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Since

Tom Burms.
Planning Director

RECOMMENDED:

... /

OQUOAN A, IVIARUNNIECLLW
County Administrative Officer

Attachments:

Location Map
Project Plans
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TB:MD:your initials\G:\Board | ers\Pending\

- Letter of appeal, dated November 6, 2007.
Planning Commission Minutes from the October 24, 2007 hearing. ,
Staff report for the October 24, 2007 Planning Commission } iring (on file with Clerk)
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ATTACHMENT |

significantly to erosion, geologic instability or destruction of the site or surrounding area, or in
any way require the construction of protective devices that would significantly alter natural land
forms along the bluffs and cliffs.

These “bunker home™. structures are proposed in areas of high geologic hazard and while
they may minimize the risks to the inhabitants, there are no provisions minimizing that risk to the
areas above the homes situated on the bluffs, the lateral areas and the areas across the street from
the site. Additionally, the proposed bunkers contribute to erosional threats, geologic instability
and clearly require the construction of “protective devices” which significantly alter the natural
land forms along the bluffs. Anyone can view the current homes in construction and see that
these have very significantly altered the bluffs as required by their construction technique with
the shorir  wall deeply recessed into the bluff. '

Additionally, appellants challenge the findings filed in support of the Planning
Commission decision in that in each case there is lack of evidentiary support:

, ~---tal Devel ‘T T dings
1. The proposed develr _ t was not 1n contormity with the certified local coastal program
in that the proposed development as-designed does not comply with General Plan/Local
Coastal Program Policy 6.2.10 (Site Development to Minimize H  rds), as the structure

-as proposed does not comply with all recommendations of the Engineering Geologlc and
Geotechnical Reports prepared for the site. -

Residential Deve'~mment P ** Tindings
2. . The proposed location of the project and the conditions under which it would be operated
or maintained will be detnmental to the health, safety, or welfare of persons residing or
wor! ©  in the neighborhood or “* - general public, and will result in inefficient or

wastetul use of energy, and will be materially injurious to propertles or improvements in
the vicinity.

Specifically, the proposed dwelling will result in potential slope instability during excavation due
to the length of the cut into the coastal bluff for construction of the shoring and rear wall. The
length of the cut required for construction increases the possibility of slope instability and
landsliding. Other houses of a similar length exist on the bluff side of Beach Drive, but these
structures were constructed prior to the adoption of the construction techniques currently required
for new homes at the toe of the coastal bluff and could not t~ ~yr~*—-~*~- today.

3. The proposed use is inconsistent with some elements of the County General Plan in that it
doesn’t comply with General Plan/Local Coastal Program Policy 6.2.10 (Site
Development to Minimize Hazards), as discussed above.
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For these reasons, we urge the Board to deny this development permit application.
Very truly yours,
77 . ./ -
« i e
;/" \ T L /-//JTZ je A=
Britt L. Haselton,
Attorney at Law
CC: Client
Enclosure
CcCcC Exh
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Application #: 66-0]56 ATTACHMENT

APN: 043-152-70
Owner: Michael and Deborah Collins

willintegra witht! >uilt environment along Beach Drive by vz milar height, bulk, m:
and scale to existing  d recently approved development in the vicinity. The height of the dwelling
does note exceed 25 feet in conformance with the hei ghtlimit forthe RE  ne district, and consistent
with most of the existing and proposed adjacent residences. The size of the structure is consistent
with the lot coverage and Floor Area Ratio of the zone district. The bulk of the residence, though
slightly larger than homes in the immediate vicinity, will be broken up by the central clearstory and
the stepped design. Dwellings on the beach side of Beach Drive have different site stan® 15 d
therefore t be used to determine compatibility. General Plan/LCP policies 8.6.5 and 8.6.6
require th relopment be complementary with the natural environment and that the colors and
materials chosen blend with the natural landforms. The proposed dwelling will use wood siding and
earth-tone colors to blend in with the bluff to the rear.
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ATTACHMENT

| 3
NAME: Mosgrove for Collins , 0725
APPLICATION: 06-0156
A.P.N: 043-152-70

ME/ ATIVIE NENS /\DATloN MITI2ATINNS

In order to ensure that the mitigation measures B — F (below) are communicated to the
various parties responsible for constructing the project, prior to any disturbance on the
property the applicant shall convene a pre-construction meeting on the site. The following
parties shall attend: applicant, grading contractor supervisor, construction supervisor,
project geologist, project geotechnical engineer, Santa Cruz County grading inspector
and /or other Environmental Planning staff. The permit conditions and work plan shall be
reaffirmed by all parhes and the destination for-the excess fill shall be ldentlf‘ed at that
time.

In order to avoid impacts from potential geologic and geotechnical hazards on the
property, specifically potential for landslide and liquefaction:

1. The project shall be fully engineered and designed for the site conditions in
accordance with the approved engineering geologic investigation (Nielsen and
Associates, February, 2004), the approved geotechnical report (Haro, Kasunich,
Associates, 2004 and March, 2006) and the review letter from the County
Geologist detailing addmonal recommendations (J. Hanna, letter dated December
18, 2006).

Prior to scheduling the public hearing the applicant shall provide a letter from the
project geologist and project geotechnical engineer indicating that they have
reviewed the site plans and preliminary improvement plans (that the design meets
the recommendations of their reports and the review letter from the County
Geologist cited above.

. 2. Prior to approval of a building or grading permit, the applicant shall submit a
detailed construction plan, prepared by a Civil Engineer, indicating how the
earthwork will proceed. The plan shall indicate the shoring plan, the phases of
excavation, five foot maximum height for temporarily unsupported cuts, plan to
work from the top down, project geotechnical engineer on site during excavation,
etc. The construction plan shall not be submitted without an accompanying letter
from the project geotechnical engineer approving the plan.

