Attachment G



This page intentionally left blank.



p

County of Monterey |

TWO-STORY 2,950 SQUARE FEET SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING WITH A
545 SQUARE FEET ATTACHED GARAGE AND 990 CUBIC YARDS OF
CUT; 2) A COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT TO ALLOW :
DEVELOPMENT WITHIN 750 FEET OF A KNOWN ARCHAEOLQGICAL
RESOURCES; AND 3) DESIGN APPROVAL.

ENVIRONMENT AS IT HAS BEEN FOUND:

a) That said project will not have the potent1a1 to significantly degrade the quahty of the

~ environment.

b) That said project will have no sigﬁiﬁcant impact on long-term environmental goals.

¢) That said project will have no significant cumulative effect upon the environment

d) That said project will not cause substantial advexse effects on human beings, elther
directly or indirectly. :

Decision Making Body:" Monteréy Counfy Board of Supervisors

Responsible Agency: | County of Monterey

Review Period Begins: | December 7, 2007

e Review Period Eads: | Tamany 7, 2008 T T T T e

Further mformatlon,. including a copy of the application and Initial Study are available at
‘the Monterey County Planning & Building Inspection Department 168 West Alisal St, 2™
Floor, Salinas, CA 93901 (831) 755-5025

Date Printed: 12/4/2007

- State of California ” ] % LED ,
MITIGATED N EGATIVE DECLARATION F ,
| pEC 05 2007
. EN L, VAG NINI
\ L STEREN G AT oLERK
. /
Project Title: | Dale Skeen & JoMei Chang
File Number: | PLN060735
Owner: | Dale Skeen & JoMei Chang
Project Location: | 26327 Scenic Road Carmel B
Primary APN: | 009-442-013-000
Project Planner: | Craig Spencer
Permit Type: Combined Development Permit
Project | COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT CONSISTING OF; 1) A C',QASTAL
~ Description: ADMINISTATIVE PERMIT TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION QF A NEW




MONTEREY COUNTY s o =

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY — PLANNING DEPARTMENT
168 WEST ALISAL, 2"° FLOOR, SALINAS, CA 93901
(831)755-5025 FAX: (831)757-9516

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
MONTEREY COUNTY ZONING ADMINISTRATOR

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Monterey County Resource Management Agency — Planning
Department has prepared a draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, for a
Combined Development Permit (Skeen & Chang, File Number PLN060735) at 26327 Scemc Road Carmel
(APN 009-442-013-000) (see description below). The project involves the construction of a new single family
residence. The Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study, as well as referenced documents are available
for review at the Monterey County Resource Management Agency — Planning Department, 168 West Alisal, 2™
Floor, Salinas, California. The Zoning Administrator will consider this proposal at a meeting on January 31,
2008 at 1:30PM in the Monterey County Board of Supervisors Chambers, 168 West Alisal, 2" Floor, Salinas,
California. Written comments on this Negative Declaration will be accepted from December 7, 2007 to
January 7, 2008. Comments can also be made during the public hearing.

PI‘OJ ect Description: Combined Development Permit consisting of; 1) A Coastal Administrative Permit to
allow the construction of a new two-story 2,950 square feet single family dwelling wlth a 545 square feet
attached garage and 990 cubic yards of cut; 2) A Coastal Development Permit to- allow development
within 750 feet of a known archaeological resources; and 3) Des1gn Approval.

We welcome your comments during the 30-day public review penod. You may submit yoyr comments in hard
copy to the name and address above. The Department also accepts comments via e-mail oy facsimile but
requests that you follow these instructions to ensure that the Department has received your comments. To
submit your comments by e-mail, please send a complete document including all attachments to:
CEQAcomments@co.monterey.ca.us

An e-mailed document should contain the name of the person or entity submitting the comments and contact
information such as phone number, mailing address and/or e-mail address and include any and all attachments

referenced in the e-mail”~To ensure a complete and accuiraté record, we request that you also provide afollow- "
up hard copy to the name and address listed above. If you do not wish to send a follow-up hard copy, then
please send a second e-mail requesting confirmation of receipt of comments with enpugh mformatlon to confirm
that the entire document was received. If you do not receive e-mail confirmation of receipt. of comments, then
please submit a hard copy of your comments to ensure inclusion in the enwronmental record or contact the
Department to ensure the Department has received your comments.

~ Radsimile (Fi%) copies will bé acceptad With Beover page describing the extéfit (&7, titmber of pages) being™ =+
transmitted. A faxed document must contain a signature and all attachments referenced therein. Faxed
‘document should be sent to the contact noted above at (831) 757-9516. To ensure a complete and accurate
record, we request that you also provide a follow-up hard copy to the name and address listed above. If you do
not wish to send a follow-up hard copy, then please contact the Department to confirm that the entire document
was received. 2
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For reviewing agencies: The Resource Management Agency — Planning Department requests that you review
the enclosed materials and provide any appropriate comments related to your agency's area of responsibility. The
space below may be used to indicate that your agency has no comments or to state brief conuments. In »
compliance with Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines, please provide a draft mitigation monitoring or

: ‘reporting program for mitigation measures proposed by your agency. This program should include specific

performance objectives for mitigation measures identified (CEQA Section 21081.6(¢)). Also inform this
Department if a fee needs to be collected in order to fund the mitigation monitoring or reportlng by your agency
and how that language should be 1ncorporated into the mitigation measure.

All written comments on the Initial Study should be addressed to:

County of Monterey
- Resource Management Agency — Planning Department
Attn: Mike Novo, Interim Director of Planmng '
168 West Alisal, 2™ Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

Re: Skeen & Chang; File Number PLNO60735
From: Agency Name:

Contact Person:
Phone Number;

No Comments provided
Comments noted below
‘Comments provided in separate letter

COMMENTS:

0 00 N OV R W

DISTRIBUTION

State Clearinghouse (15 cop1es)—1nc1ude Notice of Completlon

CalTrans — San Luis Obispo office ,
~ California Coastal Commission o ‘ |

Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments
Carmel Central School District
California American Water Company

- Pacific Gas & Electric
Pacific Bell
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22,

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District
City of Carmel ’

Carmel Highlands _Fire Protection District

Monterey County Agricultural Commissioner
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
Monterey County Public Works Department
Monterey County Parks Department

Monterey County Division of Environmental Health
Monterey County Sheriff’s Office

Dale Skeen & JoMei Chang, Owners

International Design Group, Agent

Property Owners within 300 feet (Notice of Intent only)
Alexander Henson (Attorney)
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MONTEREY COUNTY

PLANNING & BUILDING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT ',

168 WEST ALISAL ST., 2" FLOOR, SALINAS, CA 93901
FAX: (831) 755-9516 ~

PHONE: (831) 755-5025

INITIAL STUDY (REVISED NOVEMBER 2007)

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

L BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Project Title:

| File No.:

Project Location:

Name of Property Owner:
Name of Applicanﬁ
Assessor’s Pafcel Number(s):
Acreage bf Property:

General Plan Designation:

Zoning District:

Lead Agency:

Prepared By:
Date Prepared:
Contact Person:

Phone Number:

Initial Study ,

Skeen & Chang

PLNO060735

26327 Scenic Road Carmel

'Dale Skeen & Jo Mei Chang

International Design Group

009-442-013-000

4,700 Square Feet = .11 acres

Residential

MDR/2-D (18) (CZ)

Medium Density Residential/ 2 units pef acre—i?rith a design

control overlay zoning district and an 18 foot height limit in the
Coastal Zone ‘ ’

Monterey County Resource Management: Agency — Planning
Department | ‘

- Craig'W Spencer (Project Plannet) .- »...- -

June 2007, Revised November 2007

Craig w. Spencer

(831) 755-5233 spencerc@co.monterey.cé.us
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II.  DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

A. Project Description: The proposed project entails the construction of a new 3,495
square foot, 3-story single family dwelling including an attached garage on the lower
level/basement and approximately 280 linear feet of retaining walls. The project calls for an
estimated 990 cubic yards of cut/excavation for the driveway access to the garage, basement, and
finish grade elevations. Three to four feet high retaining walls are proposed to surround the
property on the on the North, South, and East. A terrace is formed off the main floor, by the two
tiered retaining walls at the rear. Another terrace is proposed at the front entry, connectlng to the
driveway. The colors and materials will consists of Spanish clay tile roof; coppgr gutters and
down spouts, beige stucco with stone veneer and exposed: wood details, dark green metal clad
doors and windows, and painted wrought iron ra111ngs

B. Environmental Setting and Surrounding Land Uses: The project site is Jocated on
Scenic Road between Stewart Road and Ocean View Avenue in Carmel. Scenic Road is a
designated scenic corridor that runs from the city of Carmel by the Sea to Cai‘mel River State
Beach along the Pacific Ocean (Reference 4). To the west of Scenic Road are sandy beaches,
rock outcroppings, and blue water views with a few single family dwellings. To the east of
Scenic Road is a medium density residential neighborhood. The project site is a vacant 4,700
square feet in-fill lot, located to the east of Scenic Road, on the Carmel River State Beach
(southern) end, approximately 200 feet inland from the Pacific Ocean (Refergnce 6), Located in
the Carmel Point area the site is high in archeological sensitivity (Reference 4). Vegetatlon on the
site is highly disturbed and consists of mowed grasses and brush (see Figure 2 below). The parcel
is surrounded by single family dwellings on all but the Scenic Road (West) side of the lot.
Required side setbacks in the area are five feet placing the dwellings in relatively clpse
proximity, particularly in relationship to the neighbor to the south who has unprovegl their lot
with a structure within about one foot of the property line. Loose top soil and standing ground
water at approximately 14 feet below grade provide potential erosion hazards if water is not
properly controlled (Reference 8 & 13). The property will be served by pubhc utilities including
water, sewer and electric. Other characteristics not mentioned have little or no s1gmﬁcance such
as proxnmty to agrlcultural lands (S ee sectlon IV below)

gt T P P R T TN . b e VI b o W e BRI LRSS B i -n‘uwan,»‘:»;_:u—_-.xn:m...... per e em

Initial Study _ Page 2



Figure 1- View from Scenic Road ‘ .
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Figure 2- Vicinity Map
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111. PROJECT CONSIS TENCY WITH OT. HER APPLI CABLE LOCAL
AND STATE PLANS AND MANDA TED LA WS :

Use the hst below to indicate plans applicable to the proj ect and verify the1r cons1stency or non-

consistency with project implementation.

General Plan/Area Plan ] Air Quality Mgmt. Plan O
~ Specific Plan - O Airport Land Use Plans 0
Water Quality Control Plan = Local Coastal Program—LUP N

General Plan / Local Coastal Program — LUP

The proposal was reviewed for consistency with the Carmel Land Use Plan and the Coastal
Implementation Plan Parts 1 & 4. The property is-located within the Medlum Density
Residential land use designation, which allows 2 units/acre and is suitable for the proposed use.
The only policy area that is not addressed by the Local Coastal Program c1ted above is Noise
Hazards. As such, the County considers consistency with General Plan noise pohcles for projects
in the coastal zone. The project is consistent with these General Plan p011c1es, as explained below
in section IV.A.7. Potential Impacts were identified regardlng aesthetics due to the visibility of

~the project from Scenic Road which is a designated scenic roadway in the Carmel Land Use Plan

(see section VL1 below), cultural resources due to the project locatlon relative to known
archeological resources (see section VL5 below), and geology and soils due to the proximity to
the Cypress Point Fault line, erodible soils, standing groundwater, and proposed grading
excavation in proximity to adjacent properties (see section VL6 below). The ‘project was found to
be consistent with other development standards and policies prov1ded 111 the Local Coastal
Program (LCP) (see section IV below)

wetne Ty TS R L. VN  wai - N PR Y . r .
R A R STt~ SO . IPPESY. VRO - B P SRR S

Initial Study : ‘ ' Page 5



Iv. EN VIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTEN:. TIALLY AFFE C TED AND
DETERMINATION

A.  FACTORS

The environmental factors checked below would be pdtentially affected by this project, as
discussed within the checklist on the following pages.

B Aesthetics O  Agriculture Resourcés B 2ir Quality

O Biological Resources I Cultural Resources - | [ Geplogy/S':oils

O Hazards/Haiardous Materials [0 Hydrology/Water Quality 0 Land Use/?lanﬁng
0 Mineral Resources [0 Noise O Poéulatio;}/Housing
O Public Sewices O Recreation O TrénspoﬂétioﬁTraﬁic

O Utilities/Service Systems

Some proposed applications’ that are not exempt from CEQA review may have little or no
potentlal for adverse environmental impact related to most of the topics in the Environmental
Checklist; and/or poten’ual 1mpacts may involve only a few limited subject areas. '.[hese types of
projects are generally minor in scope, located in a non-sensitive environment, and are easily
identifiable and without public controversy. For the environmental issue argas where there is no
potential for significant environmental impact (and not checked above), the followmg finding can
be made using the project description, environmental setting, or other mforma’uon as supporting
evidence.

Ei-Check-here if this finditig 1§ ot applicable s

FINDING: For the above referenced topics that are not checked off, there is ng potential for
significant environmental impact to occur from either constructlon operatlon or
maintenance of the proposed project and no further d130us31on in the
Environmental Checklist is necessary. :

'EVIDENCE Many of the above topics 't the ‘chedklist do not ‘apply. Léss than significant or

potentially significant impacts are identified for cultural resources, aesthetics,
geologic and soils. Mitigation measures are provided as wan‘anted The project
will have no quantifiable adverse env1ronmenta1 effect on the categones not
checked above, as follows:

Initial Study Page 6
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Agricultural Resources. The project site is not designated as Prime, Unique or Farmland
of Statewide or Local Importance and project construction would not result in
conversion of prime agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses. The site 1s not under a
Williamson Act Contract. The project site is located within an urban area and is not
located adjacent to agriculturally designated lands. Therefore, the proposed project .
would not result in impacts to agricultural resources. (Source: IX.1, 2, 3, 4,5.6,&7)

‘Biological Resources. The proposed site does not contain any environmentally sensitive

habitat areas. In addition there are no trees proposed for removal. The project would
not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a sensitive or special status species and would not have a
substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community.
(Sources I.B and IX.1, 4, 5, 6, & Figure 1 above). Therefore, no zmpacz‘ on biological
resources is anticipated as a result of the project. .

Hazards/Hazardous Materials. The proposal involves residential develgpment where
there would be no use of hazardous materials that would constitute a threat of explosion
or other significant release that would pose a threat to neighboring properties. The
project, given the nature of its proposed use (one single-family r@sidencé), would not
involve the transport, use; or disposal of any hazardous materials. There are no known
hazards or hazardous materials associated with this project. The proposed residence
would not involve stationary operations, create hazardous errxissiol_és or handle
hazardous materials. The site location and scale have no impact ON’ EMETZEncy response -
or emergency evacuation. The site is not located near an airport or airstrip. The Carmel
Highlands Fire Protection District reviewed the project application and recommended
conditions of approval regarding fire safety, including a fire sprinkler system (Source:

IX.1, 2, 3,4,5,6, & 7). Therefore, the proposed project would noz‘ result in impacts’

related to hazards/hazardous materials.

