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

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

PROJECT: MT. HERMON YOUTH RECREATION CENTER

APP #: 131234

APN(S): 071-331-05, 071-331-06 _
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project is a proposal to construct an approximately 12-acre outdoor
recreational/educational facility to include a ropes course, a mountain bike course, community garden,
splash pool, sports field, a 6,673 square foot retail/recreation building, a 7,425 square foot day camp
and classroom, and four utility structures totaling 1,492 square feet. A small bridge is also proposed to
cross an existing swale. Proposed earthwork consists of 10,830 cubic yards of excavation and 17,068
cubic yards of fill. Requires a Development Permit, Soils Report Review, Biotic Report Review,
Archaeological Report Review, Riparian Exception, Preliminary Grading Approval, and a Variance to
allow a structure to be constructed to a height of 62 feet.

PROJECT LOCATION: Property is located on the north side of Graham Hill Road at the intersection
with Conference Drive.

EXISTING ZONE DISTRICT: SU (Special Use)

APPLICANT: Dale Pollock

OWNER: Mount Hermon Association

PROJECT PLANNER: Robin Bolster-Grant, (831) 454-5357

EMAIL: Robin.Bolster-Grant@santacruzcounty.us

ACTION: Negative Declaration with Mitigations

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

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

Project: Mt. Hermon Youth Recreation Center APN(S): 071-331-05, 071-331-06

Project Description: Proposal to construct an approximately 12-acre outdoor recreational/educational
facility to include a ropes course, a mountain bike course, community garden, splash pool, sports field, a
6,673 square foot retail/recreation building, a 7,425 square foot day camp and classroom, and four utililty
structures totaling 1,492 square foot. A small bridge is also proposed to cross an existing swale.
Proposed earthwork consists of 10,830 cubic yards of excavation and 17,068 cubic yards of fill. Requires
a Development Permit, Soils Report Review, Biotic Report Review, Archaeological Report Review,
Riparian Exception, Preliminary Grading Approval, and a Variance to allow a structure to be constructed
to a height of 62 feet. . '

Project Location: The project is located on the north side of Graham Hill Road at the intersection with
Conference Drive in Scotts Valley.

Owner: Mount Hermon Association

Applicant: Dale Pollock

Staff Planner: Robin Bolster-Grant, (831) 454-5357
Email: Robin.Bolster-Grant@santacruzcounty.us

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

California Environmental Quality Act Mitigated Negative Declaration Findings:

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

Review Period Ends: September 19, 2014
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW INITIAL STUDY

Date: July 25, 2014 Application Number: 131234
Staff Planner: Robin Bolster-Grant

. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

APPLICANT: Dale Pollock c/o Mount APN(s): 071-331-05, 071-331-06
Hermon Association

OWNER: Mount Hermon Association SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 5th

PROJECT LOCATION: Project located on the north side of Graham Hill Road at the
intersection with conference Drive.

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Proposal to construct an approximately 12-acre outdoor recreational/educational facility
to include a ropes course, a mountain bike course, community garden, splash pool,
sports field, a 6,673 square foot retail/recreation building, a 7,425 square foot day camp
and classroom, and four utility structures totaling 1,492 square feet. A small bridge is
also proposed to cross an existing swale. Proposed earthwork consists of 10,830 cubic
yards of excavation and 17,068 cubic yards of fill. Requires a Development Permit,
Soils Report Review, Biotic Report Review, Archaeological Report Review, Riparian
Exception, Preliminary Grading Approval, and a Variance to allow a structure to be
constructed to a height of 62 feet.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: All of the following
potential environmental impacts are evaluated in this Initial Study. Categories that are
marked have been analyzed in greater detail based on project specific information.

Geology/Soils Noise

Air Quality

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hydrology/Water Supply/Water Quality
Biological Resources

Agriculture and Forestry Resources Public Services

Mineral Resources Recreation

Visual Resources & Aesthetics

XOOXXL
oot

Utilities & Service Systems




Environmental Review Initial Study
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[] Cultural Resources [ ] Land Use and Planning

[ ] Hazards & Hazardous Materials [ ] Population and Housing

[ ] Transportation/Traffic [ ] Mandatory Findings of Significance

DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL(S) BEING CONSIDERED:

[] General Plan Amendment
[ ] Land Division

[ ] Rezoning
X] Development Permit

NON-LOCAL APPROVALS: None

Coastal Development Permit

Grading Permit
Riparian Exception

I

Other: Height Variance

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

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

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

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

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

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

7,4 g / /9 / /4_
Tod exéu\ef 4 Date Z 7
Environmental Coordinator

Application Number: 131234
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i. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

Parcel Size: 14.8 acres (combined)

Existing Land Use: Vacant acreage

Vegetation: Non-native grassland, oak forest, and chaparral
Slope in area affected by project: @ 0-30% & 31-100%
Nearby Watercourse: Zayante Creek; San Lorenzo River
Distance To: Approximately 100 feet east; 750 feet south

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS

Water Supply Watershed: Entire site Fault Zone: None mapped

mapped

Groundwater Recharge: No mapped Scenic Corridor: Mapped constraint;

resource prominent project features located
outside corridor

Timber or Mineral: No mapped resource Historic: No mapped resource

Agricultural Resource: No mapped resource  Archaeology: Report submitted; no
resources identified

Biologically Sensitive Habitat: Riparian Noise Constraint: No constraints

corridor associated with ephemeral drainage

at the southwest corner of property; several

mapped species: Biotic Report submitted

Fire Hazard: None mapped Electric Power Lines: No hazard

Floodplain: Not mapped Solar Access: Available

Erosion: Moderate Potential (Attachment 3) Solar Orientation: Available

Landslide: Artificial fill slope at northwest of Hazardous Materials: Low potential

site; Geotechnical report submitted; low

potential for slope failure (Attachment 3)