4. Grading shall not occur between October 15 and April 15. Further, if grading has
not started before August 1 it cannot be started until April 15 of the following year,

5. Prior to approval of any building or grading permit, the applicant shall submit a
plan check letter from the project geologist and project geotechnical engineer
indicating that they have reviewed the plans and that they meet the
recommendations of their reports, and from the project structural engineer that
the FEMA elevation requirements and requirement for non habitable break away
construction below 21 feet M.S.L. has been met;

6. Prior to approval of any building or grading permit, the applicant shall record a

cce Exhibit - i%_%
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Environmental Review Initial Study

Page 3 ' 0729.‘
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EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

Parcel Size: About 12,888 square feet

Existing Land Use: Vacant

Vegetation: Coastal shrubs

Slope in area affected by project: _ 0-30% _X_31-100%
Nearby Watercourse: Pacific Ocean

Distance To: About 300 feet

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS

‘Groundwater Supply: N/A , Liquefaction: High probablhty
Water Supply Watershed: N/A Fault Zone: N/A

Groundwater Recharge: N/A . Scenic Corridor: Coastal scenic
' - area

Timber or Mir -al: N/A Historic: N/A

Agricultural Resource: N/A Archaeology: N/A
Biologically Sensitive Habitat: N/A = . Noise Constraint: None

" Fire Hazard: N/A ' ‘ E :ctric Power Lines: None
Floodplain: Property subject to Coastal Solar Access: Adequate
Flooding and wave action ; o
Erosion: Coastal erosion & landsliding lar Orientation: South
Landslide: Landslide hazard area : Hazardous Materials: None
SERVICES .

Fire Protection: Aptos/La Selva Drainage District: Zone 6

School D rict: Pajaro Valley Unified Project Access: Beach Drive (private)

Sewage Disposal: SC County Sanitation Water Supply: Soquel Creek Water Dist.

PLANNING POLICIES

Zone District: RB (Ocean Beach Res.) ~ Special Designation: None
General Plan: R-UL (Urban Low Res.)

Urban Services Line: __X Inside ___ Outside
Coastal Zone: X _ Inside -~ Outside

PROJECT SETTING AND BACKGROUND:

The project site is located on the bluff side of the private section of Beach Drive in
Aptos, between existing residences at 544 Beach Drive and 615 Beach Drive. The
property is steeply sloped, with the entire site in excess of 50% slope. A line of mostly
one-story homes already exists on the coast side of Beach Drive, between the project
site and the beach.

The project site is located within the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) |
designated coastal hazard zone, subject to storm surges and wave action. This location

CcCC Exhlblt _J.E_
., {2 pages’
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04-0255 Environmentatl Review Initial Study Sigaificant Less thao
Or Siguificant Less than .
Page 7 Potentially with Siguificant 0733
Significant Mirigation Or No1
Impact lacorporation No Impact Apphlicable

" expansive Soils.

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

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

7. . Result in coastal cliff erosion? X

The proposed single-family dwelling will be required to be constructed in a manner that does
not de-stabilize the coastal bluff by excavating from the top down, limiting the area of
unsupported face to 5’ at a time, and excavating only during the dry season (April 15 to
October 15), all pursuant to the recommendations of the Geotechnical and Engineering
Geologic reports. Shallow erosion of the surface bluff material will be controlled by standard
Best Management practices, such as no winter grading, re-vegetation of the disturbed areas,
etc. An erosion control plan will be requ:red to be submitted to the Planning Department for
approval prior to issuance-of the building permit, and this plan will be implemented during
construction (see A-4).

B. Hherr~lnqy Water Supri and Water Quality

Does the project have the poiential to:

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

The house will be located on a parcel within Flood Zone-V, the Coastal High Hazard zone.
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood hazard zone maps (attachment 14)
indicate that the expected wave height during a 100 year storm could be up to 21 feet above
mean sea level. The area of a structure below this height must be non-habitable and
constructed of break-away partitions that will collapse during a storm event without damage to
the rest of the structure. Prior to issuance of a building permit, certification from an licensed
architect or civil engineer stating compliance with all applicable FEMA regulations for dwellings
subject to wave inundation. Prior to subfloor inspection, certification by a registered
professional engineer, architect, or surveyor will be required to verify that the elevation
requirement is met. Prior to building permit final, an Elevation Certificate must be completed to
ensure compliance with flood elevation requirements.

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

food flowe? zhnbn e
(page
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04-0255 Environmental Review Initial Study Significamt * Less than A'l"l' ACHNMN™NT 3
Or Significaot Less than
Page 9 . Potendally with Significant’
Significant Mitigation Or Not
Impact Incorporation No Impact Applicable

Construction of a new dwelling on an exposed bluff face will alter existing drainage patterns.

To handle runoff from the top of the bluff, the Geotechnical Report recommends construction of
a concrete V-ditch on top of the uppermost retaining wall to collect runoff and direct it to the
proposed drainage sys n. This system will direct both the runoff from the bluff above and the
dwelling onto the beach. Prior to approval of the building permit, the Project Engineering
Geologist, the Project Geotechnical Engineer, Environmental Planning, and the Department of
Public Works, Drainage Division, must approve the final drainage plan. Control of uphill
drainage will reduce existing erosion problems on the bluff face from uphill development. A
plan for maintenance of the drainage system will be required as part of the “Declaration .of
Geologic Hazards” to be recorded on the property deed.

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

of polluted runoff? X
9. Contribute to flood levels or erosion in

natural water courses by discharges of

newly collected runoff? X

10.  Otherwise substantially degrade water
supply or quality? _ X

C. Biological Recnurces
Does the project nave the potential to:

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

According to the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB), maintained by the California
Department of Fish and Game, there are no known special status plant or animal species in
the site vicinity, and there were no special status species observed in the project area.

) cccC xh
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ATTACHMENT 3

04-0255 Environmental Review Initial Study Significant Less than 0747
Or Significant Less than
Page 21 Potentially with Significaot
Significant Mitigation Or Not
lmpact locorporation No lmpact Applicable

Development on the subject parcel could potentially conflict with County Code Section
13.20.130(d)2ii, requiring that the design of permitted structures shall minimize visual intrusion,
and shall incorporate materials and finishes which harmonize with the character of the area.