Hydrology/Water Quality. The proposed project will not violat:e. any water quality

- standards or waste discharge requirements. The Coastal Implementation Plan Part 4

Section 20.146.050E4 requires that an erosion control plan be prejBared by a registered
civil engineer for development in the Medium Density Residential areas of Carmel. The
erosion control plan must contain detailed plans and measures to retain on site
stormwater runoff resulting from a 20-year recurrence interval storm Further discussion
on erosion is contained in the Soils and Geology section below (VI 6) The erosion
control and stormwater retention plan will ensure that the drainage pattgrn at the site
will not be substantially altered. There is no water course, stream or river on site. The

. -site is not located within-the 100 year-flsodplain and the property-is-se rved*by all publiew~n.=

utilities, including public sewer (Carmel sanitary sewer district) and Water (California
American Water Co.). The Monterey County Water Resc__)urces “Agency and
Environmental Health Division have reviewed the project application and as
conditioned deemed that the project complies with applicable ordinances and
regulations. (Source: IX.1, 2, 4, & 5). Therefore, the proposed pmject wauld not result
in any negative impacts related to hydrology/waz‘er quality. :

Initial Study , Page 7




5. Land Use/Planning The project will not disrupt, divide, or otherwise have a negative
_ impact upon the existing neighborhood. The parcel is zoned for medium density
residential use and the project as proposed meets all the site development standards
including the 18 foot height limit. There is no evidence that the project would conflict
with any applicable habitat or natural community plans. The project wag reviewed by
the Monterey County Resource Management Agency- Planning Department and found
to be consistent with the Certified Local Coastal Plan.(Source: IX. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, &7).
, Therefore, the proposed project will not have a negative impact to the nezghborhood
i adjacent properties or the County of Monterey. .

| 6. Mineral Resources. No mineral resources have been identified or would pe affected by
this project (Source: IX. 1, 4, 5, 6, & 7). Therefore the proposed pr0]ect would not
result in impacts to mineral resources.

7.  Noise. The construction of one single-family home within a residential area would not
be exposed to noise levels that exceed standards and would not substannally increase
ambient noise levels. The project site is not located in the wcmlty of an airport or
private airstrip. The project is located within a residential ne1ghborhood and consists of
the construction of one single family dwelling. The prOJect is in comphance with

Lo Monterey County Division of Environmental Health noise standards, The Health

! Department has reviewed and approved the proposal without condltlons There is no

evidence that the persons residing or workmg near the prOJ ject site would be

significantly impacted by noise related to this project. Temporary construgtion activities

shall comply with the County’s noise requirements, as required in the County Code,

Chapter 10.60. (Source: IX.1, 2, 4, & 5) Iherefore the proposed pro;ect would not
- result in impacts to noise. . - :

8. Population/Housing. The proposed project would not induce substantial population in
the area, either directly through the construction of one single-family home within a

residential area or indirectly as no new infrastructure would be extended to the site. The
o Als

area in any significant way, or create a demand for additional housing (Squrce: IX.1, 2,
4, & 6). Therefore, the proposed project would not resulz‘ in zmpacts related to
population and housing.

9. Public Services. The proposed project consists of the construction of one new single-
4 family home which is being served by public services and utilities. The pro; ject would
e ~ ‘mave o niegsurable- effect oh existingpublic services. The-Moriterey . Courrtyw‘\fﬁaf,@.w«amn
i _ Resources Agency, Monterey County Public Works Department, the Env1ronmenta1
Health Division, and the Carmel Highlands Fire Protection District have reviewed the
project. These agencies provided comments on the project, which are incgrporated into
the project as conditions of approval. None of the County departmeénts / service
providers indicated that this project would result in potentially significant impacts

Initial Study Page 8
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10.

11.

12.

B.

(Source: IX.1, 4 & 5). Therefore, the proposed p}"O]eCl‘ would not result in zmpacz‘s
related to public services.

Recreation. The proposed project would result in t]'je construction of one new single-
family home on a vacant lot. The project would not result in an increase in use of
existing recreational facilities that would cause substantial physical deterigration. No
parks, trail easements, or other recreational opportunities would be advers¢ly impacted
by the proposed project (Source: IX.1, 4, 5, & 7). Therefore, the proposed pr0]ect
would not result in impacts related to recreation.

Transportation/Traffic. The development of a single-family dwelling on an existing lot
of record will not generate a significant increase in traffic movements. The County
Department of Public Works has reviewed the project and has recommended only a
standard condition of approval for encroachment of a new driveway onto"Scenic Road,
a County road. The project is not located along a proposed trail as mapped in the
County’s Carmel Area Trail Plan (Source IX. 1, 2, 4, & 5). Therefore ‘the proposed
project would not result in impacts related to traﬁ“ ic.

Utilities/Services. The proposed project consists of the construction of a single family
home with public utilities and services provided by California American Water
Company and the Carme] Sanitary Sewer District. A new single family dwelling will
not cause a significant increase nor exceed the capacity of the utilities and services
being provided. The County Department of Public Works has reviewed the project and
has recommended only a standard condition of approval for encroachmont Monterey
County Water Resources agency recommended as a condition of approval that, prior to
issuance of building permits proof of water availability on the property in the form of an
approved Monterey Peninsula Water Management District Water Release Form must be
obtained. This lot has been allocated one half (1/2) acre feet of Water based on a
purchase of water credits from Robles Del Rio in 1998. (Source IX. 1, 4, 5, & 12).
Therefore the proposed project would not result in zmpacz‘s related to utzlztzes/servzces

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

g

L LT E RS SRR

I find that the proposed prOJect COULD NOT. have a 51gmﬁcant effect on the
envuonment and aNEGATIVE DECLARATION W111 be prepared :

.»- N N ERX v, u,\uwy.,mf - .Kr.n_mr.-‘:._.’.‘.m‘,c;;m(‘,\.__15«;,_\,"‘3%_ .

I 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 reyisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. :
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| I find that the proposed project MAY have a siglﬁﬁcgnt effect on the enviropment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

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

[0 1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant gffect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been. analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable gtandards, and
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are 1mposed upon the
proposed project, nothing further is requlred

4'/47 gfﬁ | / 2//5/3 2

"~ Signature Date -
Craig W. Spencer , Assistant Planner
Printed Name Title *

V.  EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses ...

- following each-question.—A-“No-Impact”-answer is-adequately- supporfed ifthereferenced. ... .
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Irr;pact” answer
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general
standards (e.g., the prOJect will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutapts based on
project-specific screening analysis). :

s e somgaaee 201 All answers natist -talee- into, vaff‘Ollnt the whole-aciicn involved, including offsrce a8 Welli88u muiivsvr itsons

onsite, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as dlrect and construcnon as
well as operational impacts.

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Signiﬁcaint Impact" is
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be signiﬁcant. If there are
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3)

6)

7)

8)

one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entrles when the de’cermmatlon is made, an
EIR is required.

"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially
Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level mitigation measures from Sectlon XVIL, "Earlier Analyses " may be

cross-referenced).

Barlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the fgllowing: :

a)  Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant
to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were* addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Slgmﬁcant thh Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where approprlate mclude a reference
to the page or pages where the statement is substantlated '

Supportmg Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the 1mpact to less than
significance.

Initial Study o ' ; , . Page 11



VI. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

1. AESTHETICS Less Than
} Significant
Potentially ‘With Less Than
Significant =~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 1 O ] .

(Source: 1,4,5,6)

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but O - O .
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic ' :
buildings within a state scenic highway?
(Source:1,4,5;6)

¢)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or | [l . |
quality of the site and its surroundings?
(Source:1,4,5,6)

d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which | O . O

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area? (Source:1,4,5,6) '

Discussion:

Aesthetics

The existing parcel is a legal lot of record created by Addition Number 7 to Carmgl-By-The-Sea
in 1908. The proposed dwelling will be located in the viewshed because of its visibility from

" Scenic Road which is a désignated sceénic corridor and major public viewing area. The vacant

parcel is located in a residential neighborhood with other dwellings of similar size and character
making up much of the view on the eastern side of Scenic Road (Key Policies 2,2.2 and 4.1.1
Carmel] LUP).

™ I LR TN R
12 fonasds

Conclusion:

Aesthetics 1(a) & (b) —No Impact

The project will not obstruct views form scenic vistas, blue water, and sandy beaches from major
public viewing areas, nor will it damage scenic resources or significant landmarks. The project is
surrounded by single family dwellings that are the dominanit scenery to the east of Scenic Road.
The views from Scenic Road are made up of 180 degree views of blue water, sandy beaches, and
rock qutcrop pmgs with a small number of smgle famﬂy dwelhngs to the west of thc road. To the

AL

east are residential neighborhoods with a Vatiety of architéctiral desigts, featirres, “afid materials. """

These views will not be affected by the proposed project. There is no indication that views of any
significant landmarks or resources would be impacted. The design of and color scheme are
consistent with the Carmel Coastal Implementation Plan and the surrounding neighborhood
(Source IX. 1, 4, 5, 6, & 7). Therefore the project will have no impact on sc?nic vistas or
resources. .
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Aesthetics 1(c). (d) - Less Than Significant Impact _

The proposed building site is located on an existing parcel that is visible from .Scenic Road,
which is a designated scenic roadway. The project would result in the construction of a new
single family residence. The height of the proposed residénce meets the 18 foat height limit
restriction required in the parcel’s zoning district shown on Monterey County zoning maps. The
18 foot height is measured from the average natural grade .determined by Haro, Kasum'ch, and
Associates Inc. geotechnical engineers to be 38.89. The project is located in' a residential
neighborhood with other dwellings of similar size and character making up much of the view on
the eastern side of Scenic Road. The project will harmonize with the existing character of the
neighborhood and blend with the scenery using natural earth toned colors. The 11ght1ng will be
required to meet the basic viewshed policy of minimum visibility reunred by LCP policies. The
Coastal Implementation Plan Part 4 (CIP) 20.146.030C requires exterior lighting to be
unobtrusive and harmonious with the local area, off site glare will be n}iinjmiged using low

* wattage, down lit lighting that illuminates only the area intended. Implementation will be through

Monterey County Planning Department’s standard visually sensitive exterior lighting conditions.
In addition all utilities will be required to be located underground per the CIP, visual standards
20.146.030B (also a standard condition). The project building site does not contain 30% slopes,
is not on the crest of a hill and would not result in ridgeline development. The lot is 4,700 square -
feet and there is no alternative location on the lot that would minimize visibility. There are no
trees or significant vegetation existing on the lot that would help screen the proposed dwelling
and requiring screening of the proposed dwelling would not be consistent with the neighborhood
(Source IX.1, 2, 3, 4, 5, & 6). Thus, the project would have a less than szgmﬁcant zmpact related
fo aesthencs .

2. AGRICULTURAL 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
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially ‘With - Less Than
- S : Significant =~ Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Tmpact- Incorporated = Impact Impact
a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or O O |l .
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as s
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non—agncultural use‘7 i _
(Source:T;2,45,6:7)" I e T e BTN
b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a a O ] .

‘Williamson Act contract? (Source:1,2,3,4,5,6,7)
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2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant envnonmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land BEvaluation and Site Assessment:Model (1997) prepared by the California
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and faimland. ..

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Lesg Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Signjficant ~ No
‘Would the project: . Impact Incorporated Imbpact Impact
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment [ _ I ] l

which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?
(Source:1,4,5,6,7)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Section I and IV

3. AIRQUALITY : g :

Where available, the significance critetia established by the applicable air quality management or air polluuon
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

Would the project: Impact Incorporated  Tmpact Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ' O ’ O Eg .

applicable air quality plan? (Source:1,2,4,5,10) s
b) Violate any air quality standard or confribute ] [ Kl .

substantially to an existing or projected air quality

violation? (Source:1,2,10)

it e G- Result in-a-cumulatively considerable net increase of .. | o I I _. SR N

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)? (Source:1,2,4,5,10)
d) Result in significant construction-related air quality o | . O

.. lropacts? (Source:1,2,10) e i i ot |

e) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant O | . O

concentrations? (Source:1,2,10) /
f) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 0 | . |

number of people? (Source:1,2,4,6)

Discussion:
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Air Quali

The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) prepared the Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) for the Monterey Bay Region. The AQMP addresses the attainment
and maintenance of State and federal ambient air quality standards within the North Central

Coast Air Basin (NCCAB).

Conclusion:

Air Quality 3(a&b) — No Impact

The development on the project site for a single farmly home will be in accordance w1th the
AMBAG population projections, which is accommodated in the AQMP. Maost potentially
significant air quality issues related to construction of smgle family homes mvolve the site

gradmg activities (Source 1,4, & 10)

Air Quality 3 (c.d,e&f) — Less Than Significant

The CEQA. Air Quality Guidelines outline a threshold for construction activities with potentially
significant impacts for PM-10 to be 2.2 acres of disturbance a day. As less than 2. 2 acres will be
disturbed by this project it has been determined not to constitute a s1gmﬁcant impact. Grading of
the project site will result in minor increases in emissions from construction Vehgcles and dust
generaﬁon Generally, in the long-term, the pnmary source of air emissions 1s vemcular traffic.

4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Less Than
’ Significant .
Potentially With Less Than
» N . Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Wouild the project: Impact Incorporated . Impact Tmpact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or O a . .

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? (Source:1,4,5,6 7)

b) Havea substant1a1 adverse effect on any riparian habitat O ) a Cl .
or other sensitive natural community identified in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish
and Wildlife Service? (Source:1,2,4,5,6,7)

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected M| O .
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water : ’
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, ‘
cOastal; &7 T ougir Firect removal, filliing, e s e T , e et g
hydrological interruption, or other means? '
(Source:1,4,5,6,7)
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Less Than

: Significant ,
Potentially With Less Than
. - Significant Mitigation Significant -~ No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated _ Impact Impact
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native O . 0 _ m .
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites? (Source:1,4,5,6,7)
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances O (| ] !
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance? (Source:1,2,3,4,5,6)
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat O O O .
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation :
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? (Sowrce:1,2,4,5,6,7)
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections II and IV
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES Less Than -
' Significant -
Potentially With Less Than
: Significant =~ Mitigation . Significant No
‘Would the project: \ Impact Incorporated lact Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of jm| - O a. - .
a historical resource as defined in 15064.5? .
(Source:1,6,7)
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of Cl . Cl O
an archaeological resource pursuant to 15 064 57
-(Source:1:4,5,7,9)-- b s e i D STTIBR
c) . Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological | -O ’ . O
resource or site or unique geologic feature? )
(Source:1,4,5,7,9)
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred O . _ IZI O

outside of formal cemeteries? (Source:1,4,5,7,9)

Discussion:

Cultural Resources

The subject property is located within a “high” archaeological sensitivity zone. Pursuant to
Section 20.146.090, an archaeological survey is required for a development within a high
archaeological sensitivity zone as mapped on current county resource maps. A Preliminary
Cultural Resources Reconnaissance prepared by Archaeological Consultinig, datgd March 25,

1999 concluded that the project area contains a potentially significant archaeological resource.
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Staff requested an updated Archaeological Report for the current project. An updated report,

dated January 17, 2007, by Archaeological Consulting, indicates, based on testing performed in

1999 that construction should be allowed to proceed without further archaeological investigation;
however, a possibility still exists that, during construction, previously unidentified pr unexpected
resources may be discovered. Due to this potential, mitigation measures are recommended (Key
Policies 2.8.2).

Conclusion:

Cultural Resources 5(a) - No Impact.

The proposed project includes construction of a new single family dwelling on a vacant lot.
There are no identified historic resources on adjacent properties (Source IX. 1 & 6).

Cultural Resources 5(c)— Less than Significant Impact

Archaeoldgical testing by Gary Breschini in 1999 discovered a few fragments of Mytilus
(mussel) and Haliotis (abalone) shell. No other materials frequently associated with prehistoric
cultural resources were found nor are likely to occur at the site (Reference 9); There 1s no
indication that the project site contains any unique geological features (Reference 6, 8, & 9).
While there are no significant impacts to paleontologic resources foreseen, recommended
mitigation measures applied due to the potentlal archaeological impacts will provide a safeguard
for unexpected paleontological resources encountered during constructlon (See 5(b) & 5(d)

- below)

Cultural Resources 5(b) & 5(d) — Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorperated-

County records identify the project site as being high in archeological sensitivity (Reference 4 &
7). An archaeological reconnaissance conducted for the project indicated a previaqusly recorded
archaeological site in the vicinity of the proposed project. Archaeological testing was performed
on the site in 1999 by Gary Breschini of Archaeological Consulting. Results of the testing
consisted of modern day building materials and other “trash” at a depth of 10 to 20 centimeters;
20 to 30-centimeter depths were found to be “culturally sterile”. Some ev1dence of was found that
Native Amencans may have once inhabited the area but none of the evidence found on this lot
was determined to be significant and no resources suitable for radiocarbon dating were
recovered. The most recent report concludes construction should not be delayed for
archaeological reasons; however, the possibility exists that previously unidentified or unexpected
resources may be discovered. For this reason mitigation measures are recommended to reduce
potential impacts to resources to a less than significant level (Source IX. 1, 4 5,7, & 9).