Liquefaction: Portion mapped; Geotechnical Other:

Report submitted; no identified constraint

(Attachment 3)

SERVICES

Fire Protection: Felton Fire Protection Drainage District: Zone 8

District

School District: San Lorenzo Valley Project Access: Graham Hill Rd.
Sewage Disposal: Private septic system Water Supply: San Lorenzo Valley
proposed Water District

PLANNING POLICIES

Zone District: SU (Special Use) Special Designation: Felton Town Plan
General Plan: R-UVL (Urban Very Low

Residential)

Urban Services Line: [ ] Inside X Outside

Application Number: 131234
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Coastal Zone: [ ] Inside X Outside

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES:

The subject property is located on a vacant parcel in Felton. The site is comprised of
two adjacent parcels (APN 071-331-05 and 071-331-06). The parcels are located
adjacent to and north of Conference Drive and Graham Hill Road, and adjacent to and
west of East Zayante Road. The site takes access from Conference Drive. A large
shopping center borders the property to the west and residential neighborhoods border
the property to the north and south. Mount Hermon Christian conference Center to the
east. The undeveloped parcel supports a mosaic of non-native grassland, oak forest,
and chaparral habitats. In addition, the project site is located approximately 100 feet
west of Zayante Creek and 750 feet north of the San Lorenzo River. Four biotic habitats
occur on the project site: California annual grassland, coyote brush scrub/French broom
thicket, coast live oak/box elder forest and seasonal wetlands. No development is
proposed within the riparian corridor.

The southern section of the project site is relatively flat to gently sloping. The
southwestern portion of the property is a meadow with scattered trees. The eastern
portion is forested and a relatively shallow swale traverses the southwest section of the
meadow. The northern section of the property is generally steeper. The northeast
portion of the site is moderately sloping and the uphill area of the northeast portion of
the site is moderate to moderately steep. There is a large fill slope at the northwestern
area of the site, which support Mount Hermon Road.

PROJECT BACKGROUND:

Policy 2.3.6 of the Santa Cruz County General Plan (1994) designates the two subject
parcels as a possible location for development of 100 percent affordable housing. The
policy also states that all development on the parcels “...may include an appropriately
sized community center or similar facility.”

Application 08-0338 was submitted in July 2008 for the construction of 55 affordable
housing units, and included a proposal to develop a small public water system. Based
on community opposition to the affordable housing project, the application was
withdrawn. Objections to the housing project were based largely on water use and
sewage disposal.

The property was subsequently sold to Mount Hermon Christian Conference Center,
which owns property adjacent to and east of Zayante Drive. The current application was
made in August 2013. Unlike the previous residential development proposal, the current
proposal does not rely on public water or sewage package treatment plant, in that water
will be provided from existing sources at the Mount Hermon Center and a septic system
has been designed to treat effluent from the project site.

Application Number: 131234
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DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This proposal would allow the site to be developed with recreation and educational
facilities consisting of small and large bike pump tracks with hillside flow trails, an aerial
adventure course, splash-park, a community garden, a retail building with concessions
and welcome center and a classroom/daycamp building.

Pump tracks are manmade closed circuits with rollers in between and berms at each
end. They are designed to be ridden without pedaling. The flow trails would be built
trails for mountain bikes and contain linked berms and rollers. Riders would be lifted to
the top of the slope via a conveyance system called a “magic carpet,” similar to a lift
system used on beginner slopes at ski resorts.

The aerial adventure course, or ropes course, includes platforms built on poles and
interconnected by a series of aerial obstacles. One of the platforms would be
constructed to a height of 62 feet, measured on the downslope side.

The zero-depth splash park is an area for water play and cooling off that has no
standing water. The showers and ground nozzles will be controlled by a hand-activated
motion sensor, with the water to be recycled and treated to swimming pools standards.

The proposed recreation/retail building is proposed to be 6,673 square feet in area,
while the educational building would be 7,425 square feet. Four additional accessory
structures are proposed: a 320 square foot storage shed, a 500 square foot target
sports building, a 272 square foot aerial adventure park building, and a 400 square foot
splash park pump building. The four accessory structures would contain equipment
related to the associated recreational components. The total proposed building area is
approximately 15,590 square feet. All structures would be single-story construction.

A pedestrian bridge is proposed to be constructed at the eastern edge of the site to
provide a safe pedestrian crossing at Zayante Rd.

The total area of proposed disturbance is 12.0 acres. Grading consists of 10,830 cubic
yards of excavation and 17,068 cubic yards of fill. The majority of the proposed
earthwork would be to create the bike trail for the magic carpet recreational area and
the sports field adjacent to the proposed pedestrian bridge. Project grading would result
in a net import of 3,817 cubic yards of material.

Approximately 600 lineal feet of shotcrete retaining wall is proposed for the area south
of the bike trails and would create a 125'x 230’ play field. The wall would range from
one to nine feet in height and would be designed with stone texturing.

The Parking for the site consists of 131 parking stalls, 5 accessible stalls and 3 loading
stalls, located along the southwestern frontage and along the western boundary of the
site, adjacent to the Felton Faire shopping center. The parking lot surfacing is proposed
to be permeable aggregate.

Impervious surfaces on the site have been minimized to the maximum extent
practicable. On-site impervious areas are only for buildings and accessory structures.
Impervious improvements in the County right-of-way include a concrete sidewalk along
Conference Drive, and the asphalt paved entrance at Conference Drive.