To minimize potential conflicts, the architect proposes earth-tone colored stucco to match the
bluff and subdued window and door trim. Furthermore, the height, bulk, and scale of the house
will be consistent with the recently approved house immediately downcoast (permit 04-0255
approved by the Board of Supervisors on 9/26/06), the existing house at 641 Beach Drive, and
the twe proposed bluff-toe residences approved under 29-0354.

3. Physically divide an established .
community? X

The project will not include any element that will physically divide an established comrr‘u)nity.

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

The proposed project is designed at the density and intensity of 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.

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

The proposed project will occur on a vacant parcel.

ccce Exhibit 1B
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Mike and Debbie Collins . ATTACH c
Project No. SC8462.56 ‘ MENT 3

546 Beach_ Drive
14 March 2006 .
Page 2 § ) . 0763

12)  Sheet SH4- Shoring Elevations; and
13)  Sheet SH5- Shoring Details.

The Preliminary Improvement Plans by Michael Beautz, C.E. show the lowest
living story at elevation 25.5 feet NGVD, above the FEMA Base Flood Elevation
of 21 feet NGVD. ’
The Landscape Plan - Erosion Contral Notes outlines the use of an irrigation
system for slope planting. We recommend irrigation be temporary and water cut
off after planting is established.

It is our opinion the aforementioned plan sheets were prepared in general
conformance to our geotechnical recommendations.

If you have any questions, please call our office.

Very truly yours,

-HARO, KASUNICH AND'ASSOCIATES, INC.

Rick L. Parks
G.E. 2603
RLP/dk
Copies: -1 to Addressee
4 to Jim Mosgrove
1 to John Buchanan
1 to Hans Nielsen
’ -
/ CCC Exhibit
(page %of 123
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Review of Engineering Geology Report, and Geotechnical |
- APN 043-152-70, Application #: 06-0156 ATTACHMENT 3

Page 2 of 5
0765

.U‘I

The construction musi compiy with all County Geologic Hazards Code, the provisions
of FEMA regulation, and the County Building Code. This shall include the raising the
lowest floor elevation so that it is located above the flood hazard zone.

6. All decks must be covered to protect any one using the decks from potential landslide
debris.
7. All windows on the sides of the building and potential impacted by landsliding must be

designed so that they have a dimensjon less than 14 inches.

8. A complete shoring plan must be reviewed and approved before issuance of any
building permit
9. The application for a building permit shall include an engineefed grading and drainage
plan. '
10. Drainage easements must be designated on the property lines on either side of the

property so that the properties above the proposed residence are able to conduct their
drainage through the subject lot in a controlled manner.

11. Before the final inspection of the home, the engineering geologist, geotechnical engineer,
civil engineer, and contractor must indicate that with regards to area of expertise that
the home has been has been constructed in accordance with the approved plans, and the
home is safe to occupy.

12. A rnotice of geologic hazards shall be recorded with County Recorders Office that
indicates that home is located in an area of flooding, wave attack, and landsliding.
After building permit.issuance the soils engineer and engineering geologist must remain involved

with the project during construction. Please review the Notice to Permits Holders (attached).

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

cce Exhibit _1B.
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Project No. SC8462
17 March 2004

DISC SQONS(xnmLU&ONSANDRECOMMENDANONS
Ty p il , _

[t

The re‘sidemial s\rﬁclures are 1o be supported by drilled piers embedded into undisturbed
sandstone bedrock. T'ne Puﬁsima Formation is described bty geoloqic haps (Brabb, 1989)
as s siltsione/sandsfone. The Purisima formation along the base of the Beach Drive bluff
consisis of very dense, siityAsar\d }with very little cementation. Pier drilling below the
average groundwaier elevation, about +2 feet NGVD, is problematic. At a minimum, we
anticipate full ‘ehgth casing will be neeced 1o mainiain pier_ excavaticn integrity. Weighted
| drflling fluid may also need io be used with the €asing to mitigate ih-e potential'fok saturaiec
sands flowing intc the casing as the augér is withdrawn. Large diameier pier excavations,

3 to 5 feet in diameter, may be drilled with weighted drilling fluid and a surface conductor

casing.

The resiéential structures will be elevated above the FEMA Base Flood Elevation, 21 feet
‘NGVD. The driveways and the seaward portions of the undersiories for the p‘roposed
residences will be situated upon about 16 feei of beach sand, talus deposits, and roadway
fill.  During a severe seismiclevent,the soil materials within the wave cut platform
underlving the aforementioned area rhay seftle due to eithe'r dry seismic consolidation
and/or liguefaction. The vemcal bearing of the proposed residence will not be effected by
either liguefaction or lateral spreading provided the piers are designed per our gectechnical

recommendations. During severe seismic shaking, we do expect the 'driveways ar

17 Environm lEX»ipé%’
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ATTACHMENT §

Project No. SC8462
17 March 2604

atleast 10 feet horizontally from the surface of the undisturbed sandstone bluii iace. The
geologic cross sections can be utilized to eétiméte the minimum pier depths.

During construction of the residences, it will be necessary to temporarily shore the
excavated backs|opes.as well as portions of the side yard talus slopes during construction.
The talus deposits above the residences can be expected 1o slougn off the slolpe during
consifuction. We will work with the project earthwaork contractor and engineering geologist
during censiruction to evaluate the upslope talus deposit wedge and remove the loose sails

if necessary prior to excavation of the building envelopes.

it al‘i recommendations in the geologic and geoiechnical reports are closely folicwed and
properly implemented during design and construction, and mainiained for th.e lifetime of
the proposed residence, then in our opinion, the occupants within the residence should not
be subject to risks from geclogic hazards beyond the "Ordinary Risks Lavel," in the "Scz

of Acceptable Risks" contained in the Appendix of this repoftj

The following recommendations should be used as guidelines for preparing project plans

and specifications:

Environmental Review Inital Study
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Project No. SC8462 0771
17 March 2004

5. Aress to receive engineered fiil shouid be scarified 10 a depth of 6 inches, moisture
conditioned, and comgpacted to at least 30 percent relative comnaction. Portions of the site
mzay need to be maisture conditioned lo achieve & suitable moisture content for

compaction. These areas may then be brought to design grade with eng'ineered fill.