Recommended Mitigation:

””“Mltlgauon Measure #1: Requlre the contractors to sign and record an agreement -créated by an”~

Archaeologist informing them of the potential for incidental impacts and requirements to contract
the archaeologist for monitoring during earth disturbing activities associated with new
construction on the parcel, such as grading, foundation excavations, etc. The monitor should
have the authority to temporarily halt work in order to examine any potentially significant
cultural materials or features. '
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- Monitoring Action #1A: Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall provide the

Director of Planning with a copy of a recorded agreement containing recommendations for
protection of incidental impacts to potentially significant resources and the requirement of an
Archaeological monitor on site during earth disturbing activities. The applicant shall provide
evidence of the presence of the Archaeologist on-site during demolition of existing structures and
earth disturbing activities including any measures necessary to be in place and in good order
through construction. The report shall be certified by the Archaeologist, and sybmitted on a
monthly basis until all earth work has been completed.

Mitigation Measure #2 Because of the possibility of unidentified (e,g., buried) cultural
resources being found during construction, a standard County condition of approval will be
included for the project that requires construction to be halted if archaeologica] resources or
human remains are accidentally discovered during construction with evaluation by a qualified
professional archaeologist and the following steps shall be taken: There shall be no further
excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected 18 overlie adjacent
human remains until (a) The coroner of the county in which the remains are discovered is
contacted to determine that no investigation of the cause of death is required, and ®) 1f the
coroner determines that remains to be Native American:

- The corner shall contact the Native American Heritage Comm1§swn and the
'RMA — Planning Department with 24 hours. ;
- The native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons
from a recognized local tribe of the Esselen, Salinan, Coé‘tonoar;S/Ohlone and
Chumash tribal groups, as appropriate, to be the most likely descendent.

- The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner of the |

person responsible for the excavation work, for means of freating or disposing
of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods
as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.9 and 5097.993, or

- Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or hjs authorized
representative shall rebury the Native American humans remains and associated
grave goods with appropriate dignity on the propertyin a locatlon not subJ ect to
further subsurface disturbance:

most likely descendent or the most likely descendent failed to make a
recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the
commission. ' :

(2) The descendent identified fails to-make a recommendation; or

(3) The landowner or his authorized representative - rejects the
recommendation of the descendent, and the mediation by the Native

American. Heritage~-Commission - fails to-provide measures.acceptable -

to the landowner.

Monitoring Action #2A. During the course of construction the applicant shall provide the
Director of Planning with a monthly report prepared by the Archaeologist conﬁrrnmg that no
intact cultural features, potentlally significant cultural materials or human remains were found on
the subject property. If there is a find, no work shall continue until the find can be evaluated
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and/or recovered for identification, possible analysm and oura’aon and appropriate mitigation
measures formulated and implemented. The designated Most Likely Descendant -of any found
buman remains will prov1de recommendations for 1mt1gat10n of Native Amsncan human
remains. ~

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS ' Less Than -
Significant .
Potentially With Less Than
Significant =~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: _ Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated O 4 [ .
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? (Source:1,4,5,7,8) Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? (Source:1,4,5,7,8) | O [ |

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including O O (K]
liquefaction? (Source:1,4,5,7,8) :

iv) Landslides? (Source:1,6,7,8) _ 0 O &

O M WO

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topéoil? | O | .
(Source:1,8,13) ’ ' :

c) Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or O o . . JKil|
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 5
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

(Source:1,4,5,7,8,13)

"D

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B 0 O .
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating o :
substantial risks to life or property? (Source:1,8)

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 0. O .
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems ;
where szwers are not available for the disposalof .., ... e

" wastewater? (SOUICC 1,4, 5 6, 7)

il oy ST

Discussion: = -

Geology and Soils :

Located in the unincorporated area of Carmel near the Clty of Carmel, the project site is located
near potentially active faults and is subject to seismic related shaking. The site soils are erodible
needing drainage and erosion control measures to be incorporated in the project. Support of
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adjacent properties during excavation must be addressed (iue to the proposed design requiring
new, lower elevations for finish grades and a basement in combination with the small lot size and
existing setbacks from neighboring properties (Key Policies 2.7.2).

Conclusion:

Geology and Soils 6(a-i, iii, & iv), (d), & (e) - No Impact

A Geotechnical and Geological Hazard Report, prepared by Grice Engineering and Geology Inc.
in January 2007, was submitted for the proposed project. Based on site investigations by the
engineer including visual inspection and boring indexes, the report states that “risks from ground
rupture at the site are low.” Liquefaction was determined to have a low potential ¢f occurrence,
due to the soils on the site not having properties normally associated with these sitpations. Since
the site is relatively flat and not in close proximity to significant slopes there is ng potential for
adverse impacts from landslides. The project will be served by the Carmel Sanitary Sewer
District so the adequacy of the soil for sewage disposal is irrelevant. (Sourcg IX. 1,6, 7, 8, & 13)
Therefore, the project will not be impacted, or have an impact to these categories af geology and
soils. .

Geology and Soils 6(c) — Less Than Significant with Mitigation

The project includes excavation/cut slopes for proposed finish grade elevations and a basement
of up to 16 vertical feet. Minimum required side setbacks in the area are five feet from the
property line. The neighbor to the south has improved their lot with a structure that is within
approximately one foot of the property line. Proximity of adjacent dwellings and the requirement

for relatively large cut slopes to facilitate construction of the proposed project werg identified as

a potential hazard. This concern was addressed in the Geotechnical and Geqlogic Hazards report
submitted for the proposed project prepared by Grice Engineering and 'Geology Inc. dated
January 2007 stating, “Consideration in the design and construction of these walls will need to be
taken relative to the support of adjacent property during construction.”- The -Geotechnical
Engineer was asked to revisit the potential impact at the request of the Plam_ging Department and
a follow up letter was prepared that states “As reviewed we find no reason for further site
evaluation provided that Best Management Practices are utilized in the construction. Such
methods will ensure that no significant impact will be incurred to adjacent properfies due to the

L T Y.

“proposed construction.” The meaning of Best Managerment Practices (BMP’s) was clarified by ™

Haro, Kasunich, & Associates, Inc. who prepared a letter, in response to questlons surrounding
the soils and geology impacts, dated November 27, 2007. BMP’s will include the following; All
recommendations contained in the geotechmical report including, observation apnd inspection
from the geotechnical engineer, collaboration between structural, civil, and geotech;ucal engineer
with the architect and contractor prior to grading activities, and temporarj( shoririg. The Haro,
Kasunich & Associates, Inc. report supported the Grice report conclusion, that if Ii:_litigations are

e ncotporated aihd Tollowed thers Will'be no ‘adverse impact to-ths nefghboring strucjuresi-(Bourcg s -~

IX. 1,4, 5, 6,7, 8, & 13).

Mitigation Measure #3 Prior to issuance of grading or building permits the oWner/applicant
shall submit temporary shoring plans designed by a licensed geotechnical engineer, to the
Resource Management Agency (RMA) Building Department for review and gpproval. The
temporary shoring shall be designed to provide adequate protection of the adjacent structures
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from undercutting and settling. Once a shoring plan is approved the construction and installation -
of the shoring shall be done under the supervision and direction of a licensed geotechnical
engineer prior to excavation for the proposed project. The shoring shall: be installed on the
subject property only, shall compensate for loads needed to support adjacent structures and
vegetation during construction, and adequately address the potential groundwater impacts as
described in the Haro & Kasunich geotechnical letter dated November 27, 2007. Once installed
the shoring shall be inspected by a licensed engineer for adequacy. Excavation for the poposed
structure shall only commence upon approval of the RMA Planning and Buﬂdmg Department.
All shoring and excavation shall be monitored by a registered archaeologist (reference Mitigation
Measure #1).

Monitoring Action 3A  Prior to issuance of grading or building permits the owner or applicant
shall submit temporary shoring plans, designed by a licensed geotechnical engineer, to the RMA
Building Department for review and approval. Additionally prior to issuance of penmts the
owner or applicant shall submit a contract between the owner, contractor, and a licensed engineer
containing an agreement for an engineer to observe and certify temporary shoring construction.

Monitoring Action 3B During construction of the temporary shoring, a licensed engineer shall
observe and make recommendations where necessary to ensure proper constrpction of the
shoring and support of adjacent structures [combined with observation from a registered
archaeologist (see mitigation measure 1)]. Upon completion of the shoring and prior to
foundation excavation the owner or apphcant shall submit a letter from the engineer certifying
that the shoring has been adequately constructed.

Geologv and Soils 6(a-ii)— Less Than Significant Impact

The Carmel Land Use Plan defines high hazard areas to include zones 1/8 mile each side of
active or potentially active faults. The project parcel is located approximately 0.15 mlles from the
Cypress Point Fault. Due to the project consisting of a new, habitable structure and in accordance
with the Carmel Land Use Plan (2.7.3.1), a geotechnical and geological report were requested.

The report discussed the risk associated with the site location and characteristics ipcluding soils
suitability, tendencies, and seismic effects. Located in a seismically active region, strong seismic
ground shaking will undoubtedly occur at the site in the future. The engineer, having taken into
account the applicable information, has recommended that structures be designe§ and built in
accordance with the requirements of the Uniform Building Code’s current edition, ‘Seismic Zone
IV, all buildings be founded on undisturbed native soils and/or accepted engineered fill, and that
grading and foundation excavations be done under the direction of a qualified Soi}s Engineer or
their representative with inspections done prior to form or reinforcement placement and again
prior to placement of concrete. These are all standard construction techniqueé and do not result in

potentially significant ifrpactstFhevecommendations-foi the report -witl be- moorporated 11 RS e i

project through Monterey County Planning Department’s standard conditions of approval. In
addition it is the practice of the Monterey County Building Department to review designs for
conformance with building codes, inspect work for compliance with codes and designs, and
ensure compliance with geotechnical recommendations. The report concluded that the site is
suitable, from a soil-engineering standpoint, for the proposed development prov1ded the
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recommendations in the report are implemented. (Soﬁ;ce IX 1, 4, 5, 7, & 8) Therefore, the
project will have a less than significant impact relating to strong seismic ground shaking.

Geology and Soils 6(b) — Less Than Significant Impact

According to the Geologic and Soils Engineering Report submitted for the proposed project, the
site soils are erodible and groundwater can be found approximately 14 feet below grade.
Recommendations to address surfical soils include processing unacceptable soils as engineered
fill or that the structure be supported in firmer soils found at depth. Section _20.416.050E4_ of
the Carmel Coastal Implementation Plan (CIP) requires that an erosion contrpl plan prepared by a
registered civil engineer containing detailed plans of all erosion control devices and measures to
be implemented to provide retention of sediment during grading, and storm water runoff
resulting from a 20-year recurrence interval storm, be submitted and approved by RMA-Planning
and the Water Resources Agency. The Monterey County Building Department, Grading Division,
requires erosion control plans and measures to be in place during the grading process when a
grading permit is required. Runoff and water discharge will be controlled in accordance with the
engineered drainage plans submitted for the proposed development, once they arg approved by
the RMA Building Department. The Engineered Drainage Plans submitted addresses excavation
and foundation construction processes where ground water may be encounterqd as well as
permanent roof and site drainage. Incorporating the soils report recommendations, the engineered
erosion control and drainage plan, and general policies of the building and grading department
throughout the project are standard conditions and practices required by County ordinances and
will maintain potential erosion impacts to a less than significant level (Source IX 1, 8, & 13).

7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS . Less Than -
Significant . :
- Potentially With LessThan
Significant  Mitigation  Significant ~ No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Im;iact Impact
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the O O i .

environment through the routine transport, use, or
_ disposal of hazardous materials? (Source:1,2,4,5,6)

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 1 | I [ .
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment? (Source:1,4,5)

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or ’ [ d 1 .
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within ,
andgnieguarter mile-of anexisting or proposed:school? « e e o e e A G e A S
(Source:1) ' '
d) - Be located on a site which is included on a list of [ g .

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? (Source:1,2,4,5,7)
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7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -

Would the project:

Less Than

e) For a project located within an airport 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? (Source:1,4,5,6,7)

f) For aproject within the vicinity of a private ajrstrip,

" would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
(Source:1,4,5,6,7)

g) Impair implementation of or physicaliy interfere with an.

adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan? (Source:1,2,4,5,6)

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wﬂdlands"

(Source:1,4,5, 6 ,7)

Significant ‘
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation = Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Tmpact
= o0 |
O O O [
m| O O |
O O |

: Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections IIand IV

8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

| Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements? (Source:1,4,5,7)

b) Substantially deplete groundwater 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 whmh permlts have been granted)"
' (Somce 1,4,5;7)5% o vt figs an

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the

site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off site?
(Source:1,4,5,6,7,8,13)

Initial Study

Less Than

Significant . :
Potentially With Less Than
_Significant =~ Mitigation =~ Significant No
Impact  Incorporated Impact Impact
o S O ]
O m [
o O |
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8.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
" Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the | O l
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? :

(Source:1,6,7,8,13)

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceéd | O 3 .
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage E
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff? (Source:1,4,5)

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? | | Cl
(Source:1) :

 g) Placehousing within a 100-year flood hazard area as O | (|
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood g
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map? (Source:1,4,5,7)

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures [ O | .
which would impede or redirect flood flows? :
(Source:1,4,5,7)

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

(Sou;ce_:1,4,5,7)

j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? O [ E] .
(Source:1,4,5,7,8) : .

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Section II and IV

9. LAND USE AND PLANNING . Less Than -

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant . Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: ’ Impact Incorporated = - Impact
w6 i phesPhysically divide an established-cormmunity?(Source:1, - [ vt o mmenslE] oo :;EI e
2,4,5,6) '
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or O ‘ O S| -

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? (Source:1,2,3,4,5,6) :
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9. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less Than -

_ Significant
Potentially With Less Than

o Significant  Mitigation Significant No

Would the project: ' Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or O O [ .
natural community conservation plan? (Source:1,4,5,6,7) .

- Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections I and IV
10. MINERAL RESOURCES Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No

‘Would the project: : Impact Incorporated __Impact Impact

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral D O 0O .
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state? (Source:1,4,5,7,8)

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important O O O .
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local o
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

(Source:1,2,4,5,8)
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections II and IV
11. ‘NOISE | Less Than
Significant - oo
Potentially With Less Than
, Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No

Would the project result in: < Jmpact Incorporated ' hnpgct Impact

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in = O ' E;'] .
excess of standards established in the local general plan B
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies? (Source:1,2,4,5)

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive . O O O .
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? -
(Source:1,2,4,5)

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise O O 0O .