Application Number: 131234
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Stormwater runoff from proposed improved areas would be directed toward the well-
defined swale at the southwest corner of the site, maintaining existing drainage
patterns. Most of the runoff would overland flow in grass lined swales. Concentrated
runoff from impervious surfaces and swales would be directed to six percolation pits to
retain water and promote infiltration. Infiltration of stormwater would also be achieved in
the subgrade below pervious pavers and pervious concrete. Runoff discharged from
driving surfaces and parking lots would be conveyed to biofiltration swales and catch
basins with silt and grease traps to provide water quality treatment. An earth
embankment with outlet control is proposed at the downslope edge of the well-defined
swale. An outlet control structure for the detention area would serve to discharge at
predevelopment rates for a variety of design storms. The additional runoff created from
larger design storms would be detained in a proposed stormwater detention area to be
constructed in the well-defined swale at the southwest corner of the site. An
embankment would be constructed in this area with an outlet control structure. Habitat
enhancement will occur at the basin.

Stormwater runoff from the bike flow trails would be captured in swales running along
the trails. The swales terminate into riprap pads or flow into culverts with riprap pads at
the outlets. The majority of runoff from the bike trails discharged to infiltration trenches
that also serve as level spreaders. Runoff flowing from the pedestrian bridge would be
directed toward a percolation pit serving to store and infiltrate runoff. The sports field in
the southeast portion of the site (formerly proposed as a paintball course) would be
contained by a one-foot high earthen berm, constructed along the downstream edge of
the field.

The project includes an onsite wastewater treatment and discharge system, which
consists of a 15,000 gallon primary tank, a 4,000 gallon recirculation tank and 1,500
gallon dosing tank. The tanks would be located underground just west of the main entry
gate at Conference Drive. The system also includes eleven 100-foot long, 4-foot deep
leaching trenches to be installed at the southeast portion of the site.

Twenty one trees are proposed for removal to accommodate the trails and structures.
Proposed landscaping includes the planting of canopy trees at the frontage and
adjacent to the main parking lot for visual buffering. The landscape plan also includes
the planting of native riparian species at the ephemeral dralnage/swale at the
southwestern corner of the property.

The project arborist would flag or otherwise designate the trees to remain as well as
those to be removed. Protective fencing would be placed around the trees to be
retained prior to the start of construction.

A small vehicular bridge, approximately 60 feet in length and 32 feet wide, is proposed
to be built across the ephemeral drainage at the southwest corner of the property. The
bridge would connect the front entrance to the western parking lot. The bridge would not
encroach into the ephemeral channel, but would encroach into the associated riparian
corridor.

Application Number: 131234
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Hll. 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? D ] X D

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

D. Landslides? D D [X D

Discussion (A through D): There are no mapped faults on or adjacent to the subject
property. The closest mapped fault is the Zayante-Vergeles, which is located
approximately 4miles north-northeast of the subject parcels. Therefore, ground rupture
of a known earthquake fauit was not an area of concern in the geotechnical report
submitted for the site prepared by Bauldry Engineering, Inc., dated August 1, 2013.
(Attachment 3). The Ben Lomond fault, while not mapped, is thought to pass beneath
the artificial fill slopes along Mount Hermon Road and the toe of the natural hillside in
the northeast section of the property. No habitable structures are proposed for this
portion of the site, therefore the potential impact from the Ben Lomond fault is
considered less than significant.

A Geologic Report prepared by Rogers E. Johnson & Associates, dated September 28,
2007 (Attachment 5) was submitted in conjunction with the previous affordable housing
project in order to evaluate the stability of the fill slope. A shallow slump, approximately
100 feet long by 40 feet wide was identified at the location of the artificial fill. Based on
the field mapping and exploratory trenching, the consulting geologist determined that
the source of the debris flow was drainage, which is now cut off from the property by
Mount Hermon Road.

Application Number: 131234
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The geotechnical report also concluded that the potential for the fill slope to fail and
adversely affect the subject project would be low. Additionally, the proposed conveyor
system, decks, and ropes course facilities would be founded on piers to prevent any
impacts due to soil slumping. The geotechnical report identified potential instability in
proximity to the pedestrian bridge. In accordance with the recommendations made in
the geotechnical report, the bridge foundation would be setback a minimum of 20 feet
from the face-of-slope and founded on piers embedded in bedrock. Implementation of
the geotechnical report recommendations ensure that impacts due to landsliding or
other instability would be less than significant.

Foundations for the proposed structures must be designed in accordance with the
most recent California Building Code (CBC). The subject property will likely be
subjected to strong seismic shaking from one of the local fault systems during the life
of the planned structure. The Geotechnical Report submitted for the proposed project
recommends that all planned improvements be designed to resist seismic shaking.

- Specific seismic design parameters are listed in the report and the applicant will be
required to submit a plan review letter that reflects the seismic design parameters
based on the 2010 California Building code requirements for review and approval by
Planning Staff prior to parcel map recordation.

The southern and western sections of the site have been mapped as potentially
liquefiable. According to the geotechnical report prepared for the site, the site is
underlain by relatively dense to very dense soils. The report concludes that based on
density of the soil and the lack of shallow groundwater table, the potential for
liquefaction to occur and cause damage to the proposed structures is low.

The Geotechnical Report found that the soils on the site have a low expansion
potential. To minimize the potential for building settlement, the consulting geotechnical
engineer recommends overexcavation and recompaction of the upper 12 inches of the
subgrade. The project conditions of approval require the proposed development to
incorporate recommendations made in the geotechnical report, therefore the potential
impact due to expansive soils or settlement is less than significant.

2. Be located on a geologic unit or soil [] [] ¢ []
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: As stated in Section A-1, the geotechnical report (Attachment 3)
submitted for the proposed development identified historical instability at the
northwestern portion of the site. However, the slumping in this area was attributed to
inadequate drainage, which has been alleviated by the construction of Mount Hermon
Drive. The septic leachfield would be located at southern edge of the property and
therefore would not negatively impact the area of the slump. No other development
would be located within the area of potential instability, therefore impacts due to

Application Number: 131234
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landslide are considered less than significant.