6. Encineered fill shquld be placed in thin lifts not exceeding 8 inches in loose
thickness, moisture conditioried, and compacied to al least SU percent relative compaciion.
The driveway areas plus 3 feet horizontally in all on property directions should be
supported by at least 3 feet of engineered fill compacted to at least 90 percent relative
compactipn. Theﬁ upper 12 inches of drivewzy pavement and exterior slab subgrades
should bé cocmpacied io aileasi 95 perceni relat.ive compactioh. If engineered fill is utilized
upslop'e of the residences to fill voids between the structure$ and the hillside, enéineered
fill réquirements will be prepared on & specific basis during the final structural engineering

design process.

The aggregste base below asphaltic pavement sections should likewise be compacted to

at least 85 percent relative compaction.

/. The on-sile soils generglly appear suitable for use as engineered fill. Materials
used for enginee 1 fill should be free of organic material, and contain no rocks or clods

greater than 6 inches in diameter, with no more than 15 percent larger than 4 inches.

2 CCC Exhibit QE Y
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Project No. SC8462 0773
17 March 2004

Lo e
13, Drilled piers should be at least 18 inches in diameter and be embedded at leasi 8
feet into undisturbed Purisima sandstone. Drilled piers should be embedded such that the
bases are at least 10 feet horizontally from the suriace of the undisturbed native soiis as

delinéated on the Nielsen & Associates Geologic Cross-Sections.

14. Piers constructed in accordance with the above may be designed for an allowable
end bearing éapacity bf 20 ksf for a minimum piers spacing of three (3) pier diamelers or
_ greéter. This value may be increased by one third for shert term seismic and wind loading:
The boitom of the excavation should be clear of debris.” Due to the loose nature of the
talus deposiis and groundwater at about +2 féet, NCVD, we. anticipate the pier holes will
need io be cased, shielded or maintained with weighted drilling mud. - if drilled piers are to
be greater in diameter than iwo (2) feet, a se_ttlement analysis should be performed. |
15. For passive lateral resistance, all fill materials, beach sand and the top 1 foot of the
~cut Purisims Formation should be negle;ted in pier design. A horizontal setback of 5 feet
between the top of the passive zone and the surface of the engineering geolcgist's
undisturbed native slope boundary should also be maintained. From -1 foot o -4 feet
below the aforementioned horizonta'l setback, alateral passive lateral resistance of 500 pbf
(efw) times 2 pier diameters may be used. Below -4 feet, a passive lateral resistance of

: - - ) 3
600 pcf (efw) times 3 pier diameters may be used for structural design. ;BE 8 . %

]
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Project No. SC8462
17 March 2604
19. In addition, the walls should be designed for any adjacent live or Gead loads which
will exert a force on them.
20. Retaining walls thai act as interior house walis should be theroughly waterproofed.
21. For fully drained conditicns as delineated above, we recommend & geoctextile
drainage blanket equivalent to Miradrain 6000 be used.
22. If engineered fill is utilized upslope of the -residence toc fill voids between the

structure and the hillside, engineered fill requirements will be prepared on a specific basis

during the final structural engineering design proct .

Tieback Anchors

23. ‘For design of the tieback anchors, the pressure greuted anchor bulb (bonded zcne)

should be at least 20 feet from the face of the retaining wall.

24, Tit© ck loading is dependent upon anchor tendon strength. The small diameter

- anchor shafts should be designed ior tension in the direction of the axis of the anchor.

25. Grouted tieback anchors sheould have a minimum overburden cover of at least 25

feet. T

CCC Exhibit _|B
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Project No. SC8462
17 March 2004 0777

- Landslide Debris - Dead Loads

31.  Landslide debris may pile up on the flat roof with the pile having slopes on the sides

and front of about 1.5:1 (horizontal to vertical).

32.  Werecommend designing the sidewsalls and windows to accommodate static active
earth pressures of 30 pcf for & non-restrained condition or 19.5 H psf/ft if the floor 2and roof
between the sidewalls act to restrain the walls. During the gesigri process, we will work

with the project design team to specify sidewall debris loading relative tc a working design.

t “.er*' Aﬁ*‘\:r\ quce

33. The seaward perimeter (only) foundation systems of the two propcsed residences
should be designed to withstand an aclive Iateral force of 30 pcf (efw) tc accommaodate any
future lateral spfeading of the beach sedimentis above the historic sour line. The potential -

[ateral spreading will extend from the historic scour line at 0 feet NGVD up to an elevation

of +6 feet NGVD.

Parkina Siab on Grade

34. As outlined in the FEMA Coastal Construction Manual, see Figures 22 to 24,

parking may be facilitated by use of 3 unreinforced slab, supported directly on the scil

present at the site.

21 CCC Exhibit IP
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Project No. SC8462

17 March 2004 0719

38. We recommend a concrete v-ditch be constructed at the top of the uppermost
retaining walls that will ccllect surface wéter‘which flows downslope as a result of direct

rainfall or surface water spilling ontc the top of the bluff from above.

©'~n Reviey’ T ~n-t-~3iam Qhseryation and Testing

3S. Our firm should be provided the opportunity for a generzl review of the final projed ‘
plans prior to construction so that our geotechnical recommendations méy be properiy
interpreted and imblemented. If our firm is not accorded the opportunity of making the
| recommended review, we can assume no responsibility for misimerpvretaiion of our
reccmmendsticns. We recommend that our office reQiew the projéct plens prior {o
subminél to.public agenci-es, to expedite project review. The recommendétions presented
in this  H»ort require our review of inal p 18 and specifications prior to construction and
upon our observation and, where nécessary, testin_g of the eanhWork and foundstion
excavations. Observation of grading and foundation excavations allows anticipated soil

! ' conditions to be correlated to those actuslly encountered in the field during construction.

bit 1B
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ATTACHMENT 8

Collins Report' -18- Februarv 2004

Job No. SCr-]058-G : Beach Drive. Rio Del Mar

APN 043-152-55.56 A C . Santa Cruz County, California
-8 The proposed homes are feasible if the recommendations presented in this report-and

those in the accompanying geotechrucal and structural engineering reports being prepared
for these properties. Those reports shall accompany this report 1 all future phases of the
development of the properties. All recommendations in all reports must be adhered to
dunng design, implemented dunng construction, and maintained for the lifetime of the
dwelling. In this event, the occupants within the dwelling should not be subject 16 risks
beyond an ordinary level of nsk as defined in the Scales of Acceptable Risk presented in
Appendix C of this report. '

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The fol]ovwng landshide mitigation measures (or approved equivalent) must be implement-
ed 1nto the design of the homesite:

A. The homes should be constructed into the hillside so that Jandslide masses flow
over them. This requires that the homes be excavated into the hillside such that
the rear walls and portions of the side walls act as engineered retaining walls.