* levels in the préjéct viciaity-absve levels-existing: ™ 75 T usi R S St S e e
without the project? (Source:1,2,4,5) :

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient O il [:] .
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing ‘ '
without the project? (Source:1,2,4,5) '
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11. NOISE

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
: Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Tmpact Impact
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, O ing O .
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?
(Source:1,2,4,5,7)
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, | || O I
would the project expose people residing or working in
- the project area to excessive noise levels?
(Source:1,2,4,5,7)
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections II and IV
12. POPULATION AND HOUSING Less Than :
‘ Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Tmpact Tmpact
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either O O ' 0O .
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and - ' '
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
(Source:1,4,5)
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, O O O .
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere? (Source:1)
¢) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating | .. | B

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
(Source:1)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections Il and IV

B LR
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13. PUBLIC SERVICES - ; Less Than

. Significant
Potegtially With Less Than
. . Significant =~ Mitigation Significant -~ No
‘Would the project result in: Impact-  Incorporated Impact Impact
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? (Source:1) O 1 | l
b) Police protection? (Source:1) | O O .
€) Schools? (Source:1) - O I : . ’
d) Parks? (Source:1,4,5) | | . _
e) Other public facilities? (Source:1,4,5) O O |
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections Il and IV
14, RECREATION Less Than
' Significant
Potentially -~  With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation =~ Significant . No
Would the project: Jmpact Incorporated . Tmpact Impact
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional | [ E] o .
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated? (Source:1,4,5)
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require O O ‘ .

the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment? (Source:1,4,5)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections II and v

{ . .
e % SN TIRAIN AN ne e . . i, N R N L T R, . B e e e L E en . e
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15. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
. - : Significant  Mitigation = Significant No-

‘Would the project: Impact Incorporated  TImpact Impact
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in O | : [:] .

relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the , :

street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in

either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity

ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

(Source:1,2)
b) Exceed, either individually or cuamulatively, a level of O [ 1 l

service standard established by the county congestion )

management agency for designated roads or highways?

(Source:1,2)
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either O | 1 .

an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that v

results in substantial safety risks? (Source:1,2,6,7)
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature O O i .

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or k

incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (Source:1,6)
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? (Source:1) O O O .
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? (Source:1,3,6) O O Ol .
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs O

supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)? (Source:1,2,4,5)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections IT and IV

Ly

RN

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects? (Source:1)’

Initial Study

16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Less Than -
v Sigrificant :
Potentially With Less Than

. Significant ~ Mitigation ~ Signifjcant No
‘Would the project: Impact Incorporated Tropact Jmpact
a) Exceed wastewater freatment requirements of the | | .

\........applicable Regional Water. Quality Control Board?. .. . T DU
(Source:1) o ‘

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or | || .
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16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
o : Significant =~ Mitigation Significant No

Would the project: : Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm water ' O O [;';] .
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the ’
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects? (Source:1,4,5)

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the O 0 ' .
project from existing entitlements and resources,, or are : '
new or expanded entitlements needed? (Source:1)

€) Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment | S | .
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? (Source:1)

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity O d Cl .
to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal ' : ‘
needs? (Source: 1)

g) Comply with federal, stafe, and local statutes and | [ a .

regulations related to solid waste? (Source: 1,2,4,5)

Dlscussmn/Conclus1on/1VIlt1gat10n. See Sectlons I and v

VII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

NOTE: If there are significant environmental impacts which cannot be mitigated and no feasible Proj ject alternatives
are available, then complete the mandatory findings of significance and attach to this initial study as an appendix.

This is the first step for starting the environmental impact report (EIR) process.

Initial Study
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Less Than
Significant
. Potentially With Less Than
Does the project: Significant ~ Mitigation Significant = No

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the : O . O O
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish b
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to :
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?
(Source: 1,4,5,6,7,9)

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but | | R .
cumnulatively 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)? (Source: 1,2,4,5) '

¢) Have environmental effects which will cause substantial O | O ‘ .
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or "
indirectly? (Source: 1,4,5,6,8,13)

Conclusion:

(a). Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated _—

The proposed site does not contain any environmentally sensitive habltat areas. The project
would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species or have a substantial
adverse- effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community. The project as

—proposed;-conditioned;-and -mitigated-will-not-have-the-potential -to-degrade -the-envirenment.- -~ -

Any potential impacts from construction may be to Cultural and Soils and Geologigal Resources.

Mitigations are recommended to reduce potential impacts to these resources tp a less than

significant level using archaeological monitoring during earth disturbing processes and

temporary shoring prior to foundation excavation (See Section VI, Number 5, Cultqral Resources .
and Number 6, Geology and Soils).

(») Neo Inwact - P, e s s as T
The project mcludes the placement ofa s1ngle famlly dwelhng on an existing legal lot of record
created through Carmel by the Sea addition number 7 subdivision in 1908. Develgpment of this
parcel was anticipated as the lot is within an approved subdivision and is zoned for residential
use. Construction of the proposed project will not significantly increase populatign in the area,
demand on utilities and services, increase in traffic and other cumulative subjects. The proposed
project has been reviewed and found to be consistent with the Local Coastal Plan. There is no
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foreseeable or observable cumulative 1rnpact to the environment (Source Sectlons II and VI
above).

(¢) No Impact.
There is no evidence in the record that the prOJect will cause substantial effects to the

environment that either directly or indirectly affect human beings (Source sections IV and VI
above).

VIII. FISH AND GAME ENVIR ONMEN TAL DOCUMENT FEES

The State Legislature, through the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 1535, revoked the authority of
lead agencies to determine that a project subject to CEQA review had a “de minimis™ (minimal)
effect on fish and wildlife resources under the jurisdiction of the Department of Fish and Game.

Projects that were determined to have a “de minimis™ effect were exempt from payment of the
filing fees. -

SB 1535 has ehmmated the provision for a determination of “de minimis” effect by the lead
agency; consequently, all land development projects that are subject to envuonmental Teview are
now subject to the filing fees, unless the Department of Fish and Game determmes that the project
will have no effect on fish and wildlife resources : '

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) was asked to consider a determination of “no effect” on
fish and wildlife resources for the proposed development on the form prescribed by DFG.

Conclusion: The project would not be required to pay the fee

Evidence: The proposed site does not contain any environmentally sensitive habitat areas.
The project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species or have
a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community. The
project as proposed and conditioned will not have the potential to degrade the environment
(Source: IV 3 above and reference 11).
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IX. REFERENCES

N o b=

10.

11.
12.

13.

Project Application and Plans (PLN060735)

Monterey County General Plan (1982 as amended) |

Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan Part 1 (Title 20)
Carmel Land Use Plan

Coastal Implementation Plan Part 4

Site visit by planner July 31, 2007

Monterey County Planning Department GIS system and selected property report for
Assessor’s Parcel Number 009-442-013-000

Geotechnical and Geological Hazards Report prepared by Grice Engmeenng (dated
January 2007) and follow up letter dated July 24, 2007

Preliminary Cultural Resources Reconnaissance (March 25, 1999) Updated
Archaeological Reports (September 29, 1999 and January 17, 2007)

“2004 Air Quality Management Plan” and “CEQA Air Quality Guidelines , July 2004”

- prepared by the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District

No Effect Determination Letter from the Department of Fish and Game

Water Resources Agency water allocation procedures and records (verified via phone
correspondence)

Geotechnical Response letter prepared by Haro, Kasunich and Ass001ates Inc. Dated

v November27 2007

X. ATTACHMENTS

—

B

Site Plan and Elevations (dated April 4, 2007)

Geotechmcal and Geological Hazards Report prepared by Gnce Engmeermg and

Géology Inc dated Jaiiisry 2007
No Effect Determination Letter from the Department of Fish and Game -

Geotechnical Response letter prepared by Haro, Kasunich and Associates, Inc. Dated
November 27, 2007
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- REPORT
, to S
MR. ANATOLY OSTRETSOV
INTERNATIONAL DESIGN GROUP
721 LIGHTHOUSE AVENUE
_ PACIFIC GROVE, CALIFORNIA
93950

GEOTECHNICAL
_' - -and S
GEOLOGICAL HAZARDS REPORT
for the proposed
RESIDENCE
26327 SCENIC ROAD

- CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA, CALIFORNIA -

A.P.N. 009-442-013

R0 F

by

GRICE ENGINEERING, INC.
561-A BRUNKEN AVENUE

S S, CAL N
JANUARY 2007 -




. GRICE ENGINEERING arp GEOLOG ne-

ENGINEERING, GEOTECHNICS, HYDRDLOGY, SOILS,
FOUNDATIONS, AND EARTH STRUCTURES
561A Brunken Avenue , Salinas: (831) 422-9614,

Salinas, Cahfomia 93901 ' _ Monterey: (B31) 3751198
- : FAX: (831) 422-1896

File No. 4943-07.01

January 24, 2007

Mr. Anatoly Ostretsov
International Design Group

721 Lighthouse Avenue

Pacific Grove, California 93850

Project: Pfoposed Residence
26327 Scenic Road
Carmel-by-the-Sea, California
'A.P.N. 009-442-013
Subject:  Geotechnical and Geologlcal Hazards Report

Dear Mr Ostretsov

" Pursuant o your request, we have completed our geotechmcal mves’clgatlon and’

evaluation of the above named site. It is our opinion that this site is suitable for
the proposed development, provnded the recommenda’nons made herein are-
fo!lowed

In general, the near surface soils are loose and will need to be taken into account
during design and construction of the residence. In addition, consideration will
need to be given to design and construction of the below grade retaining

- structures adjacent to the property boundaries. Recommendations are given

relative to this and other characteristics within the report and especxa”y under .
Special Recommendations. - : ‘

The report contained herein is-_made with our best efforts to evaluate the site,
determine the site's geotechnical conditions and -provide recommendations for
these conditions.. We submit this report with the understanding that it is the

- responsibility of the owner, or his representative, to ensure incorporation of these
-+ reepmmendations into the final plans, and their-subsequent impismentaiion-in - ise o
- the field. ' -



File No. 49843-07.01
January 24, 2007
Page 2 X

In addition, we recommend that GRICE ENGINEERING, INC., be retained to
review the project plans and provide the construction supervision and testing
required to document compliance with these recommendations. Should any site
condition not mentioned in this report be observed, this office should be notified

so that additional recommendations can be made, if necessary.

- .This report and the recommendations herein are made exp'ressly for the above

referenced project and may not be utilized for any other site without written
permission of GRICE ENGINEERING, INC.

Please feel free io call this office.should you have any questions regarding this

report.

| 49 Y ” "
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Inspection of Work

NOTICE TO OWNER

Any earthwork and grading performed without dxrectengmeermg supervnsnon and

~materials tes’clng by Grice Engineering and Geology Inc., will not be ceriified as

complete and in accordance with the requirements set forth herein.

Foundations placed without observation of bearing conditions will not be certified
as being in accordance with the requirements set forth herein. -

Ttis recommended that all site work be mspected and tested during perl’ormance

by this firm to estabhsh comphance thh these recommendations.

. NOTIFY: GRICE ENGINEERING INC. : SALINAS. ' (831)422-9619

561-A Brunken Avenue R MONTEREY  (831) 375-1198
Salinas, California 93901 - 'FAX : (831) 422-1896

A minimum of 48 hours (2 working days) notification is required prior to
commencement of work so that scheduling for tes’ung and inspections can be .
made. : “

Please be advised that costs lncurred during lnspec’uon and testing of all site
work is separate and not considered part of the fees as charged by Gnce
Engineering, Inc. for the report contained herein.
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GEOTECHNICAL
and : '
GEOLOGICAL HAZARDS REPORT

for the proposed .
RESIDENCE

26327 SCENIC ROAD

CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA, CALIFORNIA

A.P.N. 009-442-013

introduction, Method and Scope of Invesﬁgaﬁon

The purpose of this report is to evaluate the gedtechnical properties of the site

relative to the construction of a single family residence. From these findings

recommendations are given for the design of the development and subsequent

construction. - _ .

For this purpose, the site was investigated, and prior information concerning
construction and subsurface exploration in this area was examined for soils and
materials data. The investigation consisted of a detailed site evaluation, which
included: a site inspection; a review of literature made available to GRICE
" ENGINEERING, INC., including Site Plans from International Design Group;
geotechnical drilling and soll sampling; materials evaluation;.and analysis of the

geotechnical properties of the site soils. This report concludes the results of the

investigation and provides recommendations based on that work.

The firidings and recommendations contained in fhis report are appiicable only.-

to the above named site and its proposed development, and may not be utilized
for any other site or purpose without written ‘permission of "GRICE,
ENGINEERING, INC. :

-,

“ .
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Site Description

The project site, 26327 Scenic Road, is located to the northeast of Scenic Road,

approximately 139 feet south of its intersection with Stewart Way, in Carmel-by-

the-Sea, an un-incorporated area of Monterey County, California. Please refer

to the Vicinity and Location Maps and the Site Map in Appendix A for details.
The approximately 4,700 square foot Iot occupies a western facing marine
terrace at an elevation of approximately 21 feet above mean sea level (USGS

" quad base). The lot is moderately sloped to the west and contains grasses and
some bushes. '
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Currently the site is undeveloped. As planned a ﬁ/vd.story single famfly residence
is to be placed centrally on the site, with a lower level including the garage with

access o Scenic Drive by way of a concrete paver driveway. Alight wellterrace
~ for the lower floor is located to the north-northeast of the residence and will

include the construction of a concrete retaining wall. As well, a series of terraces
will be located to the rear of the residence. Due to the design of the residenice
a cut will have to be made to accommodate the construction of the lower floor
including the driveway fo the garage.

| The residence with a foot print of ap_proxima’tely 1,440 square feet is to be of

conventional wood construction above grade, masonry and concrete below
grade, with raised wood floors and isolated and/or continuous spread footings.
The approximately 545 square foot garage will have a slab-on-grade floor.

' Field Investigation

Our field investigation consisted of a site inspection, along with drilling and
sampling exploratory bores to establish the subsurface soil profile, and obtain
sufficient soil specimens fo determine the soil characteristics. Drilling. was
accomplished by continuous flight.auger, with the spoil constantly examined,
classified, and logged by field method in accordance with the Unified Soil
Classification Chart!. - S o

In-situ samples were obtained by the 'penetratidn resistance method, (ASTM
Method D1586), of driving a split barrel sampler a minimum of 18 inches into
undisturbed materials by free dropping a 140 pound weight 30 inches. The

‘number of blows required to drive the sampler were recorded in 6 .inch
~increments, with the number of blows required fo drive the sampler the last two

increments taken as the penetration resistance. The split barrel sampler, with
dimensions of 2.4" .D. x3.0" O.D., is provided with 1 inch tall brass ring liners for

“the purpose of returning the samples to the laboratory in as near in-sifu condition

as possible.

1 Adopted 1852 by Corps. of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation
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Léboratory Testing

 Laboratory testing consisted of establishing the in-situ moisture content and dry
density (ASTM D 2837-83) and uncorifined penetration. Penetration Resistance

values gained during the exploratory drilling are also included.

| The following is a tabulation of the field and laboratory test result extremes:

‘ TABLE 1
TEST - ~ MAXIMUM ~ MINIMUM |
Penetration Resistance | 40 blows/foot . ‘ '32. blows/foot
Unconfined - 9+ Kips : ~ Bkips
Compression ' _ ‘
In-Situ Density © {174 lbsi 108.4 Ibs/t®
n-SituMoisture |  133% _65%

~ All data obtained is reported in Appendix B rncludmg the borrng Iogs with soil
classified described at depth observed
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 site Soil Profile

As found in the exploratory drilling, the site soils are generally consistent between
each of the bores. 4

The near surface native soils are fine to medium grained sands with trace to few
amounts of silt. As observed they were locse and moist near the surface
increasing to damp and medlum dense at depth.

At approximately five feet, the sands include a wider grain size with few amounts
of gravel at depth. These deeper sands were observed generally damp to very
damp with free water encountered in the first bore at 14 feet. These sands are
considered medium dense to dense.

Weathered granitic bedrock was encountered at between 12 and 17 feet below
grade.” As observed in the first bore the granite is well weathered for the ﬂrst
several feet but becomes resistant with depth.

Complete soil charactenstlcs and comments are reported on the boring logs at
the. depths observed. The logs are located in Appendrx B.

Groundwater

Free groundwater was encountered in the first bore at a depth of 14 feet below
grade. The bore is located at an elevation of approximately 39.5 placing the free

“water at an elevation of approximately 25.5 feet (as per elevations shown on the
site plan). The other bores did not encountered free water.