The geotechnical report did not identify lateral spreading, or liquefaction as areas of
concern based on soils types and groundwater depth. While the report indicates a
mapped earthquake fault (Ben Lomond Fault) is located within the project site, the fault
zone is not located in proximity to any habitable structures and therefore represents a
less than significantly impact.

The geotechnical report provides recommendations for grading and foundation design
and the applicant would be required to submit an update to this report that reflects the
requirements of the most current California Building Code. Final building foundations
and grading plans would comply with the most current California Building Code to
resist seismic shaking and avoid structural collapse and shall be reviewed and
approved by Environmental Planning staff prior to parcel map recordation.

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

Discussion: The northern portion of the subject site contains slopes in excess of 30%.
The bike park is proposed to be developed in this area in order to take advantage of
the changes in elevation. In addition to the bike trails in this area, three decks would be
located on steep slopes. The decks would be constructed on drilled piers and no
grading would be required to accommodate the structures. Grading for the conveyor lift
system, which transports bikers uphill, will traverse slopes in excess of 30% slopes. In
accordance with the recommendations made in the geotechnical report for the project
(Attachment 3) all disturbed site soil would be compacted to a minimum of 90% of its
maximum dry density, which would inhibit erosion and provide stability. Therefore the
impact due to development on steep slopes is considered less than significant.

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

Discussion: The surface soils within the project area are classified as moderately
erodible. All finished and disturbed ground surfaces would be prepared and maintained
to reduce erosion. In areas proposed for grading, the soil would be engineered and
compacted to a minimum of 90% to provide stability, per the recommendations made
in the geotechnical report for the project (Attachment 3). Specific measures that have
been incorporated into the preliminary erosion control plan include the installation of
fiber rolls along the contours of the northeastern slope and around the ephemeral
drainage at the southwest, as well as protected stockpile areas for graded materials
and stabilized construction entrance.

Prior to building permit approval, the applicant would be required to submit final
Erosion Control Plans for review and approval by Environmental Planning Staff. The
plans must specify detailed erosion and sedimentation control measures and include
provisions for disturbed areas to be planted with ground cover and to be maintained to
minimize surface erosion. The Erosion Control Plans would also be required to be
reviewed and approved by the consulting geotechnical engineer. Therefore, the
impacts of erosion resulting from construction and grading would be less than

Application Number: 131234
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significant.

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

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

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

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

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

Discussion: The project would rely on a private wastewater treatment system. A Site
Assessment (Attachment 9) was performed for the site in conjunction with the previous
affordable housing proposal. According to percolation tests conducted in the vicinity of
the proposed leachfield, the soils were found to have moderate percolation rates that
are suitable for disposal of wastewater. Additionally, this proposal was reviewed by
Environmental Health Services, which approved the preliminary onsite septic site
evaluation. An approved onsite septic application would be required prior to issuance
of a building permit..

7. Result in coastal cliff erosion? D ' D D Xl

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?

Application Number: 131234
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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: The subject property is located approximately 4.9 miles from the ocean,
at an elevation of approximately 300 feet above mean sea level, therefore no impact
from inundation 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
wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses
or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

- Discussion: The project would obtain water from the existing water system owned and
operated by the Mount Hermon Association, Inc. and no new wells are proposed for
the site. The project is not located in a mapped groundwater recharge area and there
are no existing or proposed agricultural uses on site. The project would implement
Low Impact Development (LID) standards; therefore impervious surfaces on the site
have been minimized to the maximum extent practicable and have been limited to the
areas proposed for buildings. The site has been designed to maintain predevelopment
permeability rates and percolate runoff back into the groundwater and, according to the
Preliminary Drainage Report prepared for the project (Attachment 6) the proposed
drainage design emphasizes surface flow conveying water. Therefore the impact to
groundwater is considered to be less than significant.

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
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proposed project would be addressed through implementation of erosion control
measures. To minimize the amount of sedimentation from the bike pump tracks, runoff
leaving this area would be treated by multiple sediment traps prior to entering the
stormwater management area. According to the Preliminary Drainage Report for the
project (Attachment 6), the sediment traps have nearly double the capacity required by
Santa Cruz County’s standards for construction site management.

To protect against contamination of Zayante Creek, the originally-proposed paintball
field has been eliminated from the proposal and the area would be used as a general-
purpose sports field. To protect the creek from stormwater runoff from the field, a one-
foot high earthen berm would be constructed along the downstream edge of the field,
which would contain runoff and help to percolate the 2-year 120-minute storm back into
the groundwater.

Riprap pads are proposed at each outfall along the ephemeral drainage at the
southwest portion of the property, which would help disperse the energy of stormwater
runoff and reduce the potential for erosion and sedimentation to significantly impact
water quality.

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

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

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

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

Discussion: As stated In B-5, the project would implement Low Impact Development
(LID) standards by minimizing the use of impervious surfaces. Pervious paver patios,
decomposed granite walkways, pervious concrete access roads and gravel parking
lots have been incorporated into the project design, with onsite impervious areas
limited to the construction of the six structures. The majority of stormwater runoff would
overland flow in grass lined swales to the southwest or into the six percolation pits to
retain water and promote infiltration. Rock check dams are proposed in several
locations along the surface swales to slow flow, settle suspended solids and allow for
further infiltration.

The flow bike trails may increase runoff as they are converting native grass areas into
compacted trails void of vegetation. Runoff from the bike trails would be captured in
swales running along the trials. The swales terminate into riprap pads or flow into
culverts with riprap pads at the outlets to help disperse energy and spread out flows.
According to the Preliminary Drainage Report prepared for the project (Attachment 6)
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the majority of the runoff from the bike trails discharges to infiltration trenches that also
serve as level spreaders. Department of Public Works Drainage Section staff has
reviewed and approved the proposed drainage plan. Implementation of the plan and
use of Best Management Practices associated with LID, would ensure that negative
impacts due to alteration of existing drainage patterns or stormwater runoff would be
less than significant.