B. Every effort should be extended to minimize the effect of the temporary cutslopes
n the homesite excavations on the adjacent properties to the northwest and the
hillside upslope of the excavation. It is anticipated that temporary shonng will be
needed to support the cutslopes dunng construction of engineening retaiming walls,
but this will be decision of the project geotechnical engineers.

C. The rear wall of the dwellings and the rear roof eaves should closely comncide with
~ the slope at the rear of the house so that there is very munimal potential for

landslides originating above the home to impact the rear wall of the dwelling. In
concept, landslide debris will flow onto and over the home, and seismically
generated failures are thought to be very large masses of earth. A smaller failure
such as a saturation generated landsbde has a moderate to perhaps high probability
of occurning on the bluff face above the proposed home. Either of these landslides
could deposit earth and debris on the roof of the proposed home. We anticipate
that landslide masses may travel at velocities on the order of 32 feet-per-second
based on empirical comparisons to observed landslide velocities. However, the
project engineers should venfy this velocity and use values that they develop. The
loads on the roof from the potential slide masses will probably require concrete
and steel frame building methods.

D. The foundation of the homes shall be designed against slope failure on the sides of

the home since 1t 1s assumed that the side yard will not be protected by retaining
walls

o8
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S. We shall be afforded an opportunity to review the final design plans to ensure that our

recommendations have been incorporated. If we are not afforded this opportunity, we will

-assume no responsibility for the misinierpretation of our recommendations.
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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

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

T —
S ———

January 10,2007

AGENDA DATE: January 23,2006

Board of Supervisors
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean St it
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

SUBJECT: POLICIES AND REGULATIONS REGARDING GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

Members of the Board: | o

On September 26, 2006 your Board directed the Planning Department to provide a report on
General Plan policies and regulations affecting development in areas subject to geologic
hazards. This issue was raised in your discussion during a public hearingon an applic ionfor
a single family dwelling on the coastal bluff side of Beach Drive in Aptos (applicant Mosgrove,
application number 04-0255). That applicationwas for a type-of home ¢ igned to withstand
the predicted conditions of landslide on the bluff above the home, commonly referredto as a
“bunker house”. Though this issue of geologic risks is clearly relevantto bunker homes along
the coastal bluff it is also relevant throughout the County in various geographic settings.
Following is a discussion of County land use policies and regulations enacted for the purpose
of saféguarding public safety relative to geologic hazards.

PERMIT HISTORY OF BUNKER HOMES

Bunker homes are designed to withstand the forces of material from a debris flow or landslide
that originates upslope of the house and which may rest on the structure for some penod of
time after impact. Bunker homes depend on deep pier foundations, heavily reinforced concrete
roofs and internal steel beams. They are set into the hiliside ratt  than projecting outward,

have minimal glazing and minimal outdoor living areas. Any outdoor areas that are approved
generally must be covered by reinforced roofs.

The parcels that are candidates for bunker homes were created in the decades before the
hazards of coastal bluff landslides were fully recognized. No such lots have been created since
the late 1970’s. The majority of these lots were developed with standard single family dwellings
until the middle 1970swhen the first geologic hazard protection policies in the General Plan
and the Geologic Hazards Ordinance were introduced. These policies limit development to
sites that can be shown to be acceptable from a geologic and geotechnical perspective. The
effect of these policies was to prevent new homes on the coastal bluff side of Beach Drive
because the risks from landsliding were not able to be mitigated. Lots that had not been built
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EXISTING POLICIES AND REGULATIONS REGARDING GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

Detailed policies and regulations currently exist which require that potential geologic hazards
be investigated and mitigated before new development could be approved. These are

contained inthe General Plan and in Chapter 16.10 of the County Code, the Geologic Hazards
Ordinance.

The policies seek first to have development sited inthe portion of any property where the least
potential for hazards exist. For example, no development is allowed in the flood hazard area
where there is area available outside of that zone. This policy recognizesthe distinction
between the choice to locate a project-in an area exposed to nsk (for example, an applicant’'s
request to place a home quite close to the edge of a bluff to maximize views) and a location
that is constrained by unstable slopes, earthquakefaults, or parcel boundaries that were set
well before geologic hazards were recognized. The code does not allow development where
owners “choose” exposure despite safer alternatives. It does, however, recognize the need to
accept some risk, where risk can be mitigated to an acceptable level, in locationswhere there

are no feasible alternatives. The lack of alternatives is a common circumstance, pamcularly in
the rural area on lots that were created decades ago.

Second, our policies require that, if hazards are récognized, they must be investigated by a
licensed professional geologist and/or geotechnical engineer and that investigation must be
reviewed and approved by the County Geologist, also a registered professional. This oversight
is an important feature of the regulations because it ensures that qualified County staff review
the data and concur with the opinions of an app™ nt's consultants before those opinions are
accepted. The code sets out stringent minimum requirementsfor geologic investigations and
the recommendationsthat are made to decrease exposure to documented hazards. This is a
conservative review process that does not accept incomplete or inadequate consulting
opinions. It also ensures a case-by-case review of the circumstances of each individual
property that has beenflagged as potentially hazardous. It is among the more conservative
review systems administered by local jurisdictions in the State.

Third, the review process and the County Code set a maximum level of acceptable risk from
geologic hazards. Examples include placing limits on the maximum extent of displacement
allowabile for foundation systems and the requirementfor completion of a factor of safety
analysis for habitable structures located in areas subject to severe :ismic shaking and/or
slope instability. The County Geologist estimates that 5 to 10 percent of the.technical
investigations he reviews describe situations that he does not approve for development.