GEOLOGIC AND GEOLOGICAL HAZARDS INVESTIGATION

Introduction

The purpose of this report section is to evaluate the site and surrounding areas
to determine geologic characteristics and potential geologic hazards pertaining
1o site development and improvement. _

In general this includes: the inspection and classification of local rock outcrops,
a detailed site inspection for fault induced features or other potential hazards and

-a field evaluation of the local geology. A search of published and unpublished

data was performed to collate geologic information as it pertains to this property.

. The literature review was extensive and consisted of comparing field observation

with published data, analysis of site soil conditions, correlation of site observation

‘with local hazard maps (ground failure, seismicity, dam failure and inundation,
,etc) and an analysis of site seismicity.

The Vicinity and Location Map shows the locatlon of !nterest with the lndlcattcn
of the site. . _

Regional Geology

'Geologlcally, the state of California can be separated into na’cural geomorphic

provinces which reflect fundamental differences in both geography and geology.

Monterey County is located in the Coast Range Province. This province consists -

of thick, folded, Cenozoic sedimentary rocks and a very distinctive triad of core
rocks. The sediments are predominately sandstone, shale or mudstone and vary
greatly depending on location. The core rocks of this province consist of three
distinct late Mesozoic terrains: The Salinian Block, The Franciscan Senes and
the Great Valley Sequence

| The Sahman Block is a complex of granite and hlgh grade me’tamorphlc rocks

including: gneiss, schist, quartzite, marble and granulite. inthis region the granite

has been dated as early Cretaceous (C.O. Hutton, 1952). The Franciscan

Complex is a heterogeneous assemblage of sandstone, siltstone, shale, volcanic
greenstone and chert. It has undergone metamorphism, severe dislocation and
pervasive shearing and is only exposed along the coast fo the West of the Sur-

. Macimiento Fault Zone and East of the San Andreas Fault Zone, The Great

Va!ley Sequence extends along the East flank of the Coast Ranges near the
margins of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys and is a well ordered series
of marine sandstone, shale, mudstone and conglomerate.

PRRP .

M
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Site Geology

The site geology has been mapped by the California Division of Mines primarily
Pleistocene-Holocene alluvium overlaying Mesozoic Grandiorite of the Salinian
Block.

Our observation with the local geology is consistent with the above. Sediments
are interpreted to be the result of alluvial outwash, shallow water deposits and
eolian deposits. No rock outcrops were observed at the project site however
bedrock was encountered in the exploratory bores :

The soils were observed medium dense fo very dense and moist to wet. The
granite was observed weathered at contact but resistant at depth. '

Seismic History

Although no fault fraces are thought to directly cross the building site, Monterey
County is traversed by a number Qf both “active” and “potentially active” faults
most of which are relatively minor hazards for the purposes of the site
development. As such, this site will experience seismic activity of various -
magmtudes emanatmg from ©one or more of the numerous faulis in the region.

Vanous maps presently exist, aHowmg observatlon on the site of dxstmc’nve
geologic features. Some maps, such as that by Burkland and Associates
(Reference 10) developed for Monterey County, are compilations from various
sources detailing the locations of studied faults. Faults have inherit variances
within their zones, and discoveries of new fault segments or entire faults is
ongoing. There is also some difference in exact fault line location from source .-
map to map, making precise location of said faults difficult. Therefore, relative
to the information contained within this report, the following is considered fo be-
as accurate as is currently possible from information made available to Grice
Engineering Inc..

Active Fault Near-Source Zones

%y, e e Lt

TR A UV e . ER N

The Fault Maps as developed for the 1997 Uniform Building Code (California
Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, February 1998) list
faults and fault zones for the purpose of determining characteristics relative to
seismic engineering. These maps indicate the position of active fault zones
which are grouped in three categories, A, B & C, in decreasing influence. For this
purpose an active fault is one which has tectonjc movement in the last 11,000
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years and as such is called a Holocene Fault. The following are the nearest
listed zones.

The nearest A-type fault zone is that of the San Andreas Rift System (Pajaro), |

located approximately 30.2 miles (48.5 kllometers) to the northeast. It has the
greatest potential for seismic activity with estimated intensities of VI-VII Mercalli

~in this location. This fault is listed as an A-type fault perpendlcular to the site,
. however it is listed as B-type to the south. .

The nearest B-type fault zones are the San Gregono— Palo Colorado Fault Zone,
the center of which is located approximately 3.8 miles (6.1 kilometers) to the
southwest, the Monterey Bay-Tularcitos Fault Zone, approximately 4.7 miles (7.5
kilometers) to the northeast and the Rinconada Fault Zone, located
approximately 13.4 miles (21.5 kilometers) to the northeast. These zones are not
as liable to rupture as the San Andreas and a seismic event at either fault zone
would likely produce earth movements of a lesser intensity at the site.

Local Fau.lts

In addition to. the fault zones as discussed above, the local fault as listed below
is as shown on the following maps, “Geologic Map of the Montersy Peninsula and
Vicinity " (Reference No. 20), and “Faults and Earthquakes in the Monterey Bay
Region, California” (Reference 26).

FAULT, APPROXIMATE DIRECTION |

PERP:NDiCULAR ———~—DISTANCE FROM
TO SITE . SITE . ‘
Cypress Point Fault - 0.15 miles ‘ northeast

" This fault is considered “potentially active” and can be expected o produce

seismic gvents. As this fault is short and localized, however, the energy release

- - will be.considerably less significant-than any. of the previously mentioned faults. _. ..

Major Earthquakes

Earthquakes with the highest intensities experienced in the area are the result of

~ the 1906 San Francisco (Olema) and the 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquakes along

the San Andreas Fault.

" veewsd
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The epicenter of the 1 906 8.3 (chhter) earthquake was at Olema, approximately
120 miles north-northwest of the site. The intensity in the vicinity of this site was
estimated to be between VIt and VI, Modrﬁed Mercalli Scate

The Loma Prieta Earthquake of October 17, 1989 was centered in the Santav
Cruz Mountains, approximately 30 miles northeast of the site. This Magnitude
7.1 (Richter) earthquake also developed an mtensrty of VI-VII within the vicinity

_of this site.

Seismic Hazards

A Ground Rupture; Surface rupture occurs during an earthquake when
fault displacement breaks the ground surface along the historic trace of
afault. Our site investigation confirms there are no visible signs of fault
induced features or indications to suggest that a fault directly crosses the
site. In addition the granite basement was encountered in all bores
indexing the site to the south of the Cypress Point Fault, the nearest
known fault. Therefore, the risk from ground rupiure at the site are low.

'B: - Ground F'aituree; Ground failures are related to the intensity and duration -

of the shaking caused by an earthquake, as weli as local conditions. A
search of historic ground failure documentation indicates that no historic
. ground failures have occurred at or in the vicinity of the project site.
Therefore the rlsk from ground failures at the site are low

The Calrforma Drv:sron of Mmes and Geology consrders four types of ground
failures: (1.) Liquefaction, (2.) Lurch Cracking and Lateral Spreadrng, (3.)

' Landshdes (4 ) Differential Compactlon

1. quuefactron.

Liquefaction is the loss of strength in saturated granular soils produced by" '
seismic shaking and is ofien accompanied by the surface occurrence of
free water produced by sand boils. For this fo occur, the soils must be

o= -saturated, .at-a.relatively. shallow depth of a.granular, (non-cohesiVe). ... . i ..

nature, and be relatively loose.

General liquefaction susceptibility based on depth to groundwater is as

- follows; if less than 10 feet, maximum possible susceptibility for
liquefaction to occur is very high, depths from 9-30 feet have a moderate
possible susceptibility and groundwater depths greater than 30 feet,
liquefaction susceptlblhty 1s low.
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Because the soils at the site of the proposed development are mostly

unsaturated and of relatively high densnty, the site has a low potential for

liquefaction. »
2. Lurch Cracking and Lateral Spreading:

Soils shaken by an earthquake may settle, become compacted or slide
which may produce cracks and fissures, such effects are called lurch
cracking. Lateral spreading is the horizontal movement of soil masses
caused by seismic waves, usually such movement is toward an open face
or steep slope and occurs along a weakened strata of saturated soils.

As the soils at the proposed site are of sufficient strength and density and

basement bedrock underlays the site at a relatively shallow depth, the site
has a low sueceptibility_to the effects and damage from lurch cracking.

3. Landslides:

Landslides are generally mass movements of loose rock and soil, either

B dry or water saturaied and are usually gravity drlven Obwouely, steep
slopes enhance such movements. .

As only gradual slopes exist adjacent to the site and the soils strengths

_are high, the site generally has minimal potential from the threat of

landshdes

4, leferen’nal Compactlon

shaking. Generally, for this to happen the site soils must be of low relative
density and dilatant. Differential Compaction is more likely in water
saturated, low density alluvial material, such as paleo-swamps and/or
marshes, or strata of low density and of fine grained silts and sands.

The dense un-saturated nature of the site soils make dlﬁerentlal

v <C@mMpaction unlikely. . B N VR

L e MR SR _rLl N e

‘Ground Shaking; Ground shaking is the soil columns response to seismic
energy transmission. Intensity of ground shaking and the potential for
structural damage ls'grea’ciy influenced by local soil conditions. Therefore,
it is important that all structures be designed and built in accordance with
the requirements of the Uniform Building Code's current edition, Seismic

Zone V. All buildings shouid be founded on undisturbed native soils

--Differential Compactson is.a.loss.of vel.!me resulting from:seismic.ground... ...

daine ATy
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and/or accepted engmeered fill to prevent resonance amplification
- between soils and the structure.

D: Tsunamis and Seiches Tsunamls and Seiches are inundations by

‘oceanic or fresh water waves generated by seismic events. The highest
recorded wave height in the Monterey Bay is 9 feet. Since the site is
apprcxrmately 21 feet above sea level and there are no fresh water bodies
in the immediate area, there is little potential for inundations due to
. Tsunamis or Seiches. As such, the property is deemed safe from either

hazard.

E: lnundaticn Due to Dam_Failures; The site is not within the inundation

plane of any dam.

F: - Inundation Duets Storm Flooding; The Federal Emergency Management

- Agency Flood Limits Map shows the nearest flooding to be associated with

Carmel Estuary, approximately 1,500 feet south of the site and at
elevations 20 feet below that of the site: As such inundation is of no .

concern

Seismicity

It is recommended. that all structures be designed and burlt in accordance with
the requtrements of the Uniform Building Code’s current edition, seismic zone IV,

~ Soil Type(S,) All buildings should be founded on undisturbed native soils and/or

tested and accepted engineering fill to prevent resonance amplification between
soils and the structure. ,

F T P e D
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CONGLUSIONS OF INVESTIGATION
In general, the undisturBed, in-situ, native soils and acceptable, certified,
engineered fill are suitable for foundation purposes and display engineering
properties adequate for the anticipated soil pressures, providing the
recommendations in this report are followed. ‘

Special Recommendations

As discussed, the surficial native soils located in the area of development are

relatively loose to several feet. In addition free groundwater was encountered in
. the first bore at approximately 14 feet below grade.

To address the loose surficial soils, it is recommended that the these loose soils

and any other unacceptable soils, be processed as engineered fill or that the

structure be supported in the firmer soils, found at depth. This recommendation

will apparently be most applicable to the exterior of the structure as the design
provides a full basement. Support of on grade structures, such as interior or
exterior concrete slabs cast on grade, should also bé addressed in a similar

- manner.

In generai, the dep’éh of engineering should extend o a minimum of 2 feet from ,

the existing site surface or to depth of disturbance plus six inches, whichever is
greater. In areas where the grade is to be cut below this depth, the engineering
should extend 0.5 fest below this depth. In all instances the exact depth of
engineering shall be determined by a Registered Soils Engineer or his

representative. . .

Due 1o the possible chance of subsurface water, it is imperative that all portions
of the structure embedded below the site surface be fully waterproofed. In
addition, it is important that all subsurface walls be back drained from the

- be made after planning approval.and prior to construction: - - - e

discharge.

As designed, retaining walls are to be constructed to provide access to the
basement, some of which will be near the property boundary. Consideration in

- the design and construction of these walls will need to be taken relative to the
-support of adjacent property during.construction. A more detailed review should 4

Any further site activity, especially grading and foundation excavations, should
be under the direction of a qualified Soils Engineer or their Representative. All
foundation excavations are to be inspected prior to from or reinforcement
placement and again prior to placement of concrete. Should the spectrum of
development change, this office should be: notified so that additional
recommendations can be made, if necessary. '

-structure-and-the-subsurface-water-be-collected-and-pumped-to-the-systerri-— "

Vo Bl el ial s,
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Uniform Buildinq Code Geoseismic Classifications

The uniform bulldmg code, 1997 edition provides for seismic design values.
These values are to be utxlxzed when evaluating structural elements
geoseismic character is as listed in the fo!lowmg table.

The

SUMMARY of UBC 1987;. DIV, ‘5;"SOIL ' PROFILE TYPES SECTION'1636;
SITE CATEGORIZATION PROCEDURE
Subsectson/T able/Figure | Description Properties
1636.2 Soil Profile S, = Stiff Soil
Type '
16.2 ‘Seismic Zone | Zone #4
1641 Seismic Zone | 0.40
o FactorZ- :
16-J Determination | Blow counts between 15 and 50
of Soil Profile :
: Type
16-Q Seismic 0.44 N,
' Coefficient C,
16-R Seismic - | 0.64 N,
: -Coefficient C, :
16-8 Near Source | A; 1.0 B:1.0  C 1.0
: Factor N, . ' Co
16-T Near Source | A: 1.0 B: 1.16 C: 1.0
Factor N, ) o

st W ety 3y 34wt
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Foundations and Footings

Geotechnical evaluation indicates that square, round, and continuous spread
footings are satisfactory types of support. The minimum embedment for shallow,
spread foundations is 12 inches for single stories and 18 inches for two stories
-into acceptable, in-sifu, native soils or tested ‘and accepted engineered fill.
Embedment depths do not take into account the loose upper top soils, disturbed
soils or any other unacceptable soils which exist at the site, e.g., any un-
engineered fill, landscaping soils, etc.

- B S T SR

FOOTING TYPE DEAD LOAD, kips/ft? | DEAD + LL, kips/ft?
Spread & Isolated 180 “ 225
i i LATERAL SOILPRESSURES! © '
TYPE - - _VALUE, Ibs/ft?
Active Earth Pressure 35 Ibs/ft*xH? (Equivalent Fiuid Pressure)
Restrained Earth Pressure 62 Ibs/it*xH? (Equivalent Fluid Pressure)
- Friction at Base . __0.30x Dead Load
Passive Earth Pressure | 275 s/t x H2 NOT=2
Uplift Friction 140 bs/E x H .
Notes: LL.=livel oad; DL = Dead Load;.H.:»\./ert;iea!fheightefmaterial-;ré%aine&::

One-third increase to be allowed for wind and seismic forces.

* For depths into acceptable native materials or engineered fill.

% Excludes nearsurface 0.5 feet of in-situ soils.

® B and D are zero for depths less than 2 feet into acceptable materials
Maximum value of 8 kips / sq. ft. without review.

B T O A
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Slabs-on-Grade |

All slabs sheuld be constructed over a prépared sub-grade placed on suitable in-

situ native material or tested and accepted engineered fill. Slabs should be-

underlain as described below.

On-grade slabs which are to receive impervious cover should be placed over a
moisture vapor barrier consisting of a waterproof membrane (Moist Stop, 10 mil
Visqueen, or equal) with a 2 inch protective sand cover. The waterproof

membrane should be placed over a capillarity break consisting of 4 inches of -

open graded rock; round and sub-round rock is recommended to prevent
puncture of the membrane. Open graded crushed aggregate may be- utilized,
provided the vapor barrier is protected from puncture by a cushion of filter fabric

 (Mirafi 140N or equal) laid over the aggregate prior to placement of the

membrane

All care and practlce required fo prevent punc’ture of the membrane during
placement and pouring of covering slabs should be utifized during construction.
Unless otherwise required for structural purposes, all slabs should be reinforced
with a minimum of No.4, Grade 40, deformed steel reinforcing bar, 24 inches o.c.,
each way, to prevent separation and displacement in cases of cracking.