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: Drainage Calculations prepared by Rl Engineering, Inc. dated August 22,
2013, have been reviewed for potential drainage impacts and accepted by the
Department of Public Works (DPW) Drainage Section staff. The calculations show that
the post development runoff rate will not exceed the pre-development rate. The runoff
rate from the property would be controlled by a combination of infiltration trenches,
swales and outlet control structures as discussed in B-5 and B-7 above.

Refer to response B-5 for discussion of 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 in an area subject to flooding, therefore there is
no impact.

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

Discussion: Few pollutants would be added to the existing water supply as a result of
this project. Department of Public Works Stormwater Management Staff have reviewed
and approved preliminary drainage plans, which include various treatment methods
prior to discharge off site including bioswales, infiltration trenches, which have been
integrated into the project design. The applicant would be required to submit final
drainage plans and calculations for review and approval by Department of Public
Works Stormwater Management Staff, as well as plans for periodic maintenance and
sediment removal prior to obtaining building permits. This condition will ensure that the
impacts of runoff on water quality are less than significant. See response B-4 regarding
impacts to water supply. :
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C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

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

Discussion: A Biotic Report conducted by H.T. Harvey and Associates for the
affordable housing project did not identify any significant biotic resources on the
parcels with the exception of several potential isolated wetland features. In order to
verify the potential wetland features and provide an updated survey of biotic resources
on the site, a Biotic Report was prepared by Biotic Resources Group (Attachment 11).

Kathleen Lyons conducted an analysis of the previously-identified wetland features
utilizing Army Corps of Engineers three-parameter assessment process. Following
these procedures, Ms. Lyons determined that none of the isolated wetlands identified
by H.T. Harvey met all three parameters particularly in soils and hydrology. The
unnamed ephemeral drainage at the southwest of the parcel support riparian scrub
vegetation.

Biotic Resources Group identifies riparian scrub and needlegrass grassland as
recognized sensitive habitats by both the State of California and the County of Santa
Cruz. The needlegrass grassland vegetation is located on the south-facing hillside on
the east side of the parcel. A portion of this habitat would be directly impacted by the
installation and operation of the bicycle hillside flow trails. The riparian scrub vegetation
is located along the ephemeral swale on the lower southwest end of the parcel. A
portion of this vegetation type would be impacted by the placement of a bridge
crossing connecting the entrance with parking lots on the west side of the drainage. In
addition the project would include the placement of a stormwater detention basin at the
southwest portion of the swale.

To minimize impacts to the ephemeral drainage, a Riparian Restoration Monitoring and
Maintenance Plan, dated July 23, 2014, was prepared by Biotic Resources Group
(Attachment 16) outlining measures for revegetation and restoration of the associated
riparian habitat. The riparian restoration area would be established in fall 2015 after
construction of the site and installation of the bridge over the ephemeral stream.
Planting of riparian trees, shrubs and groundcovers would occur in fall/winter 2015
(Year 0). Maintenance and monitoring tasks within the riparian restoration area would
be initiated in 2016 (Year 1) and would continue through Year 5. The plan’s long-term
goals and objectives for the restoration would provide approximately 7,000 square feet
of native riparian plantings within the ephemeral drainage to provide an approximately
3.5:1 restoration ratio. The plan also would require the utilization of locally-derived
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native plant propagules in the revegetation and would maintain 100% survival of
installed container stock shrubs and small trees each year during Years 1-3 and 80%
survival for Years 4 and 5. Cover of invasive, non-native plant species would be
controlled to less than 5% in Years 1-5. Finally, the restoration plan would achieve a
minimum of 30% woody plant cover and a minimum of 50% herbaceous cover at the
end of Year 5.

A final landscape/restoration plan would be required to be reviewed and approved by
Environmental Planning staff prior to building permit issuance.

The Landscaping Plan (Attachment 7) depicts revegetation of hillside areas for
needlegrass grassland from the bike park trails. Direct impacts to needlegrass
grassiand comprise approximately 12,000 square feet. The Landscape Plan shows
approximately 12,000 square feet of needlegrass revegetation, thus achieving an
approximately 1-to-1 impact to restoration ratio. Additional mitigation for the loss of
needlegrass grassland would require an additional 12,000 square feet of revegetation
along the slope south and southeast of the bike park.

No rare plants were observed and no habitat was observed for special-status wildlife
species, such as red-legged frog or breeding raptors. The site was found to contain
trees and groves that may support breeding opportunities for sharp shin hawk and
Cooper's hawk. A variety of bat species may also roost in the trees near Zayante
Creek to the east of the project site.

To prevent direct mortality of bats roosting in the trees on the project site, a bat habitat
assessment must be conducted by a qualified bat biologist. Tree removal must only
occur during seasonal periods of bat activity, between March 1, or when evening
temperatures are above 45°F and rainfall less than one-half-inch in 24 hours occurs,
and April 15, prior to parturition of pups. The next acceptable period for tree removal
with suitable roosting habitat is after pups become self-sufficiently Volant — September
1 through about October 15, or prior to evening temperatures dropping below 45°F and
onset of rainfall greater than %z inch in 24 hours.

To reduce the potential impacts to nesting birds, a project condition of approval would
require vegetation clearing to occur August 16 and January 31st of any given year to
avoid the bird and bat nesting season for this region. Alternatively, if construction is
proposed within potential nesting season, a qualified biologist would be required to
conduct nesting bird surveys no more than two weeks prior to vegetation clearing. If
nesting birds are observed, the biologist would establish a suitable buffer where no
clearing will occur until all young have fledged the nest. A project condition would
require all oak trees to be replaced at a 3:1 ratio

Implementing these measures would ensure that the negative impacts to biotic
resources on the site are reduced to a less than significant level.

