information and the fault distances shown in Table 1. The accelerations are based on attenuation
relationships derived from the analysis of historical earthquakes (Campbell and Bozorgnia
(2008), Chiou and Youngs (2008), and Boore and Atkinson (2008)). These attenuation
relationships describe how shaking intensity diminishes as distance from the earthquake
increases.

The PGA values in Table 2 are for sites founded on firm soil/soft rock (site class C/D boundary).
- We caution that the listed values are approximations, based on theoretical curves fit to a limited
data set: actual measured accelerations may be larger or smaller. The PGA + o value (mean plus
one standard deviation), also shown on Table 2, is a conservative design value that is intended to
compensate for the uncertainty in the attenuation relationships.

The duration of strong seismic shaking shown in Table 2 is calculated from a magnitude-
dependent formula proposed by Abrahamson and Silva (1996). Expected recurrence interval (RI)
is the expected time between major earthquakes on the fault. Expected recurrence intervals often
depend on the particular earthquake scenario chosen, so the recurrence intervals in Table 2
should be considered approximate and are meant only to indicate the relative level of activity of
the listed faults.

Table 2: Deterministic Ground Motions

Rupture PGA PGA + 3 Duration | Recurrence
Fault Muwmax) Geometry* @ @® DDy Interval
(sec) (years)
San Andreas 7.9 Strike-slip 0.46 0.76 31 133-266%*
(1906 type
rupture)
Zayante 7.0 Strike-slip 0.59 0.99 14 . 8821%xx

*Mugs-xy) Moment magnitude of maximum credible earthquake and rupture geometry: 2008 Seismic Hazards
Maps - Fault Parameters: http:/’gcohazards.usgs.gov;"cﬁjsion/hazfauIts_search/hf_search_main,cfm
**Recurrence Interval afler Bryant and Lundberg, 2002

**¥Recurrence Interval after Petersen et al., 1996

PGA and PGA+gc: Mean peak horizontal ground accelerations based on an evenly weighted average of
attenuation relationships by Campbell and Bozorgnia (2008), Chiou and Youngs (2008), and Boore and
Atkinson (2008).

Duration: Abrahamson and Silva, 1996

In summary, the Zayante fault, passing within 0.9 miles (1.46 km) of the site, is expected to
generate the largest earthquake ground motion at the site. The characteristic earthquake on this
fault (My;pax, = 7.0) corresponds to an on-site peak ground acceleration of about 0.59g, with an
upper level design ground motion (mean plus one standard deviation) of 0.99g. Duration of
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strong seismic shaking from this event will be about 14 seconds. The estimated recurrence
interval on this fault, 8,821 years, means that there is a low statistical probability that the
earthquake will happen during the lifetime of the project.

Because it is farther from the site, the maximum event on the San Andreas fault is expected to
generate a smaller ground acceleration (Table 2). The recurrence interval for this earthquake is
estimated to be 133 - 266 years; therefore, the statistical probability of this earthquake occurring
within the project life-span is considered to be relatively high. Although the ground motion at
the site due to the maximum earthquake on the San Andreas is predicted to be less than that of
the Zayante fault, the maximum earthquake on the San Andreas will be a larger event, and it is
expected to have a longer duration of 31 seconds.

Probabilistic Ground Motion Estimate

The U.S. Geological Survey, in conjunction with the California Geological Survey, has produced
a probabilistic seismic hazards assessment for California (Petersen et al., 1996, Cao et al., 2003;
Petersen et al., 2008; USGS, 2008). These studies consider the likelihood for large earthquakes
to occur on each of the important active faults in California. Using that data and studies of how
seismic shaking diminishes (attenuates) with distance, the researchers create maps showing the
intensity of seismic shaking that has a certain probability of occurring at any given location.

Probabilistic peak ground motions interpolated from the 2008 National Seismic Hazard Mapping
Program 0.05 degree data grid (Petersen et al., 2008; California Geological Survey, 2013) are
listed in Table 3. These estimated ground motions assume a soil profile type of site class C/D
(soft rock/stiff soil: shear wave velocity of about 370 m/sec in the upper 30m of site soils), per
the 2010 California Building Code (CBSC, 2010). We caution that this value is not based on a
site-specific probabilistic assessment, which is normally required for critical structures such as
schools and hospitals.

