




 

 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW INITIAL STUDY 

 
 
Date:  May 5, 2014 Application Number: 131153 
Staff Planner:  Randall Adams 
 
I. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 
APPLICANT:  Ifland Engineers APN(s):  037-251-19 
  
OWNER:  Twin Lakes Church SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT:  2 
 
PROJECT LOCATION:  Property located on the west side of Cabrillo College Drive, 
approximately 1,500 feet south of Soquel Drive in Aptos. (Attachment 1) 
 
SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Proposal to modify an approved Master Plan 
for a religious and educational facility, including removal of existing modular buildings, 
construction of a new education building in place of previously approved classroom 
buildings, construction of a new chapel building, construction of a new college outreach 
building, and increased student enrollment from 325 students to 511 students (pre-
school and grades K through 8).  
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: All of the following 
potential environmental impacts are evaluated in this Initial Study.  Categories that are 
marked have been analyzed in greater detail based on project specific information. 

 Geology/Soils  Noise 
 Hydrology/Water Supply/Water Quality  Air Quality 
 Biological Resources  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 Agriculture and Forestry Resources  Public Services 
 Mineral Resources  Recreation 
 Visual Resources & Aesthetics  Utilities & Service Systems 
 Cultural Resources  Land Use and Planning 
 Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Population and Housing 
 Transportation/Traffic  Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS 
Parcel Size:  15.5 acres 
Existing Land Use:  Church and associated improvements 
Vegetation:  Landscaping, turf areas, and riparian vegetation. 
Slope in area affected by project:  0 - 30%  31 – 100% 
Nearby Watercourse:  Porter/Tannery Gulch 
Distance To:  60 feet (to classroom building) 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS 
Water Supply Watershed:  Not mapped Fault Zone:  Not mapped 
Groundwater Recharge:  Porter Gulch Scenic Corridor: Hwy 1 Scenic Corridor   
Timber or Mineral:  Not mapped Historic:  Not designated 
Agricultural Resource:  None Archaeology:  Not mapped 
Biologically Sensitive Habitat: Porter Gulch  Noise Constraint:  None 
Fire Hazard:  Not mapped Electric Power Lines:  No 
Floodplain:  Not mapped Solar Access:  Adequate 
Erosion:  Low potential Solar Orientation:  Level 
Landslide:  None Hazardous Materials:  None 
Liquefaction:  Low potential  
 
SERVICES 

 
PLANNING POLICIES 
Zone District:  PF (Public Facilities) Special Designation: None  
General Plan:  P (Public Facilities), O-U (Urban Open Space) 
Urban Services Line:   Inside   Outside 
Coastal Zone:   Inside   Outside 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES: 
The subject property is approximately 15.5 acres and is located north of Highway One 
in the Soquel planning area.  Cabrillo College is located to the north and east of the 
property, Highway One to the south, and Porter Gulch to the west.  The site is accessed 
via Cabrillo College Drive, which bounds the south and east sides of the property. 
The property is developed with a church campus, including multiple buildings, parking 
areas, playgrounds, an athletic field, and landscaping.  The developed area of the site is 
located above Cabrillo College Drive and the slope leading up to the developed area is 
vegetated with oaks and shrubs.  The rear (west) side of the property slopes down to 
Porter Gulch and is covered with trees and riparian vegetation.  

Fire Protection:  Central Fire District Drainage District:  Zone 5 
School District:  Soquel ESD, SC HSD Project Access:  Cabrillo College Drive 
Sewage Disposal:  County Sanitation District 
 