Slepe Ratio and Draiﬁag'e

Analysis of test results indicate that cut and fill slope ratios of 2 horxzon‘cal o1

vertical will be satisfactory provided they are landscaped with soil retaining
ground covers and are protected against free flowing overlap drainage.
Surface Drainage

All concentrated roof and area drainage should be released fo the street
drainage. A sub—surface dispersal system MAY NOT be used. ‘

General corcentrated surface drainage should be ratained &t low velocity by M

slope, sod or other energy reducing features sufficient to prevent erosion, with
concenirated over-siope drainage carried in Ilned channels, flumes, plpe orother
erosion-preventing mstallatlons : v
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Subsurface Drains

When placing subsurface drains we recommend that filter fabric not be used, as
we have found that this type of drainage system may not be effective should the
filter fabric become clogged. We would recommend placement of Caltrans Class
1, Type ‘A" drain rock, and that any fabric only be place over the top of the
trench

: CLASS1 o
SlEVE SIZES PERCENTAGE PAssiNG .
L TYPEA | TvPEB

' 50.0-mm — 100
37.5-mm L 95-100
19.0-mm 100 » 50-100
. 12.5mm - es100 —

©95mm . 70400 | . 1558

4,75-mm | 0-55 . - 0-25
2,36-mm S 1 IR (R o X

75.0-um 0-3 03

- kS
(AR

General Site Pfeparaﬁon

For those items not directly addressed, it is recommended that all earthwork be
performed in accordance with the following, and- the Recommended Grading
Specifications as found in Appendix B.

- e Prapatation: - -Site preparaﬁen‘w It consistofe learing and grubbing-anyedsting -~ -~ e

structures and deleterious materials from the site, and the
earthwork reqUIred to shape the site to receive the intended
improvements, in accordance with the recommended grading
specifications and the recommendations as provided above.

General _

Fill: General fill shall be placed only on approved surfaces, as
engineered fill, and shall be compacted to 90% Relative Density.
Native soils accepted for fill or existing aggregate fill may be used



Imported
Materials:

Pavement
Grades:

File No. 4843-07.01
January 24, 2006
Page 16

for fill purposes provided all agéregate larger thén 6 inches are
removed. - ‘ , . g

Materials imported for fill purposes shall be classified as: SAND,
group symbol SW, SP, SC or SM, as given in ASTM 2487, "The
Classification of Soils For Engineering Purposes.” In all cases the
portion finer than the No. 200 sieve shall not contain any greatly -
expansive clays. All soils ufilized for fill purposes must be
approved by the Soils Engineer prior to placement.

All pavement grédes shall be of uniform thicknéés, density and
moisture prior fo placement of the next grade. Flexure of each or

- all grades shall not exceed 0.25 inches in 5 feet under an axial

Agéregate
Base Course:

- Structural
Backfill:

Corﬁpaction: ‘

Moisture:

load of 18.5 kip. -

All aggregates used for speciﬁed base courses, shall be handled -
in a manner which prevents segregation and non-uniformity of
gradation. = , .

Trench, wall and structural backfill shall be placed only on

approved surfaces, as engineered fill, and shall be compacied to .
85% Relative Density. Materials imported for backfill purposes

shall have a Sand Equivalent of no less than 30 and shall be

classified as Clean Sands as designated in “The Classification of
Soils For Engineering Purposes”. (ASTM 2487).

All re-compacted soﬂs and/or engineered fill should be placed at
a minimum 90% Relative Density or at the value required for that
portion of the work. All pavement sections should be compacted

to-a minimum of 95% Relative Density. -

' During compaction moisture content of native soils should be that

consistent with the moisture relative to 95% Relative Density and
in no case should these materials be placed at less than 3
percent above the specific optimum moisture content for the soil

~in question. _The engineer may elect to accept. high moisture -

.-,;A\anr'..\-51%3_%%»,,\4151;;3&{5&35 N

compacted soils provided the materials are at 95% Relative Wet
Density at that moisture content.



Tests:

Deleterious
Materials:

Over-

Excavations:

Key:
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All materials placed should be tested in accordance with the
Compaction Control Tests: “Density of Sojl In-Place by Sand
Cone Method” (ASTM D-1556), “Moisture-Density Relationship of
Soils” (ASTM D-1557), and “Density of Soils In-Place by Nuclear
Method” (ASTM D-2822).

Materials containing an excess of 5% (by weight) of vegetative or

_other deleterious matter may be utilized in areas of landscaping

or other non-structural ﬁHs. Deleterious material includes all
vegetative and non-mineral material, and all non-reducible stone,
rubble and/or mineral matter of greater than 6 inches.

Over-excavations should include the foundation and pavement
envelopes. Such excavations should extend beyond edge of
development a minimum of 5 feet and to an imaginary line
extending away at a slope of 45 degrees from the edge of
development. The process shall include the complete removal of
the required soils and .Subsequent placement of engineered fill.
After removal of the soils 1o the required depth, the base of the
excavation shall be inspected and approved by the Soils Engineer
or his representative prior to- further soils processing or
placement. Based on this inspection other recommendations

. may be made.

The toe of all slopes shouid be supported by a key cut a minimum

" of 3 feet into undisturbed soils to the inside of the fills toe. This

key should be a minimum of 8 feet in width and slope at no less

than 10% into the slope. -In addition, as the fill advances tp slope”
benches 3 feet across should be scarified into the fill/lundisturbed
soil interface. ~ - ' = :
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INSPECTION OF WéRK

It is recommended that all site work be inspected and tested during performance
by this firm to establish compliance with these recommendatlons

NOTIFY: GRICE ENGINEERING INC. SALINAS (831) 422-9619
561-A Brunken Avenue MONTEREY  (831) 375-1198
Salinas, California 93201 FAX (831) 422-1896

A minimum of 48 hours (2 working days) notlﬁcatlon is required prior fo
commencement of work so that scheduling for testmg and inspections can be
made.

LIMITATIONS AND lJNlFORMITY OF CONDITIOVNS

The’ recommendatlons of this report are based on our understanding of the
project as represented by the plans, and the assumption that the soil conditions
do not deviate from those represented in this site soils investigation. Therefore,
should any variations or undesirable conditions be encountered during
construction, or if the actual project will differ from that planned at this time,
GRICE ENGINEERING INC. should be notified and provnded the oppor’cumty to -
make addendum recommendations if required.

NOTIFY: . GRICE ENGINEERING INC. SALINAS . (831)422-9619 .

- 561-A Brunken Avenue MONTEREY  (831) 375-1198
~Salinas, California 93901 FAX o (831) 422-1896

This report is. issued .With admonishment to the Owner and to his

representative(s), that the information contained herein should be made available
to the responsible project personnel including the architects, engineers, and-
contractors for the project. The.recommendations contained herein should be
incorporated into the plans, the specifications, and the final work.

ltis requested that GRICE ENGINEERING INC. be retained to review the project
grading and foundation plans to ensure compliance with these recommendations.
Further, it is the position of GRICE ENGINEERING INC. that work performed
without our knowledge and supervision, or the direction and supervision of a
prOJect responsnble professnonal soils engmeer renders this report mvahd

lt is our oplmon the flndlngs of thls report are vahd as of ’Ehe presen’f date
however, changes in the conditions of a property can occur with the passage of

fime, due either to natural processes or to the works of man as may effect this
property. In addition, changes in standards may occur as a result of legislation,
or the broadening of knowledge, and these changes may require re-evaluation
of the conditions stated herein. Accordingly, the findings of this report may be
invalidated wholly, or partially, by changes beyond our.control. Therefore, this
report is subject to-review and should not be relied upon after a period of three
years. v ' ‘ S REVISED 06-02-1993
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Boring No. 1 —— Januaryzz,vzﬂm
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‘8 ] Py -3 o . = |8
5 - B |88 . B |8 3 (&
g E E =% ' : : 2 § 2 E £ |8
[ ) | < {5 = (5 18 B
1.00
B e (CUTTINGS) Dark brown | SAND; very fine to medium; few fo coarae;  [|="~=~""* i
M et granltlc | traca-faw: slil | s molst; loosa, ~ femeeeceeoae- . -~
4,00,
2,00
) 250} 4.00 o
300__| | . ——
.l Swm . 00 {({CUTTINGS-sample} Pale brown | SAND; very fine to medium-fing; few .
’ .....|jlo coarse; frace to med gravel; suibround to subang -coarser; granttic |
. . 16.00 [|trace-fow: slit | sit moist; medium dense.. ) 10841 6518
4.00 - ——
600
. [(CUTTINGS-sample at 7.5) Yellowish brown | SAND; fine to medium; few
6.00__| SWme. lto coarse; trace 1o mad graval; subround io subang -coarssr; granitic | ——
. : trace-faw: siii-clay | damp; medium dense-dense, .
7.00°
) ; T.B0[T100 : .
. 8.00 : ; .
: 15,00 .
; 85 ' , B[ 6478
8,00 -
1000
- sl ruphness
11.00"_|8Wmo (CUTTINGS-sampie at 13) Yallowish brown | GAND; fine-medium to . _' bl
|coarse; few to coarse and viine; trace=lew to med gravel; subroundto  § T T
subang -coarser; granitic | tracs-few: slil-clay; bit clolty, w/ light cement | :
: demp-vdamp ,sit wet fip of sampler; dense.. N
12,00 : . - —
13,00 .
’ 13.00115.00
: LX) .
14.00 frae water at 14 feet alter hours
20,00
1600 1771 drifing resistance Sfowly Increasing e T e B o
e - ,,,,.(.,1,,,_: I T e B L , vt M et i-.‘;g,;a AN !
" *46.00 ) I
4700 [T T
cuttings Indicale this should be wealhered granile
WL {CUTTINGS) Light olive brown | GRANITE; well weathered, tight |
. 1SWem cullings: SAND; very fine to medium-fine; trace o fine gravel; subang to
18,00 [HORK ang; granitic | few: siit few velns of white clay | dry to molsl (varies with
fraciuras camying water); dense,. .
T venresietent _ "
18.00_["

2000 T T [ B -
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Boring No. 2 [— January 22, 2007
%5 |5 : 3
o |85 |2 £ = | £ |5
£ £ (st g E [T (% | g E
1773 a 2 a =15 10 77]
1,00 —
‘ {CUTTINGS) Dark brown | SAND; very fine io medlum; few to coarse; -
pranilic | trace-few: slit | sit molst; loose,
1.00° - I ——
2,00 o - O
- 300, - o
A (CUTTINGS-sample) Pale brown | SAND; very fine to madium-fing; few .
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400 ' o

; drifls very fim, fae
50D, - o

L TEWm (CUTTINGS) Yellowlsh brown | 5AND; fine fo medium; few to coarse; -
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7.00_] o o
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11.00 wat at contact with granite; dense.. . e
. Toughness comes Up
P G AU N SR — a e N R A, ke
- resistance - T - B
© [HORK WERTHERED GRANITE T
13.00 o —
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Boring No. 3 January 22, 2007
’ 1Eg |e ' o -
3 e 8: |2 g 1, [e|E |8
- I = = =3 = 3
[~ &l 0o < 15 = 1S5 18 13
1.00 .
S8 Wm |- {CUTTINGS) Dark brown | SAND; very fine to medium; few io coarse;
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1.00] T
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: siit | sit molst; medium dense., nee
400" 3 : o
500’ e e
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7.00° R DO O peem
800" ° L. ——
2.00° T - -
10.00 -

: sit roughnass ‘ I o ’

. 11.00° TSWm (CUTTINGS) Yellowish brown | SAND; fine-medium to coarse; few to. .
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ranilic | trace-few: slit-clay; bli clotty, w/ light cement | damp-vdamp;

D |dense.,
12,00 ;
13.00
1400 77

...... i esislnce Sl ety

cuttings indicate fhis shouid be d granite
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EROSION CONTROL PLANNING

. General Description

1. Design the project to fit the topographic and hydrologic features of the site.
Itis important to minimize grading of or near steep slopes. Disturbing native
vegetation and natural soil structure allows runoff velocity and transport of
sediments to increase. '

2. Maintain runoff rates at or below pre-development levels. Runoff from post-
development impervious- structures should be retained on-site.  The
preferred method is o filter it back into the soil by means of percolation
trenches intended for storm runoff only.  Storm runoff should never be -
directed to septic tank system ieachfields. -

If retention is not possible, post-development generated runoff should be
detained on-site and released in a controlled fashion. Runoff flows should be
directed into pipes or lined ditches and then onto an energy ‘dissipater to
remove sediment before discharging the runoff into streams or drainage
ways. De-silting the runoff may take form of stilling basins, gravel berms,
reforested vegetation screens, etc. - A ‘ :

3. During construction, never store cut and fill material where it may wash into °
streams or drainage ways. Keep all culverts and drainage faciiities free of silt
and debris. Keep emergency erosion control materials such as straw mulch,
plastic sheeting, and sandbags on-site and install these at the end of each
day as necessary. o :

4. Re-vegetate and protect exposed soils by October 15. Use appropriate - .
grass/legume seed mixes and/or straw muich for temporary cover. Plan
permanent vegetation to include native and drought tolerant plants. Seeding
and re-vegetation may require special soil preparation, fertilizing, irrigation,
and muiching. : '

fh
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RECOMMENDED EARTHWORK GRADING SPECIFICATIONS

- General Description:

1.1

1.2

Tests:

21

2.2

This item shall consist of all clearing and grubbing:
preparation of land to be filled; excavation and fill of the land:
spreading, compaction and control of the fill and all
subsidiary work necessary to complete the graded area to
conform with the lines, grades and siopes as shown on the
approved plans. ’

The Contréctor shall provide all équipment and labor
necessary to complete the work as specified herein, as

shown on the approved plans as stated in the project

specifications.

The standard test used to define maximum densities of all ~
compaction work shall be the A.S.T.M. D-1557, Moisture
Density of Soils, using a 10-pound ram and 18-inch drop. All
densities shall be expressed as a relative density in terms of

‘the maximum density obtained in the laboratory by the |
“foregoing standard procedure. S :

In-place density shall be determined by Test Methods
A.S.T.M. D-1558, Density of Soil In-Place by Sand Cone
Method and D-2822, Density of Soil In-Place by Nuclear
Method. '

Clearing, Grubbing and Preparing Areas To Be Excévated Or Filled:

3.1

All vegetable matter, irredubible material greater than 4

. inches and cther deleterious materials shall be removed from. . .
the areas in which grading is to be done. Such materials not

suitable for reuse shall be disposed of as directed.



E:4

E:5 .

3.2

Materials:

4.1
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After the foundation for fill has been cleared, it shall be
brought to the proper moisture content by adding water or
aerating and compacting to a Relative Density of not less
than 90% or as specified. The soils shall be tested to a depth
sufficient to determine quality and shall be approved by the
Soils Engineer for foundation purposes prior to placing
engineered fill.

The material for engineered fill shall be approved by the

" Soils Engineer before commencement of grading operations.

4.2

Any imported material must be approved for use before
being brought to the site. The material used shall be free
from vegetable maﬁer and other deleterious materlals

‘lmported materials for englneered fill shall consist of non-

expansive soil with maximum aggregate size of 4 inches, a
P! less than 15 and/or a Cu greater than 4 and shall be
approved by the Engineer. :

Placing, Spr'eading and Compacting Fill Material:

. The selected fill material shall be pleced'_in’layers which,

when compacted, shall not exceed 6 inches in thickness.
Each layer shall be spread evenly and shall be thoroughly
mixed during the spreading to ensure uniformity of material

5.2

5.3

e o tdimensionwill be allowed except undenthe direction of the. . -

in each layer. Fill shall be placed such that cross fall does

not-éxceed ‘i -footin-20-unless othen w;ee—u ;rected

All ﬁlls on slopes greater than 1 vertical to 6 horxzontal shall

be keyed info the adjacent soil.