It is important to note that our regulations and policies are most restrictive when applied to land
divisions. Every new lot that is created must have a building site and access road that is not
subject to geologic hazard. Moreover, new building sites may not rely upon engineered
protective structures to meet this standard. Utilities must not be subject to disruption.
Hazardous areas do not count toward net developable acreage. These are examples of many
such policies in the code and General Plan. The limits on land divisions will cause the number
of undeveloped lots in hazardous areas to decrease over time.
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Finally, development of a single family on an existing parcel of record is generally thought to
convey a reasonable economic use of the propertyto the owner. If the County decided that it
was prudentto prevent development on parcels at the base of a coastal biuff, as inthe Beach
Drive area, we believe that such action would need to be supported by technical findings to -
demonstrate that public health and safety concerns clearly outweigh the ability of these owners
to enjoy a reasonable economic use of their properties. Given our past practice of approving
the construction of bunker homes and the technical information onthe record that speaks to
the nominal increase in the risk to public health and safety associated with the construction
and occupancy o these homes, preparation of such findings could be problematic.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Department regularly engages in issues of risk relative to landslides, coastal
hazards, seismic shaking, flooding, soil liquefaction and earthquake related ground fissuring.
Current policies and regulations, coupled with a rigorous, independentgeologic report review
process, constitute a sensible system for grappling with these issues. The Department's
experience with the existing system is that a reasonable balance between community and

individual needs has been achieved, and that we can continue to rely on the current.-regulatory
' framework to address these issues.

Itis therefore RECOMN ~NDED that your Board accept and file this report.
Singer:

T u
Planning Director

RECOMME%\O‘/_\/

SUSAN A: MAUKIELLO
County Administrative Officer
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very hazardous area and did pose a threat to human safety. Because of this fmdmg, Staff
recommended reducing the structure from three to two stories.

All acknowledge that this sand bluff face is 50-70% sloped and subject to severe threat
from erosion, seismic activity and slides. The most chilling evidence comes from the 0820
applicant’s own expert’s report:

3. The steep hillside at the properties and along the entire length of Beach Drive has
experienced numerous landslides in historic time, | ‘1cularly during the past 17
years. Landslides will occur on the hillside above the home in the future, most
likely during rainstorms but may also be as a result of strong ground shaking
caused by large magnitude earthquakes....

5. There is potential flood hazard on the lowermost portion of the properties...

6. Moderate to severe ground shaking is likely at the subject properties if a large

magnitude earthquake occurs on a nearby fault...

Conclusions and Recommendations Nielsen and Assoc. P. 17, Exhibit B.

F. The existing retaining walls at the top of the hillside may become entrained in a
massive slope failure so we recommend that the project engineers consider the
effects of these walls on the proposed home in the event that it completely fails
and travels downslope.

G. Exposed deck area should be kept to a minimum, and any deck should include a
partially covered area where occupants can take refuge in the event that landslide
debris cascades over the home. Nielsen Report, P. 19, Exhibit B.

After reading these statements, it is easy to see why the downslope neighbors are so
concerned with their safety and that of their children and grandchi’ * :n. The reports also
mention that the occupants with+~ the d=='ing should not be subject to risks beyond an
ordinary level of risk. We have retained two prominent northern California geologists, |
John Wallace of Cotton, Shires 1 Associates and Frank Rollo, Sr. of Treadwell and
Rollo. Our geologists disagree with this assessment convinced that the impact on the
occupants exceeds acceptable risk standards and more importantly, point out that this
proposition completely ignores the safety of people ~ ** the -1 and the property
damage inflicted on Beach Drive and the nearby homes 1n the event of a large scale slide
or quake. Attached are photos of Beach Drive homes and bluff from John Wallace taken
during recent storms. Exhibit C.

Further, the General Plan Policy 6.2.15 allows development in bluff erosion areas if
hazards can be mitigated over the 100 year lifetime of the structure. Additionally,
mitigations can include, but are not limited to, building setbacks, elevation of the
structure, friction pier or deep caisson foundation; and where mitigation of the potential
hazard is not dependent on shoreline protection structures except on lots where both
adjacent parcels are already similarly protected; and where a deed restriction indicating
the potential hazards on the site and level of prior investigation conducted is recorded on
the property deed with the County Recorder. We also believe the proposed structure
violates this policy for two reasons. Firstly, this home is clearly “dependent on shoreline
protection structures” as the bunker structure’is in essence a seawall itself. Secondly,
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greater than 30 percent; cuts and fills should not exceed 10 feet, unless they are wholly
underneath the footprint and adequately retained; (c) Foundation designs should
minimize excavation or fill; (d) Building and access envelopes should be designated on
the basis of site inspection to avoid particularly erodable areas; (e) Require all fill and
sidecast material to be recompacted to engineered standards, reseeded, and mulched
and/or burlap covered.

6.4.3: Development on or Adjacent to Coastal Bluffs and Beaches. Allow development
in areas immediately adjacent to coastal bluffs and beaches only if a geologist
determines that wave action, storm swell and tsunami inundation are not a hazard to the
proposed development or that such hazard can be adequately mitigated. Such
determination shall be made by the County Geologist, or a certified engineering

geologist may conduct this review at the applicant’s choice and expense. Apply Coastal
Bluffs and Beaches policies.

APPLICABLE SANTA CRUZ COUNTY IMPLEMENTATION PLAN STANDARDS

Section 16.10.070(e)(1) (Slope Stability): ...All development activities shall be located
away from potentially unstable areas...