Table 3: Probabilistic Ground Motions

Ground Motion Acceleration in

Measure Firm Rock (g)
(Site Class C/D
boundary)

Peak Ground Acceleration 0.56

(g), 10% probability of
being exceeded in 50
years)

Peak Ground Acceleration 0.97
(g), 2% probability of
being exceeded in 50
years)
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The ground motion intensities shown in Table 3 are the seismic shaking intensities that have only
a 10% chance or 2% chance of being exceeded in 50 years. The “10% in 50 year” ground motion
cited in Table 3 has generally been considered appropriate for a residential structure in
California.

The ground motions listed in tables 2 and 3 are not site specific values. These ground motions
may be reduced or increased by site specific conditions. We recommend that the project
structural engineer carefully consider both the deterministic and probabilistic acceleration values
and the site characteristics in performing the seismic design.

Co-seismié Ground Cracking

Experience during the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake (Ponti and Wells, 1991; Spittler and Harp,
1990; Technical Advisory Group, 1991; Nolan and Weber, 1998) showed that ground cracking
can be a significant seismic hazard in the Santa Cruz Mountains. During the 1989 earthquake,

numerous ground cracks opened up, principally along the crests of ridges. The ground cracks

ranged from fractions of an inch to many feet wide and up to one-quarter mile long. Where the
ground cracks crossed under buildings, the buildings were damaged.

Ridge top ground cracking has been documented at numerous locations throughout the world
(Beck, 1968; Tabor, 1971; Radbruch-Hall et al., 1977; Bovis, 1982; Savage and Varnes, 1987;
Thorsen, 1989; Vamnes et al., 1989). Co-seismic ground cracking along ridge crests occurs as a
result of strong seismic shaking during an earthquake. The resulting ground cracks may be due
to incremental movement of landslides, ridge top spreading, or ground shattering. Ridge top
spreading or shattering occurs generally as a series of cracks roughly following a ridge crest due
to gravitational “relaxation” of the ridge flanks or vertical “heave” due to topographic
amplification of shaking at the ridge crest.

Ground cracks were also noted along the sides of ridges following the 1989 earthquake. These
ground cracks were commonly associated with re-activation of large, older landslides rather than
ridge top ground cracking. Landslide related ground cracks typically have an arcuate shape,
opening down slope, that outlines the head of the landslide block, but may also include cracks
running directly downhill, along the lateral margins of the landslide, or transverse cracks forming
within the landslide mass.

Nolan and Weber (1998) studied ground cracking in the Santa Cruz Mountains following the
1989 Loma Prieta earthquake. They found that large scale ground cracking (over several inches
wide and involving vertical offsets of an inch or more) tended to recur in the same location from
earthquake to earthquake. Such ground cracks were associated with surficial scarps or
subsurface evidence of prior ground cracking. Both these types of evidence for past ground
cracking can be observed in the field. Consequently, the likely location of large ground cracks
can generally be predicted and avoided by careful site investigation. Small ground cracks (less
than 3" wide with little or no vertical offset) were not found to be as predictable.
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The proposed building site situated on the eastern ridge line (building site #3) is to be located
along the crest of a ridge line with moderately steep side slopes. In order to evaluate the proposed
building site for potential ground cracking hazard, we excavated a 5 foot deep backhoe trench
across the ridge crest at building site #3 to look for evidence of past ground cracking. A log of
this exposure, denoted Trench T-1 is depicted on Plate 3. The trench exposed weathered Aromas
Sand consisting of layered fine to coarse grained sand, locally containing pebbles, with a few thin
layers of silt rich sediment. The bedrock observed in the trench was consistent with descriptions
of the fluvial facies or the Aromas Sand and it is consistent with our observations in borings B-1,
B-2, B-3, B-4, and B-10.

We observed no evidence for previous ridge top ground cracking in the trench, and are therefore
of the opinion that the risk posed by coseismic ground cracking at this site is low. We noted very
minor fracturing in the sediments at each end of the trench where the slope begins to steepen.
These fractures did not show any offset of soil horizons or significant dilation, and therefore do
not suggest the need to design foundations for ground cracking.