When fill material includes rock or concre’ce rubble, no
irreducible material larger than 4 inches in greatest

Soils Engineer.

N NG ¢
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5.5

5.6
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" The moisture content of the fill material shall be maintained

in a suitable range to permit efficient compaction. The Soils

Engineer may require adding moisture, aerating, or blending

of wet and dry soils.

Each layer shall be compacted to a relative density of not
less than 90% relative density or as specified in the soils
report and on the accepted.plans. Compaction shall be
continuous over the entire area of each layer

Fleld density test shall be made by the Soils Englneer of

each compacted layer. At least one test shall be made for

~ each 500 cubic yards or fraction thereof, placed with a

minimum of two tests per layer in isolated areas. Where a
sheeps'-foot roller is used, the soil may be disturbed to a -

depth of several inches. Density tests shall be taken in
compactied materials below the disturbed surface. When
these tests indicate that the density of any layer of fill or

. portion thereof, is below the required density, that particular

57

layer or portion shall be reworked until the requ;red density
has been obtalned

- All earth moving and work operaﬁons shall be controlled to

prevent water from running into excavated areas. .All such
water shall be promptly removed and the site kept dry. .

E:6 Seasonal Limits:

6.1,

When the work is interrupted by rain, fill operations shall not

be resumed until field tests by the Soils Engineer indicate -

that the moisture content and density of the fill is as

- previously specified and soils to be placed are in suitable

condition.

E:7 . Unusual Condltlons

i i . o
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71
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in the event that any unusual condmons are encountered
dunng grading operations which are not covered by the soil
investigation or the specifications, the Soils Engineershall be
immediately notified such tha’[ additional recommendations
may be made. :
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SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROCK UNDEﬁ FLOOR SLABS

Definition

Graded gravel of crushed rock for use under floor slabs shall consist of a
minimum thickness of ‘mineral aggregate placed in accordance with these
specifications and in conformance with the dimensions shown on the project
plans. The minimum thickness is specified in the accompanying report.

Material

The mineral aggregate for use under floor slabs shall consist of broken stone,
crushed or uncrushed gravel, quarry waste, or a combination thereof. The
aggregate shall be free from adobe, vegetable matter, loam, volcanic tuff, and
other deleterious substances. It shall'be of such quality that the absorption of
water in a saturated dry condition does not exceed 3 percent of the oven dry
weight of the sample. _

Grading

The mineral aggrega’te shall be of such size that the pe_rcentage ébmposit_ioh by
dry weight as determined by the use of laboratory sieves, U.S. Standard, in

~ compliance with ASTM C 136, Standard Method for Sieve Analysis of Fine and

Coarse Aggregates, wi]l conform to the following grading specification:

. “PERCENTAGE PASSING SIEVE

Plac;ing

'Sub-grade upon which grave! or crushed rock is to be placed shall be prepared

" as outlined in the Recommended Grading Specifications. in addition, thé Sub-

grade shall be kept moist so that no drying cracks appear prior to pouring slabs.
If cracks appear, Sub-grade shall be moistened until cracks close.



10.

1.

12,

REFERENCES '

Allen, C R., 1975; Geological crlterla for evaluatmg seismicity, GSA '.
Bull v. 86, p. 1041-1057. :

Bailey, E.H., Irwim, W. P. and Jones D.L., 1964, Franciscan and
Related Rocks, and their significance in the Geology of Western
California, CDMG Bulleﬁn 183, 177 pp

Bailey, E.H., Ed., 19886, Geology of Northern Cahforma, CDMG
Bulletin 190, 507 pp.

Blair, M.L. and Spangle, W.E., 1979, Seismic Safety and Land-Use
Planning - Selected Examples from California, USGS Professional
Paper 941-B. :

_ Bolt, B. A., 1975; Geological'Hazards, Springer-Verlag, 328 p.

_Bryant, WA Smith, D.P., and Hart, E.W., 1981, The Sargent, San

Andreas and Calaveras Fault Zones: Evndence for Recency in
Watsonville East, Chittendon and San Felipe Quadrangies,
Monterey, San Benito, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Countles, CA.

CDMG Open File Report 81-7 SF, 3 maps.

Bryant, W. A 1985; Faults in the Southern Monterey Bay area,
CDMG Fault Evalua’clon Report FER-167 13 pp

Bulhs K. C 1980, Envxronmental Constraints Analys:s of Monterey
County, Part I: Seismic and Geologic Hazards, Monterey County
Planning Department, General Update Program Second printing June
1982, 54pp and appendlces ,

Buliis, K.C., 1981, Envlronmental Constraints Analysis of Monterey
County, Part l: Flood, Fire and Miscellaneous Hazards; Emergency
Preparedness, Monterey County Planning Department, General Update
Program, pp 55-104 and appendices.

Burkland and Assoc., 1975, Seismic Safety Element of the Monterey

- County General Plan, 50 pp w/appendlces

B,ulfkl_and.and Associates, 1975; Geotechnical study for the seismic
safety element, Monterey County, California, File No. K3-0113-M1, 125
PP. S : = '

Clark, J. C. and Reifman, J. D., '1973. Oligocene stratigraphy,
tectonics, and paleogeography southwest of the San Andreas fault,



13,

4.

15.

16.

17.

18.

File No. 4943-01.01
January 24, 2006
Page 35

. Santa Cruz Mountains and Gabilan Rai{'ge, California CoastRanges:

U.S. G.S. Professional Paper 783, 18 p.

Clark, J.C., Diblee, T. W. Jr., Greene, H. G., and Bowen, O. E,Jr,
1974, Preliminary geologic map of the Monterey and Seasids 7.5
minute quadrangles, Monterey County, California, with emphasis
on active faults, USGS Miscellaneous Field Studies Map MF-571.

Clark, Joseph C., Brabb, Earl E., & Rosenberg, Lewis 1., 2000, Geologic
Map of the Spreckels 7.5-Minute Quadrangle, Monterey County,
California, USGS/Department of the Interior, Map MF-2348 &
Pamphlet, 22 pp. ' '

. Clark, Joseph C. & Rosenberg, Lewis ., March 1999, Southern San
* Gregorio Fault Displacement:  Stepover Segmentation VS.

Through-Going Tectonics, USGS /Depariment of the Interior-Nafional
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program, Award number 1434-HQ-98-
GR-00007, 22 pp without Appendices

Cleveland, G.B., 1975, Landsliding »inMérine, Terracé Terrain, |

- California, CDMG Special Report 119, 24pp.

Compton, R: R., 1966; Granitic and metamorphic rocks of the |

- salinian Block, California Coast Ranges, CDMG Bulletin 190, p. 277-

287.

Diblee, T. W. Jr., 1966; Evidence for bumulative offset on the San

'Andreas faultin central and northern California, CDMG Bulletin 190.

19.

20.

21.

22.

California, USGS Open File Map M(276)2 D5. - - :

Dibblee, T. W., Jr., 1999; Geologic Map of the Monterey Peninsula |
and Vicinity, Monterey, Salinas, Point Sur, and Jamesburg 15~
Minute Quadrangles, Monterey County, California, Dibblee

" Geological Foundation Map #DF-71. ¢ - wuomescas

Dittmer, E. and Stein, C., 1977, Salinas Seismic Hazards Technical
Report, Depariment of Community Development, City of Salinas, 73 pp.

Dupre, W. R. and Tinsley, J. C. Iil, 1980, Geology and liquefaction
potential of northern Monterey and southern Santa Cruz, California:

Dibblee, T. W. Jr., 1866; Geologic Map of the Salinaé .Quadrangle.,ww‘ o



23.

24.

25,
26.

27.

28,

29.

30.

31.

33.

File No. 4943-0101
January 24, 2006
: ~ Page 36

USGS Miscellaneous Field Studies Map 1199, Scale 1:62,500, 2 sheefs.

Durbin, T.J., Kapple, G.W., and Freckleton, J.R., 1978, Two-
dimensional and three-dimensional digital flow models of the
Salinas Valley ground-water basin, California, USGS Water-
Resources Investigations 78-113, 134p. - -

Durham, D.L., 1974; Geology of the Southern Salinas Vél!ey Area,
California, USGS Professional Paper 818, 111 pp. :

Greene, H. G, 1970; Geology of the southern Monterey Bay and its
relationship to the ground-water basin and salt water intrusion,
UsSGS Open-File‘Report, 50p. '

.Greene, H. G, Lee, W.H.K., McCulloch, D.S., and Brabb,'E.E., 1973; _
* Faults and Earthquakes in the Monterey Bay Region, California,

USGS MF 518, maps and paper, 14pp..

.Greene, H. G., 1977, Geology of the Monterey Bay region, USGS a
Open-File Report p. 77-718. '

‘Hays, W.W., 1980, Procedures for Estimating Earthquake Ground

' Motions, USGS Professional Paper 1114, 77 pp.

Jennings, C. W., and Strand, R. G., 1958: Geologic Map of California, |
Olaf P. Jenkins edition, Santa Cruz sheet, Scale 1:250,000, third
printing 19871. - , 0

" Jennings, C. W., et al, 1975; Fault Map of California, CDMG,

California Geology Da’ca‘Map Series, Map No. 1, Scale 1:2,500,000.

* Kilbourne, R.T. and Mualchin, L., 1980, Geology for Planning: Marina

and Salinas 7.5 minute Quadrangles, Monterey County, CA, CDMG
Open File Report 80-7, 59 pp. .

CLindh, A Gy 4083 Preliminary assessmont. of long-term .

probabilities for large earthquakes along selected fault segments ~
of the San Andreas fault system in California, USGS Open File
Report 83-63, 15 p. SRR '

Longwell, C.R., Knopf, A. and Flint, R.F., 1948, Physical Geology; New
York, John Wiley & Sons, Inc., London, Chapman & Hall, Lid, 6024 pp.



% 35.

' 38.

37.

38.

. 38,

40.

File No. 4943-0101
January 24, 006
Pagd7

Nason, R. D., and Rogers, T. H., 1967; Self-guiding map to adive
faulting in the San Juan Bautista quadrangle, conferenct on
geologic problems of the San Andreas fault system, Starford
University, scale 1:24,000.

~ Nilsen, T.H., Taylor, F.A,, and'Dean, R.M., 1878, Natural Condifons

that Control Landsliding in the San Francisco Bay Region an
Analysis Based on Data from the 1968-89 and 1072-73 Rany
Seasons, USGS Bulletin 1424. : E

Nilsen, T.H., Diblee, T.W. Jr., and Blake, M.C. Jr., 1990, Geoloyy of
the Central Diablo Range, CA, Field Trip June 2-3. '

Oakeshott, G. B., 19686; San Andreas fault in the Célifofnia Coast
Range Province, in Bailey, E.H., ed., Geology of Northern California,
CDMG Bulletin 190, p. 357-373. : L

Plafker, G. and Galloway, J.P., eds., 1989 (approved for publication),
Lessons Learned from the Loma Prieta, California, Earthquake of
October 17,1989, USGS Circular 1045, 48 pp.

Ray, R.G., 1980, Aerial Photographs in Geologic ihterpfetafiori and
Mapping, ~USGS_ Pr_ofessional Paper 373, seventh printing, 1984, 230

e |
. Real Estate Data lnc.; 1980;'Aerialll\nap Volume of Monterey County,

California, Photo 110, 2398 NW 118th St., Miami, FLA 33167, fifteenth
edifion. .

Robbins, S.L., 1982, Complete Bouguer Gravity, Aeromagnetic, and
Generalized Geologic map of the Hollister 15-minute Quadrangle,
CA, Geophysical Investigations Map GP 945, 2 sheets, Scale 1:62,500.

Sarna;Wojcicki.,_A;M., Pampeyan, E.H. and Hall, N.T., 1975, Maps

. _Showing Recently Active Breaks Along the San Andreas Fauilt
Between the Central Safita Ciuz Widlirtains “and ~the Northernz...

Gabilan Range, CA, 2 maps, text is on map 2, Scale 1:24,000.

Spangle, Wm. and Associates, Burkland and Associates, and Thorup,

'Richard R., July 1974; Faults, Seismicity and Tsunami Hazards:

Monterey County, California: Part of Geological Report, County Map
3, File No. K4-0113-M1.



44.
-
46.
47.
48,
49.
50.

51.

e e N v . PE NP

File No. 4943-0101
January 24, 208
Page38

Tinsley, ‘.J. C. 1, 19:75, Quaternary géoiogy of northern Salas
Valley, Monterey County, California; Stanford University PhD. thesls,
194 p., map, scale 1:62,500. ) o

US Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, 1978,50il

Survey, Monterey County, CA, 226 pages and maps.

USGS Earthquake Hazards Program, Quaternary Fault and fold
Database for the United States, URL: htip://gfaults.cr.usgs.gov.

USGS Open File Report 88-398, 1988, Probabilities of large
Earthquakes Occurring in California on the San Andreas Faul, by
the Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities, 62 pp.

Wallace, R. E., 1970; Earthquake recurrence inter.vals‘ on theSan
Andreas fault, GSA Bulletin, v. 81.

Ward, P.L. and Page, RA., 1989, The Loma Priefa Earthquake ofOct’
17, 1989, USGS Pamphlet, Hdgen, L.D. and Troll, J.A., eds., second
printing, revised, January 1890. - _ :

“Wyss, M., 1979; Estimating maximum expectable magnitude’ of
‘earthquakes from fa_ult_dimensions, Geology, v. 7,n. 7, P 336-

340.

Youd, T. L., and Hoose, S. N., 1978; Historic ground failures in
northern California triggered by earthquakes, USGS Professional
Paper P-993, p. 177

TN N,
e



Bresiis o Sial

GRICE ENGINEEENIG am GEOLOGY mc - '

ENGINEERING, CEOTECHNICE, HYDROLOGY, SOILS,
FOUNDATIONS, AND EARTH STRUCTURES

Be&1A Brunken Avenus : . . Salinas; (B31) 422+9619
Salinas, Calfornia 83801 _ ' Momerey; (B31) 8751198
FAX: (BB1) 422-1806

File No. 4943-07.01
July 24, 2007

Mr. Anatoly Ostretsov _
International Design Group : : , o
721-Lighthouse Avenue R ; . L

Pacific Grove, Calfornia 83950 o e R
P'rojedt: Proposed Residence S R BN l :
28327 Scenic Road 4 E R . :

. Cannel-bythe-Seg, Californla T T S S

Subject: Temporary Shorlhg and Penhanént_:Retenﬂon for BésemgntConsthJction L
Déar Mr, Ostretsov; ' ' o '

Pursuant fo your reguest and discussion with Mr. Craig Spenset of the Monterey County

. Planning Depariment, we have again reviewed the project and our given

recommendations ralative to the temporary shoring and permanent rataining structures
forthe basement. As discussad the Monterey County Planning and Buliding Department
is concerned about the recommendation given to perform a deialled review after '

- planning approval and prior to construction relative to this topic,

As reviewed we find no ‘reason for further site evaluation provided that Best

Management Practices are utilized in the construction. Such methods will ensure that
no significant impact will be incurred to adjacent properiles due to the proposed
construction. o o :

This rapoi't and the recommendations herein .érs ‘made exprassly for ,'th'e, above . ..
referenced project and may not be utilized for any other site without written permission ©

- GRICE ENGINEERING; ING: Please foel free to-call this office shouid you have any * o

questions regarding this report,

i — . dam r
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HArRO, KASUNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

P PRI : . : F . ... CONSULTING GEOTECHMIGAL & COASTAL ENGINEERS -

Project No. M9589
27 November 2007

IDG

International Design Group

721 Lighthouse Avenue
Pacific Grove, California 93950

Attention:  Mr. Anatoly Ostretsov
Subject: Geotechnical Response to Four Specific County Questions

Reference: Proposed Single-Family-Residence
Skeen/Chang - Owners -
26327 Scenic Road
Carmel, Monterey County, Cahfornla

| Dear Mr. Ostretsov:

At your request Haro, Kasunich & Assocrates is pleased to present this letter
summarizing our geotechnical response to four specific county questlons for the
proposed Skeen/Chang single family residence which will consist of a main house,
basement and related site improvements, Iocated at 26327 Soemc Road in Carmel;

" Monterey County, Cahforma : -

Scope of Work
. The purpose of our work was to analyze the available documentatlon and explore the |
~surficial soils at.the site in order to locate the original buried topsoil horizon, as a
‘marker bed’, and determine the original average natural grade and develop written
general text responses to the foliowing four specific questions posed by Craig Spencer,
Assistant Planner, County of Monterey Resource Management Agenoy-F’Iannlng

Department County of Monterey Zoning Department

1. What constltutes Best Management Practlces in thls case? Is temporary shoring
required? How is that done?

2. Will ground water be encountered durrng excavatlon’? lf so, how would it impact
... Lonstruction?

e RN el v . [N X .—'EW_,%._-A o LR e, LT R S N Y

3. Whati is the average natural grade’?

4. Address the concern regarding whether or not the retaining walls for the project
will be structurally supporting loads from adjacent properties structures, sorls
and vegetation and to what degree.