Section 16.10.070(h)(1) (Coastal Bluffs and Beaches; Criteria in Areas Subject to
Coastal Bluff Erosion) (in relevant part): ...(i) for all development and for non-
habitable structures, demonstration of the stability of the site, in its current, pre-
development application condition, for a minimum of 100 years... (ii) for all
development, including that which is cantilevered, and for non-habitable structures, a
minimum setback shall be established at least 25 feet from the top edge of the coastal
bluff, or alternatively, the distance necessary to provide a stable building site over a 100-
year lifetime of the structure, whichever is greater (iii) the determination of the minimum
setback shall be based on the existing site conditions and shall not take into
consideration the effect of any proposed protection measures, such as shoreline
protection structures, retaining walls, or deep piers...(vi) The developer and/or the
subdivider of a parcel or parcels in an area subject to geologic hazards shall be
required, as a condition of development approval and building permit approval, to
record a Declaration of Geologic Hazards with the County Recorder. The Declaration
shall include a description of the hazards on the parcel and the level of geologic and/or
geotechnical investigation conducted. (vii) approval of drainage and landscape plans for
the site by the County Geologist. (viii) service transmission lines and utility facilities are
prohibited unless they are necessary to serve existing residences. (ix) All other required
local, state and federal permits shall be obtained.
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Beach Drive, Santa Cruz County, California, APN 43-152-56", 4 p. response letter dated
31 October 2004 and signed by H. Nielsen (CEG 1390).

9) Buchanan Engineering 2004, "Response to County of Santa Cruz geologist letter,
Application 04-0255, APN 043-152-56", 2 p. letter dated 5 November 2004 and signed by
J. Buchanan (CE 41841), Jr.

10) Nielson and Associates 2006, "Response to findings of denial by the Santa Cruz County
Planning Department at the request of the Planning Commission, 548 Beach Drive,
Santa Cruz County, California, APN 43-152-71", 2 p. response letter dated 6 June 2006
and signed by H. Nielsen (CEG 1390).

11) Haro, Kasunich and Associates 2006, "Geotechnical response to denial findings,
proposed blufftoe n lence, APN 043-152-56, 548 Beach Drive, Santa Cruz County,
California", 2 p. response letter dated 21 June 2006 and signed by R. L. Parks (GE
2603).

12) Cotton, Shires and Associates 2006, "Proposed Beach Drive residential development,
Aptos, California”, 6 p. memorandum dated 22 June 2006, dated 10 August 2006 and
signed by J. Wallace (CEG 1923).

13) Nielson and Associates 2006, "Comments and response to a letter prepared by John
Wallace of Cotton, Shires and Associates dated 10 August 2006, 548 Beach Drive, Santa
Cruz County, California, APN 43-152-71", 4 p. response letter dated 21 August 2006 and
signed by H. Nielsen (CEG 1390).

14) Haro, Kasunich and Associates 2006, "Geotechnical summary of proposed residential
development, proposed Collins residence, 548 Beach Drive, APN 043-152-56, Santa
Cruz County, California, Application number: 04-0255", 6 p. geotechnical letter report
dated 21 August 2006 and signed by R. L. Parks (GE 2603).

15) County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 2006, "Application 04-0255; APN 043-152-71
[sic]", 2 p. geotechnical review Memorandum dated 31 August 2006 and signed by J.
Hanna (CEG 1313) .

In addition, I met with the project architect, Jim Mosgrove, and geotechnical engineer, Rick
Parks, at the site on 16 November 2006.

The site consists almost entirely of a steeply sloping coastal bluff some 107 feet high consisting
of poorly consolidated marine terrace deposits and poorly consolidated sandy materials
mapped as the Puri © a Formation. This bluff, and its off-site extension upcoast and downcoast
from the subject site, have a long history of landsliding and debris flows. Reference (2) contains
quantitative slope stability analyses evaluating the static and seismic stability of the slope at the
subject site for a variety of conditions. These analyses suggest that three types of slope failures
are likely in the future: 1) circular failures confined to the terrace deposits at the top of the slope,
2) relatively deep-seated translational failures during a seismic event, and 3) a somewhat
thinner translational failure resulting from saturation of the bluff materials during rainfall
events. These analyses make use of soil strength parameters from relatively undisturbed
samples collected at nearby sites with similar geologic conditions to the subject site. Assuming
that these types of landslides are inevitable, reference (2) provides peak impact forces and
debris volumes associated with each type of failure. It is my understanding that the structural
engineer will use these peak impact forces and volumes to design a striictire that will be able to
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Additional contention from Planning Commission’s findings of denial: The project will
result in slope instability during excavation due to the length of the cut into the
coastal bluff for construction of the shoring and rear wall.

I agree that the excavation of the backcut into the marginally stable coastal bluff for the
retaining wall(s) and for the sidecuts will be a dangerous operation. I agree with
reference (11), however, that the length of the backcut is less important than the extent of
the mass removed at any one time. The removal of material at the base of the slope will
remove resisting forces from the bluff, and could result in slope failure if those resisting
forces are not replaced in some way. That is the purpose of the tied-back retaining wall.
In fact, once complete, the resisting forces will be greater than they are in the natural
condition. However, the process of excavation has the potential to destabilize the slope.
This is a common situation for construction on steep slopes, and appropriate precautions
have become standard practice in the industry. As described in reference (11), these
include excavating the backcut from the top down, under dry weather conditions, in 5-
foot increments, and ensuring that tiebacks are installed and tensioned prior to
excavating the next 5-foot increment.

In summary, it is my opinion that this site can only be safely developed by extensive mitigation,
including the use of a design to both support the slope and bear the impact and weight of the
worst conceivable landslide event. Further, the habitable space must be elevated above the 100-
year flood level, and great care must be taken ¢ 'ng construction so as not to destal ™" : the
slope. Clearly, hazard avoidance would be preferable to mitigating the hazard by landform
alteration and engineering efforts. However, this parcel can be developed safely within the
parameters of the LCP.

Sincerely,

A [l—

Mark Johnsson, Ph.D., CEG, CHG
Staff Geologist
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8) Nielson and Associates 2004, "Response to County Geologist's comments in a
letter dates 9 August 2004 regarding our geologic report for the property, and our
comments regarding our review of a set of plans for a new single family home for
parcel 56, 548 Beach Drive, Santa Cruz County, California, APN 43-152-56", 4 p.
response letter dated 31 October 2004 and signed by H. Nielsen (CEG 1390).