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

Discussion: See C-1 above.

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

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

Discussion: The development area includes an ephemeral drainage channel and is
located approximately 100 feet west of Zayante Creek, which could be adversely
affected by a new or additional source of light that is not adequately deflected or
minimized. The following mitigation measures will be added to the project, such that
any potential impact will be reduced to a less than significant level: Permanent outdoor
lighting shall be minimized and shall be shielded by fixture design or other means to
minimize illumination of surrounding sensitive habitat areas.

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: As discussed in B-1, no wetlands have been identified within the project
site.
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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 project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances, in
that a Riparian Exception would be granted in accordance with Title 16 of the Santa
Cruz County Code.

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.

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
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Statewide or Farmland of Local Importance would be converted to a non-agricultural
use. The site is mapped as Grazing Land, however grazing activities are not
principally permitted uses within the Special Use Zone District, in that the General Plan
designation provides for residential uses. Because grazing activities are not
compatible with the zoning and General Plan Designation and would not be allowed on
this site, the proposed development would not constitute a significant impact to
Grading Land.

2. Conflict with existing zoning for ] [] [] 4
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act

contract?

Discussion: The project site is zoned Special Use, 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 [] [] [] ]
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 located adjacent to land designated as Timber
Resource.

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

Discussion: No forest land occurs on the project site or in the immediate vicinity. 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 4 miles does not
contain any lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide Importance or Farmland of Local Importance as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
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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 0.5 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 [] L] [ ] X
known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

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

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

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

F. VISUAL RESOURCES AND AESTHETICS
Would the project:

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

Discussion: The project site is located within the Felton Town Plan, which designates
a protected Scenic View Corridor through the project site. The Corridor was designated
to protect the southern-facing view from Mount Hermon Drive. Additionally, Graham
Hill Road is designated as a scenic road in the County General Plan. The project has
been designed to use the existing forest and topography to shield the development
from view to the greatest extent practicable.

The tallest elements of the project, the decks included in the bike park and observation
landing for the aerial adventure course, have been located outside of the Scenic View
Corridor and are located at the rear of the site so as to be minimally intrusive from
Graham Hill Road. Additionally, the structural components of the bike trail and ropes
course would make use of materials and colors that ensure that they would be largely
camouflaged to match the surrounding natural environment. The aerial adventure
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landing would be approximately 62 feet tall where the topography slopes southward,
however the structure is not designed with a monolithic face, rather it would use
wooden members that would blend into the backdrop of forest.

The proposed recreation/retail building and other elements of the project would be
located within the Scenic View Corridor. However the distance from Mount Hermon
Road, and the vegetative screening adjacent to Mount Hermon Road, serve to reduce
the visual impact. Conditions of project approval would further require the proposed
buildings to utilize natural materials and colors in order to reduce the visual
intrusiveness of these elements. The project design and conditions of project approval
would ensure that the visual impact of the development on protected scenic resources
would be less than significant.

A pedestrian bridge crossing is proposed to connect the site to the property on the east
side of E. Zayante Road, however because of the topography and dense tree cover,
the bridge is not anticipated to be visible from Graham Hill Road. E. Zayante Road is
not a designed scenic road.

The remainder of the development would be visible from portions of Graham Hill Road,
however the vegetation at the southern edge of the parcel also reduce the visual
impact of the proposal on this scenic road to a less than significant level.

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: See F-1 above.

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

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

Discussion: The project site is located adjacent to a moderately-large commercial
shopping center. Commercial development also exists south of the site along Graham
Hill Road. Residential development exists to the north and south of the site. Given the
urban-style of surrounding development, the proposal is not expected to substantially
degrade the existing visual character of the surrounding development.

While the development does change the character of the existing vacant site, the
components of the project are designed to use the existing topography and to maintain
the vast majority of forest on the site. Additionally, the Landscaping Plan provides
revegetation of the needlegrass grassland and replacement of all impacted oak trees
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at a 3:1 ratio. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

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

Discussion: The project would 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.

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 site is vacant and no historical resources are known to exist in the
vicinity of the project site. Therefore there would be no impact to historical resources.

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

Discussion: According to the Cultural Resource Evaluation performed by
Archaeological Resource Management, dated March 18, 2013 (Attachment 13), there
is no evidence of pre-historic cultural resources. However the evaluation notes that
surface visibility was limited at the time of the site visit due to vegetation throughout the
property. In addition, the project area is located within the vicinity of the intersection of
three water sources and such confluences are known to be highly likely locations of
Native American activity. Therefore, the evaluation provides the following mitigation
measures:

e A qualified archaeologist shall spot-check construction activities into native soils
for the proposed project.

Additionally, pursuant to Section 16.40.040 of the Santa Cruz County Code, if
archeological resources are uncovered during construction, the responsible persons
would be required to immediately cease and desist from all further site excavation and
comply with the notification procedures given in County Code Chapter 16.40.040.

Implementation of these measures would ensure that impacts to archaeological
resources would be less than significant.

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

unigue geologic feature?

Discussion: No paleontological resources or unique geologic features are known to
exist on the site or in the vicinity of the project.

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: No hazardous materials would be transported, used, or disposed as a
part of the proposed outdoor recreational facility, therefore there is no impact.

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: The construction and use of the proposed recreational facility would not
involve the release of hazardous materials into the environment, which would create a
significant hazard to the public or environment, therefore there is no impact.

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 proposed outdoor recreational facility would not emit hazardous
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emissions or handle hazardous substances, therefore there are no impacts from the
proposal on existing or proposed school.

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

Discussion: The project site is not included on the May 21, 2014 list of hazardous
sites in Santa Cruz County compiled pursuant to the specified code.