116 East LAKE AvENuE  *  WarsonviLLe, CaLIFORNIA Q5076 © (831) 722-4175 =  Fax (831) 722—3202



Mr. Anatoly Ostretsov

Page 2

Project No. M2589
Skeen/Chang — Owners
26327 Scenic Road, Carmel
27 November 2007

| Our Specific Scope of Services was as follows:

1. Site visit with you on November 16, 2007.

2. Review the preliminary data including the following'

site plan, elevations and sections prepared by IDG dated 6-20-07 (latest
rev. 11-09-07)

. Geologic Report for the lot by Foxx, Nielsen and Assocrates dated June

1999.

- Recent Topographic Survey by Baseline, undated.

Google earth images (3) current
Archeology reports dated 3-25-07, 9-29-07 and 1-17- 07. :
County documents dated 4 April 2000 and Board of Superwsors '

' Documents dated 6 June 2000 for an earlier approved proposed single-
~ family-residential development at the property '

Geology/Geotechnical Report by Grice Engineering dated 1-24-06

Erosion Control Report by Neill Engineers dated. 11-10-07 for the earlier
project. ‘

Letter written by Ray Parks dated 11-7 07 to Zan Hensen at nelghbor’s.
(David Sabih) behalf.

Letter written by Zan Hensen to Monterey County Resource agency dated

10-24-07 at neighbor's (David Sabih) behalf.

3. Excavation of 2 shallow hand dug pits up to 22 inches deep on 20 November
2007. The pits were located at the high and low points of the proposed structure
as marked on the plans. Four inch diameter borings were hand drilled in the
‘bottom of the pits up to about 6 1/2 feet below existing grade. A third boring was
drilled in the southeast corner of the lot. -Soil encountered was logged
continuously. - B . S

4. 'Engmeermg analysrs of collected data.

R TP U SIS S PN,

5. Drscussron Wrth you regardmg the results of our mvestlgatlon

L Ve NV =YK peetery T3 Nk e v e e wies e ¥ emiem

6. Prepare general written response to the four specific questions in,dieated above.



Mr. Anato!y Ostretsov
Project No. M9589
Skeen/Chang — Owners

26327 Scenic Road, Carmel

27 November 2007
Page 3

Site Description -
The vacant lot is 4,700 s.f. is size and consists of a relatively gentle uniform slope
descending westerly to Scenic Road. The topographic:contours curve slightly inward of
the lot on the south side suggesting possible cutting and they also curve slightly
outward of the lot suggesting possible filling on the north side. The lot is currently
covered with about 8-inch high, green grassy vegetation and few bushes and ivy toward
the inboard end of the lot. The lot is surrounded by house developments with
improvements located on or proximal to the property boundarles :

The home to the north of the subject lot has a basement/garage excavation proximal to
the north property line as well as other patio and site wall improvements. The grade on
either side of the north property line is mostly the same with up to 20 inches higher on
the subject lot near the back (east) end of the lot. We understand the structure to the
north was constructed about 4 or 5 years ago and included-a garage/basement
excavation of which the spoils generated were temporarily piled on the subject property

- and then most fill was subsequently removed. The current Google Earth image of the

subject lot shows bare soil dominating the lot and is interpreted as the remnants of the
grading operation performed in removal and spreading of the fill pile.

The home to the south of subject contains a retaining wall, positioned nearly along the -

south property line. The wall varies in height. The grade on the subject lot near the
south property line varies and was measured approximately 3 % feet higher than the
southern property grade at approximately the midpoint of the south property line.
Likewise, the lot to the south has improvements and structures proxxmal to the south
property line.

“The home on the east side of the lot is also improved but is further setback from the

property fine. A rock wall/fence is positioned along half of the east property line. The
grade on the east lot is approximately 2 feet higher than the subject lot. It is unclear
whether the grade on the property to the east is fill or native material. '

The lot is bordered by Scenic Road the west side.

Document Review '~ 7Tt e T o -
The two older archeology reports and the geology report all of 1999 were prepared
prior to construction of the home to the north and prior to the placing of fill on the subject
lot. The description in the archeology report indicates the site was overgrown with
vegetation and the color of the upper soil was described in the reports as dark brown
and dark grey brown. The latter archeology report describes the upper 20 cm (about 7
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% inches) as highly disturbed with modern building materials such as concrete, nails
and ‘other modern trash’.

The 1999 geology report does not go into detail regarding site soil, however, it
describes the site as densely vegetated and describes the general geology at the site
as terrace deposit overlying weathered granitic material. The report suggests perched
water may be encountered on the weathered granitic bedrock.

The recent geotechnical/geology hazard report by Grice, 2006, was performed after the

grading- operation to remove the fill pile on the 'subject site. = They drilled three .

exploratory borings on the subject lot up to 24 feet deep. The logs indicate resistance
was encountered between 12 % and 15 feet in all borings and a ‘very resistant
indication was logged at 18 1/2 feet in Boring 1. No indication of drilling refusal was
indicated. Blow counts of 36 with the 3-inch 0.d. sampler were obtained at about 14
feet, which we interpret as only medium dense but is described in the logs as dense. In
- their report, the boring logs indicate the color of the upper soil as dark brown in all
borings and indicate color change at 3 and 6 feet in all borings. The soil is described as
yellow brown at 6 feet. The report summarizes that weathered granitic bedrock was
encountered between 12 and 17 feet below grade and is well weathered for the first
several feet but becomes resistant with depth. The report indicates water was
encountered in the first boring at 14 feet below grade. -

Field Investigation ‘ -
On 20 November 2007 we excavated three exploratory pits and/or bormgs A 1-foot
square pit was hand dug with shovel to 17 inches below existing grade in Pit 1 located
at the “low point” of the structure as marked on the plan. Likewise, a pit was excavated
“to 22 inches at the “high point”. A 4-inch diameter boring was drilled with hand auger
equipment at the bottom of the pits to about 6 %z feet in P-1 and 6 ' feet in P-2. P-3
consisted of a hand augured boring from the surface to about 6 4 feet below grade.

Below a 1-inch thick dark brown, organic, grass root zone, we encountered 7 inches of ’

yellow brown, orange clayey granitic fill in Pit 1. The fill is the exact description of what
would be expected to be encountered in the excavated garage soils from the

“heighboring property. Below this; we ericountered a sharp cofitrasting contact with a 4--

inch thick, native, organic, loose, dark brown silty sandy, lightly-laden root hair zone.
Based on the “heavy or densely’ adjectives used in previous descriptions of the
vegetation one would expect a deeper and heavier-laden root zone here. We then
encountered a 5-inch thick zone of slightly lighter, dark (slight reddish) brown silty sand
with a trace amount of root hairs. Then, medium brown sand was encountered to about
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4 feet. The last visible root hair was at 36 inches below grade. Yellow brown, silty sand
was encountered from about 4 to about 6 feet below grade. Then, yellow brown, orange
clayey sand (d.g.-like) was encountered to depth explored, 80 inches. We found a
small chunk of old concrete at two inches and an old twisty tie and an old opaque white
glass bottle shard at 9 inches and several abalone shell fragments in the dark brown
soil zones. We interpret the debris as old trash that penetrates from the original surface
into the subsoil by the soil mixing and bioturbation disturbance processes. We interpret
the fill to be left over from the neighbors excavation fill pile placed on the subject site.
We interpret the buried lightly-laden rooty dark brown soil as part of the original topsoil
horizon. Based on the relatively thin 4-inch section of light root hairs in P-1, as
compared to Pit 2, located beyond the grading removal operation, an upper more
heavily laden root horizon is expected but appears to be missing or cut down.

Below the thick grassy vege’catlon In Pit 2, located at the “high point”, the yellow brown '
fill was not encountered. Native, organic, heavily rooted, dark brown loose, silty sand
was encountered from the surface to 9 inches deep. We interpret this to be the original
grade of the topsoil horizon. Below this, we encountered dark brown light root hair
zone to about 13 inches, which appears to correlate with 4-inch thick zone in P-1. The
soil profile then transitioned into a trace root zone with a lighter dark brown (reddish) soil
to 24 inches. Medium brown soil was then encountered to 3% feet. Yellow brown sand
was encountered to 5% feet then the yellow brown, very moist, orange clayey granitic
sand to the depth explored 76 inches below grade. The last visible root hair was
observed to be about 36 inches below grade. We found abalone shards at 3, 10 and 18
inches and a clear glass shard at 16 inches. Again, we interpret the debris as material
that penetrates from the surface .into the subsoil by the soil mrxrng and bioturbation

- disturbance processes.

vt

" In P-3 we encountered nearly an identical soil profrle as P-2. An abalone fragment was

encountered at 3% feet below grade

" The last observed root hair in all three borings was consistently at 36 inches below
~existing grade. : :

Best Management Practlces ‘and Shoring - T g T e e
Best Management Practices for temporary and permanent runoff erosion and sedlment
control at the subject site can satisfactorily be accommodated by foliowing the
requirements in the Monterey County Grading and Erosion Control Ordinances and the
Erosion Control Report by Neill Engineers Corp. dated 1999. Specific products typically
used to control sediment are sediment traps wrapped with sediment control waddles.
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Clean water should be discharged to street gutter system and not on property as it
would be counterproductive for basement drainage efforts. Erosion control plans
prepared in accordance with the recommended practices, can be produced at the

~ design stage by a licensed civil engineer.

Temporary shoring will absolutely be necessary for construction of the basement and
any cut excavations of the proposed development that are proximal to existing

“improvements. The design must consider adjacent surcharge loads of existing

improvements. The shoring must be constructed so that it actively applies pressure up
against a smooth wall of the excavation, via tight-fitting wood lagging or steel plates, or
hydraulics or tight-fitting lateral bracing. The lateral pressure should be equivalent to
the lateral earth pressured removed in the excavation plus seepage and adjacent

~ structure surcharge load. The pressure should not be greater or buckling may occur in

the neighboring property. There must not be a void space between the shoring and the
excavation wall. Seepage could be allowed to weep through a pencil-width gap in
lagging or plates and collected at a low point beyond the excavation and pumped out to.

‘a sediment trap. Shoring design ‘is often an interdisciplinary effort between the
" contractor and structural engineer. Pile driving is not recommended due to potential

damaging vibration distress to neighboring developments. Tiebacks and shotcrete walls

" are an effective way to hold back excavations, however they may infringe on
“subterranean structures on adjacent property and permission from neighboring lot
" owners may be difficult. Walls with kickers are a viable option however can be

cumbersome in the work area and hamper construction. A drilled .solider beam and
wood lagging (or steel plating) wall, constructed ‘top-down’, possibly braced at the top,
may be most conducive to the site. A braced box structure is also an option. Typically,

 the temporary shoring design is submitted to the architect by the contractor for approval

e St

or a structural engineer could develop temporary shoring plans during design stage as -

‘part of the design plans.’

For example a drilled soldier beam and wood lagging wall is constructed prior to any
excavation by drilling holes typically spaced 6 to 12 feet apart at a diameter slightly less
than the width of the | beam flange. The beam is pushed down the hole. The void
space between the flange and the side wall of the drill hole is backfilled with pea gravel,

“&rolt or control-density fili (16" the 6 o tiig excavation side) in order to appiy constant™
g )

lateral support of the sidewall of the hole. The excavation begins from the top to a width -
just shy of the full width of the steel web then wood lagging or steel plates are placed
into the web tight up against the smooth sidewall of the excavation. The lagging/plating
is then pushed down with successive excavation depths, keeping tight up against the

- wall, allowing for weeping between the lagging/plating. Water is collected and diverted
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to an appropriate low point and pumped to a sediment trap. If the contractor and
designers follow the Best Management Practices the nelghbormg properties will not be
impacted.

Groundwater and Construction Impllcatlons

Groundwater will llkely be encountered during the basement excavation. It may weep
out from anywhere in the cut face especially at the contact with the weathered granite.
Water infiltration into the construction site from surface and subsurface will hamper
construction and must be anticipated and accommodated in shoring design as well as
permanent foundation and basement drainage design. Grading to a low point or
grading of a perimeter trench surrounding the basement excavation could be
considered. Basement siab and retaining wall drainage systems such as a gravel
blanket and pipe manifold system should be independent and thoroughly waterproofed.
Basement foundations could consist of a structural mat slab situated on a piped gravel
drainage blanket system. = Temporary and permanent drainage plans could be
developed at design stage. If water is encountered in foundation excavations, concrete
can still be poured via the tremmie process, which being heavier, displaces and purges
the water out of the excavation. As per common practice, the displaced water is
channeled to the sediment trap at a low point and pumped to a temporary on-site
detention basin located down slope from the construction activity.

Orlglnal Average Natural Grade ‘ .
It appears our subsurface investigation correlates well with the collection of prewous
investigations. Based on our subsurface investigation, part of the original topsoil is -
buried under 7 inches of fill at the ‘low point’ location. The fill description matches the
earth material that must have been encountered in the neighboring garage excavation.

" The existing grade at the highpoint is the original native grade as seen in the thick,

surficial 9 inch-thick heavy rooty topsoil horizon. Heavy roots are expected in the
topsoil due to the previous descriptions of “dense and heavy” vegetation. At the ‘low
point' the 9 inch heavy rooty topsoil horizon is missing, and only 4 inches the light rooty
zone remains. Based on our exploration, “heavily vegetated” descriptions in the older
reports, and the contour lines of the topographic survey, we surmise that the expected
heavy rooty zone must have been cut out (stripped) at the low point during the grading

- filt removal process; and, that during the removal, remnant-fill was spread out ereating -

the 7 inch thick fill veneer. The original grade at the low point should be located at the
equivalent elevation that corresponds to at least a 9 inch heavy root topsoil horizon.
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Therefore, if the 7 inch fill zone was removed from the ‘low point” location and a 9 inch
(minimum) heavy root topsoil horizon was replaced the resulting original natural grade
at the low point would be 2 inches higher resulting in an original average natural grade
to be ((36.70° + 2/12°) + 40.92’)/2 = 38.89".

Retaining Wall Surcharge -
Temporary and permanent retaining and basement walls and all foundations, must

structurally accommodate and support loads from structures, soils, and vegetation on
adjacent properties. Accommodate adjacent surcharge loads situated within the
Coulomb Failure Wedge Zone (or other approved theory) behind the proposed walls, at -
a minimum, or situated within an imaginary 1.5:1 plane projected upward from the'
bottom edge of retaining wall footings, at a maximum. Walls will be designed by a
structural engineer according to current practices. Degree of lateral pressures will be
equivalent to the Coulomb or Rankine lateral earth pressure ratio applied to the vertlcal :

‘surcharge loads, at the discretion of the structural engineer.

Respectfully submxtted

.VO/sq -

‘Enclosures
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