Nevertheless, ridge top sites in the Santa Cruz Mountains can be exposed to amplified ground
shaking due to their topographic setting. It is prudent to perform very careful seismic resistant
design in structures and to provide stiff foundations at these sites.

Seismically Induced Ground Deformation

The subject site is situated on predominantly dense, granular soils. Blow counts from Borings B-
1, B-3, B-4, B-6,'and B-7 (Rock Solid Engineering, 2013) indicate that the sandy soil material is
‘medium dense to very dense and the thin clayey or silty soils layers are very stiff to hard in the
areas proposed for development. Ground water was encountered in boring B-3 at a depth of
about 25', perched on top of a approximately 5 foot thick clay layer. The conditions observed in
the exploratory borings indicate that there is little likelihood of seismically induced ground
deformation at the proposed homesites. The project soils engineer should be consulted for any
specific recommendations regarding soil performance during earthquakes.

Landslide Hazards

The geologic evaluation of landslide hazard is based on a qualitative assessment of geologic
conditions around the proposed residence. Among the factors considered are the distribution,
ages, and types of landsliding in the area surrounding the proposed development site; the
steepness of slopes; and the occurrence of geologic conditions in the area that would favor
landslide formation, such as weak bedrock or shallow soils on steep slopes. In this type of
assessment, often the best indicator of landslide hazard is the past behavior of slopes in the area.
Consequently, the type and location of past landsliding is heavily relied upon as an indicator of
possible future occurrence of landsliding.

It should be pointed out, however, that there is always some potential for landsliding in areas of
steep slopes or mountainous terrain, regardless of past conditions, and anyone building in such
areas must be prepared to assume some risk due to landsliding. No amount of qualitative or
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quantitative analysis can be expected to identify every factor that might cause landsliding to
occur.

We noted evidence for one landslide on slopes bordering the subject parcels to the east (Plate 1).
This landslide is located away from areas proposed for residential development, but it does
indicate that landsliding on these slopes is possible. Suspected landslides have been mapped by
others on slopes to the south of the areas proposed for development. We did not investigate these
suspected landslide areas. The results of the exploratory drilling program for this project suggest
that there may be stratigraphic reasons for landsliding in these areas that do not pertain to the
areas proposed for development (see the discussion of landsliding under Site Geologic Setting).

The results of the slope stability analysis by Rock Solid Engineering (2013) indicate that the west
and east facing slopes in the areas proposed for development of sites #2 and #3 are sufficiently
stable under expected static and simulated earthquake conditions to permit development without
requiring greater than ordinary slope setbacks.

Because we did observe some landsliding on slopes to the east of the development site, we have
recommended a minimum slope setback of 30 feet from face of slope, to be measured
horizontally from the base of the foundation. “Slope” in this context means slopes inclined at
gradients in excess of 30%. We have not recommended setbacks from slopes 30% or less in
gradient. Our recommended setback s similar in size to that mandated by State code. Should
our recommended setback and the setback according to State code differ, the larger of the two
setbacks should be followed. We have incorporated our recommended setback into the building
envelope shown on Plate 1 for homesite #3. The setback associated with the depicted building
envelope assumes a shallow foundation. Deepened foundations may result in moving the setback
line closer to the break in slope.

We have also stipulated a setback from the steeper slopes associated with the arroyo northwest of

homesite #1. This slope was not subject to a quantitative slope stability analysis; this setback is
based on a qualitative evaluation by projecting a 2.5:1 (H:V) sloping line upward from the base
of arroyo slope and placing the setback line at the point where the 2.5:1 line daylights at the top
of slope (cross section C-C’, Plate 2).

Provided that our setback recommendations for landslide hazard mitigation are fully
implemented, we consider risks posed by landslide hazards at the proposed building sites to be
“ordinary” (as defined in Appendix C).

Soil Creep

Moderately steep to steep slopes may be subject to soil creep hazards. Creep occurs where loose
surficial materials, including loose colluvium, soil and deeply weathered rock, mantle harder
bedrock on steep slopes. In soil creep, this loose surficial layer gradually creeps downslope,
generally at rates of a fraction of an inch per year. This process can damage improperly designed
foundations.
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