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

Discussion: The project site is not located within two miles of a public airport.

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: There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the project site.

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

response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

Discussion: The proposed project does not conflict with the County’s adopted
Emergency Management Plan (April 2002).

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

transmission lines?

Discussion: Electric lines associated with the proposed project would not be high
voltage transmission; therefore, no adverse impact would occur.

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

I. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Would the project:

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

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

Discussion: A Traffic Impact Analysis was performed by Hatch Mott MacDonald
(Attachment 10) to evaluate the impacts of the project on nearby roads and
intersections. The analysis included a custom project trip generation using project
operating characteristics provide by the applicant and assumptions developed by the
consulting traffic engineer. The analysis concluded that during the summer months, the
project would generate an estimated 1,321 weekday daily trips, with 211 trips during
the weekday AM peak hour and 88 trips during weekday PM peak hour. This would
represent the highest level of potential project trip activity at the project site associated
with full utilization of the project.

During the school year, the site activity level would be considerably lower, thereby
reducing the project trip activity accordingly.

The analysis reviewed intersection operations at Graham Hill Road/Highway 9,
Graham Hill Road/Conference Drive and Graham Hill Road/Roaring Camp. The
Graham Hill Road/Highway 9 intersection currently operates at LOS D during the AM
peak hour and LOS F during the PM peak hour. The County of Santa Cruz has
established significance criteria for signalized intersections. This criteria defines a
significant impact at a signalized intersection as occurring when the project would add
traffic at intersections already LOS E or F and the project traffic in a 1% increase in the
volume/capacity (v/c) ratio of the sum of all critical intersection movements.

The Traffic Impact Analysis determined that the change in v/c represented by the
project for the Graham Hill Road/Highway 9 intersection is .0125. Therefore, the
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project would not represent a significant impact at the study signalized intersections.

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 proposed project does not impact air traffic patterns, therefore there
is no impact.

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

Discussion: There are no known hazards in the vicinity of the project site.

4. Result in inadequate emergency D D D &
access?

Discussion: The project's road access meets County standards and has been
approved by the Felton Fire Protection District.

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

Discussion: The peak parking demand for both attendees and staff is 131 spaces.
The project would provide 138 marked parking spaces on-site. Therefore, the project
site would be able to accommodate all of its parking demand on the project site.

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

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

Discussion: The proposed project would comply with current road requirements to
prevent potential hazards to motorists, bicyclists, and/or pedestrians. Additionally, the
project would provide a pedestrian bridge crossing above E. Zayante Road. This
feature would improve pedestrian safety and is consistent with General Plan policies.

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
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designated intersections, roads or
highways?

Discussion: According to the traffic study performed by Hatch Mott MacDonald
(Attachment 10), the proposed project would not reduce operations to a level of service
below D.

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 existing surrounding commercial uses. The project site is
located adjacent to a small residential neighborhood to the northeast. The activities on
the site would be expected to occur generally during the daytime and would be largely
seasonal in nature. To further ensure that the noise attributable to the project does not
negatively impact the residential neighborhood, a condition of project approval would
require planting mature native trees between the aerial adventure course and the
adjacent residential area. Implementation of vegetative screening, and the hours of use
anticipated on the proposed site would ensure that the impacts due to the increase in
ambient noise levels are less than significant.

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

groundborne noise levels?

Discussion: No excessive groundborne vibrations or noise levels will be created as a
result of the proposed recreational development.

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. While
the site is located between two County arterial roads, given the relatively dense
vegetation and size of the site, no exposure of recreational users to excessive noise
levels is anticipated. Additionally, the proposed facilities are spread over a 12 —acre
area and therefore any noise generated by the proposed use would be expected to
attenuate substantially.
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4. A substantial temporary or periodic [] ] X []

increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

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

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

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

Discussion: The project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two
miles of a public airport, therefore there is no impact.

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

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

Discussion: The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip;
therefore, there is no impact.

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 (PMyg). Therefore, the regional pollutants of concern that
would be emitted by the project are ozone precursors (Volatile Organic Compounds
[VOCs] and nitrogen oxides [NO,]), and dust.

Given the modest amount of new traffic that would be generated by 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
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existing air quality violation.

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

2. Conflict with or obstruct D [___| D @

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
ozone precursors)?

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

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

Discussion: No substantial poliutant concentrations would be emitted during or as a
result of the proposed minor land division, with the exception of CO, emissions from
construction vehicles and large events, which would be temporary and not substantial

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

Discussion: No objectionable odors would be created during construction or as a
result of the proposed project therefore there is no impact.

L. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:

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

Discussion: The proposed project would be responsible for an incremental increase
in green house gas emissions by usage of fossil fuels during the site grading and
construction, as well as from vehicle traveling to and from the site during hours of
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operation. Santa Cruz County has recently adopted a Climate Action Strategy (CAS)
intended to establish specific emission reduction goals and necessary actions to
reduce greenhouse gas levels to pre-1990 levels as required under AB 32 legislation.
The strategy intends to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and energy consumption by
implementing measures such as reducing vehicle miles traveled through the County
and regional long range planning efforts and increasing energy efficiency in new and
existing buildings and facilities. All project construction equipment would be required to
comply with the Regional Air Quality control emissions requirements for construction
equipment. As a result, impacts associated with the temporary increase in green house
gas emissions are expected to be less than significant.

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

of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

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

M. PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project:

1. Result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new
or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
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?

O o o
o o ot
0 O o ot o
X X X X X

e. Other public facilities; including
the maintenance of roads?
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Discussion (a through e): While the project represents an incremental contribution to
the need for services, the increase would be minimal given the relatively small number
of vehicles traveling to and from the site. Although the site is open to the public, the
majority of the users would be associated with Mount Hermon, which is located in
close proximity to the subject site. The site also provides recreational activities and
would not increase the number of permanent residents in the area. Finally, the project
meets all of the standards and requirements identified by the local fire agency.