9) Buchanan Engineering 2004, "Response to County of Santa Cruz geol ‘st letter,
Application 04-0255, APN 043-152-56", 2 p. letter dated 5 November 2u04 and
signed by J. Buchanan (CE 41841), Jr.

10) Nielson and Associates 2006, "Response to findings of denial by the Santa Cruz
County Planning Department at the request of the Planning Commission, 548
Beach Drive, Santa Cruz County, California, APN 43-152-71", 2 p. response
letter dated 6 June 2006 and signed by H. Nielsen (CEG 1390).

11) Haro, Kasunich and Associates 2006, "Geotechnical  iponse to denial findings,
proposed blufftoe residence, APN 043-152-56, 548 Beach Drive, Santa Cruz
County, California”, 2 p. response letter dated 21 June 2006 and signed by R. L.
Parks (GE 2603).

12) Cotton, Shires and Associates 2006, "Proposed Beach Drive  idential
development, Aptos, California”, 6 p. memorandum dated 22 June 2008, redated
10 August 2006 and signed by J. Wallace (CEG 1923).

13) Nielson and Associates 2006, "Comments and response to a letter prepared by
John Wallace of Cotton, Shires and Associates dated 10 August 2006, 548
Beach Drive, Santa Cruz County, California, APN 43-152-71", 4 p. response
letter dated 21 August 2006 and signed by H. Nielsen (CEG 1390).

14) Haro, Kasunich and Associates 2006, "Geotechnical summary of proposed
residential development, proposed Collins residence, 548 Beach Drive, APN
043-152-56, Santa Cruz County, California, Application number: 04-0255", 6 p.
geo hnical letter report dated 21 August 2006 and signed by R. L. Parks (GE
2603).

15) County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 2006, "Application 04-0255; APN
043-152-71 [sic]", 2 p. geotechnical review Memorandum da 1 31 August 2006
and signed by J. Hanna (CEG 1313)

The proposed development site is an area of high hazard. Concerns have been raised for both
flooding and landslide concerns. The Geotechnical Investigation (I -0, Kasunich and
Associates, Inc. March 2004) outlines the major issues related to the safe development of this
site, provides appropriate impact loads for use in the design of the small debris wall as well as
the structural elements of the residence. In addition the Geotechnical Report provides 39
recommendations for preparing the project plans and specifications.

The Geotechnical Report notes that the occupants within the residence should not be subject to
risks from geologic hazards beyond the “Ordinary Risks Level” in the Scale of Acceptable Risks”
contained in the Appendix to this [i.e. the Geotechnical Investigation] report. This is a
somewhat misleadii  since the project design necessitates attention to sianificant landslide
A-3-SCO-08-001 / Rabobank page 8 Exhibit 4
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20 February 2007
GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW MEMORANDUM

To:  Susan Craig, Coastal Program Analyst
From: Mark Johnsson, Staff Geologist
Re:  Appeal A-3-SCO-06-059 (Collins)

In regard to the above referenced appeal, I have reviewed my memo of 20 November 2006. I
have received no additional information since I prepared that memo, and have no reason to
believe that conditions on the ground have changed. Accordingly my review and
recommendations of 20 November 2006 remain valid.

You have asked if, in my opinion, reducing the size of the residence from three stories to two
would lower the risk of landslide or debris flow, either during construction, or in the built-out
‘condition. Although it is true that a lower backcut at the base of an unstable slope normally
would afford greater stability, in this case the backcut is to be excavated incrementally in five
foot intervals, concomitantly with the construction of tied-back retaining walls. In my opinion,
little if any additional security would be attained by limiting the finished extent of the backcut
- given this construction sequence. Furthermore, once constructed, a higher re” * * g wall will
actually afford greater stability than a lower one. Finally, part of the security that adjacent
residences are afforded against deflected smaller debris flows comes from the relatively wide
sideyard setbacks in the proposed development. If these sideyard setbacks are reduced in an
effort to regain living space lost from a reduction in height, the security afforded by the
sideyard setbacks would be reduced.

I hope that this review is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions.

Sincerely,

Mark Johnsson, Ph.D., CEG, CHG
Staff Geologist
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number: 04-0255", 6 p. geotechnical letter report dated 21 August 2006
and signed by R. L. Parks (GE 2603).

15) County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 2006, "Application 04-0255;
APN 043-152-71 [sic]", 2 p. geotechnical review Memorandum dated 31
August 2006 and signed by J. Hanna (CEG 1313)

The proposed development site is an area of high hazard. Concerns have been raised
for both flooding and landslide concerns. The C Htechnical Investigation (Haro,
Kasunich and Associates, Inc. March 2004) outlines the major issues re ed to the safe
development of th  site, provides appropriate impact loads for use in the design of the
small debris wall as well as the structural elements of the residence. In addition the
Geotechnical Report provides 39 recommendations for preparing the project plans and
specifications.

The Geo :hnical Report notes that the occupants within the residence should not be
subject to risks from geologic hazards beyond the “Ordinary Risks Level” in the Scale of
Acceptable Risks” contained in the Appendix to this [i.e. the Geotechnical Investigation]
report. This is'a somewhat misleading since the project design necessitates attention to
significant landslide hazards and those hazards have a high probability of occurrence
during the time the structures are occupied. The design of the structures is based upon
the need to withstand and survive a landslide event — not something that is part of most
ordinary risk for single family homes.

The level of risk posed by the site is reflected in the 39 recommendations that are
included in the Geotechnical Report and the 8 recommendations that are included in the
Geologic Investigation (February 2004) by Nielsen and Associates. These
recommendations, in tofo, are important for the safe construction and occupation of the
proposed development. The County Permit was conditioned to require that the final
plans reference and incorporate all these recommendations. Only with these
recommendations is it possible to find that these proposed new developments can be
generally safe and able to meet the requirements of Section 30253 of the California
Coastal Act. The proposed development will not be safe from all hazards, but the
development should be able to withstand the foreseeable threats from landslic s,
earthquakes and flooding without collapse or structural failure. Even with the inclusion
of all the recommendations, an assumption of risk condition would be an appropriate
condition for this development, given the hazardous nature of the sites and the general
environment.
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