N. RECREATION
Would the project:

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

Discussion: The proposed project would provide a new recreational facility for the
neighborhood and would therefore not be expected to generate an increase in the use
of existing parks or recreational facilities in the project vicinity. No impact is expected.

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

Discussion: The project does include recreational facilities; however the proposal has
been designed to minimize adverse physical effects on the environment by
incorporating a number of mitigation measures including provision of a riparian
restoration and maintenance plan, and required replacement of needlegrass and oak
trees as discussed in Section C1. Implementation of required mitigation measures
would ensure that the adverse physical effect on the environment attributable to the
project is less than significant.

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: The project would not require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. No impact is expected.
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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 existing water supply sources located on the
Mount Hermon property to the east. Public water delivery facilities would not 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.

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

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

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

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

Discussion: The project would rely on existing water supplies from the Mount Hermon
site to the east.

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

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

Discussion: The project would be served by an on-site sewage disposal system
designed to provide adequate capacity for the proposed demand.

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

Discussion: The project would not result in a substantial increase in solid waste in that
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the required earthwork will not generate a net export of material. While the project
would make a one-time contribution to the reduced capacity of regional landfills during
construction, no demolition is required to accommodate the proposed recreational
facility. The impacts of temporary construction debris associated with the project will be
less than significant.

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

Discussion: The project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste, therefore no impact is anticipated.

P. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:

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

with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
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 does not conflict with any regulations or policies
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

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

community conservation plan?

Discussion: No habitat or community conservation plan exists on the site or on
adjacent parcels. No impact is anticipated.

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
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infrastructure)?

Discussion: The proposed project would not induce significant population growth in
the surrounding area, in that the proposed recreational facility does not incilude any
physical or regulatory changes that would remove a restriction to or encourage
population growth. No new or extended infrastructure or public facilities are proposed,
and no residential development or regulatory changes including General Plan
amendments, specific plan amendments, zone reclassifications, sewer or water
annexations, or LAFCO annexation actions would occur as a part of the project.
Consequently, the project is not expected to have a significant growth-inducing effect.
No impact is expected.

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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R. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less than

Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
1. Does the project have the potential to D & D D

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

Discussion: The potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animai or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory were
considered in the response to each question in Section Il of this Initial Study. Resources
that have been evaluated as significant would be potentially impacted by the project,
particularly protected needlegrass grassland, oaks and riparian resources. However,
mitigation has been included that clearly reduces these effects to a level below
significance. This mitigation includes replacement of needlegrass grassland at a 1-to-1
impact to restoration ratio, replacement of oak trees at a 3-to-1 ratio, implementation of a
5-year Riparian Restoration Monitoring and Maintenance Plan for impacted riparian
habitat and conducting preconstruction bird and bad surveys within the proposed
construction area. 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 & D

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

Less than

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

on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Discussion: In the evaluation of environmental impacts in this Initial Study, the potential
for adverse direct or indirect impacts to human beings were considered in the response
to specific questions in Section lll, Aesthetics, Air Quality, Geology and Soils, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, Population and Housing,
and Transportation and Traffic. As a result of this evaluation, there were no potentially
significant effects to human beings related to the following: Geology and Soils, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Population and Housing, and
Transportation and Traffic.

There were determined to be potentially significant effects to human beings related to
potential noise and aesthetics resulting from the project. However, mitigation has been
included that reduces these impacts to a level below significance. These mitigations
include using natural colors and materials in the construction of the aerial adventure and
bike courses, and the planting of vegetative noise barriers between the project site and
the adjacent residential neighborhood. As a result of this evaluation, there is no
substantial evidence that, after mitigation, there are adverse effects to human beings
associated with this project. Therefore, this project has been determined not to meet this
Mandatory Finding of Significance.
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V.

REFERENCES USED IN THE COMPLETION OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW INITIAL STUDY

County of Santa Cruz 1994.

VI.

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.

ATTACHMENTS

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

2. Project Plans, prepared by Verde Design, dated 12/19/13

3. Geotechnical Investigation (Conclusions and Recommendations), prepared by
Bauldry Engineering, dated August 1, 2013

4. Geotechnical Review Letter, prepared by Carolyn Burke, Assocaite Civil
Engineer, County of Santa Cruz, dated July 12, 2013

5. Letter Report from Rogers E. Johnson & Associates, Consulting Engineering
Geologist, dated September 28, 2007

6. Drainage Calculations (Summary and Conclusions), prepared by Rl Engineering,
Inc. dated August 22, 2013

7. Landscape Plan, prepared by Herman, Verde Design, dated 12/19/13
8. Letter from Mount Hermon Association, dated June 28, 2013

9. Site Assessment for Onsite Wastewater System, prepared by Fall Creek
Engineering, Inc., dated February 2008

10. Traffic Impact Analysis (Conclusions and Recommendations), prepared by Hatch
Mott MacDonald, dated December 9, 2013

11. Biological Review Report and Review of Riparian and Needlegrass Grassland
Report, prepared by Biotic Resources Group, dated June 6, 2013 and December
5, 2013

12. Biological Report Review Letter, prepared by EcoSystems West, dated
November 13, 2013

13. Cultural Resource Evaluation, prepared by Archaeological Resource
Management, dated March 18, 2013

14. Arborist Report, prepared by Maureen Hamb, dated August 1, 2013,
Supplemental Letter, dated November 22, 2013

15. Arborist Report Review, prepared by Matthew Johnston, dated November 5,
2013

16. Riparian Restoration Monitoring and Maintenance Plan, prepared by Biotic
Resources Group, dated July 23, 2014
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