Water Supply:  Soquel Creek Water District  
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PROJECT BACKGROUND: 
The existing church campus was originally approved under Master Plan D-71-3-15.  
Amendments to this plan followed as the campus was developed over time (including 
the following approvals: 76-1363-U, 76-1806-U, 77-05-U, 81-245-U, 82-127-U, 82-423-
U, 86-968, 89-0981, 93-0264, 95-0246, 04-0135).  The Master Plan, and subsequent 
amendments, allowed for the existing buildings that have been constructed (auditorium, 
fellowship hall, nursery, pre-school, administration, recreation building, caretaker's 
quarters, temporary classrooms, and associated structures).  Buildings approved in the 
Master Plan that have not been constructed include a chapel, a college building, and 
three classroom buildings. 
This current application is a proposal to amend the Master Plan to construct one 
education building in place of the three classroom buildings, to modify the location and 
layout of the chapel, college building, and site improvements, and to authorize 
increased enrollment at the existing school facilities (pre-school and K-8). 
DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
This application is a proposal to modify an approved Master Plan for a religious and 
educational facility, including removal of existing modular buildings, construction of a 
new education building in place of previously approved classroom buildings, 
construction of a new chapel building, construction of a new college outreach building, 
and increased student enrollment from 325 students to 511 students (pre-school and 
grades K through 8). (Attachment 2) 
The total area of the three classroom buildings approved in the Master Plan that were 
not built is approximately 39,550 square feet.  The proposed education building that 
would replace these classrooms would be approximately 39,675 square feet.  The 
revised design of the chapel building would be approximately 7,700 square feet 
(originally approved at 3,000 square feet), and this is due to a substantial increase in 
the church's congregation over the past 40 years.  The revised design of the college 
building would be approximately 5,300 square feet (originally approved at 4,225 square 
feet). 
The education building is proposed to be constructed first, with other buildings to follow.  
The education building would be cut into the slope on the west side of the property, in 
the location of two of the previously approved classroom buildings.  Grading for the 
education building would include approximately 4,400 cubic yards (cut) and 250 cubic 
yards (fill).  Approximately 1,400 cubic yards of the material cut from the education 
building site is proposed to be placed at the east end of the existing athletic field to 
extend the existing soccer field.  A retaining wall up to 9.5 feet in height is proposed to 
support the fill material on the slope below.  
This proposal requires an amendment to Master Plan D-71-3-15, and subsequent 
amendments 76-1363-U, 76-1806-U, 77-05-U, 81-245-U, 82-127-U, 82-423-U, 86-968, 
89-0981, 93-0264, 95-0246, 04-0135, a Variance to increase the maximum building 
height from 35 feet to about 40 feet for the new education building, and a soils report 
review. 
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 
A. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Would the project: 
1. Expose people or structures to 

potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

 

       
 
 A. Rupture of a known earthquake 

fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or 
based on  other substantial 
evidence of a known fault?  Refer 
to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42. 

        

 
 
 B. Strong seismic ground shaking?         
 
 
 C. Seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction? 
        

 
 
 D.  Landslides?         
Discussion (A through D): The project site is located outside of the limits of the State 
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone (County of Santa Cruz GIS Mapping, California 
Division of Mines and Geology, 2001).  However, the project site is located within the 
Corralitos Fault Complex and in an area of moderate to high seismic activity (mapped 
County Fault Zone).  A geotechnical investigation was performed by Haro, Kasunich, 
and Associates, dated 8/11, with an update in 5/13 (Attachments 3 & 4). 
The report has been reviewed and accepted by the Environmental Planning Section of 
the Planning Department (Attachment 5).  The report concludes that fault rupture does 
not pose a significant threat to the proposed development, and that seismic shaking 
can be managed by following the recommendations in the geotechnical report 
referenced above and the requirements of the California Building Code. 
 
2. Be located on a geologic unit or soil 

that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading,  
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subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 
Discussion: The geotechnical reports cited above did not identify a significant 
potential for damage caused by any of these hazards. 
 
3. Develop land with a slope exceeding 

30%? 
        

Discussion: There are slopes that exceed 30% on the property.  However, no 
improvements are proposed on slopes in excess of 30%. 
 
4. Result in substantial soil erosion or the 

loss of topsoil? 
        

Discussion: Some potential for erosion exists during the construction phase of the 
project, however, this potential is minimal because all slope cuts would be properly 
retained and standard erosion controls are a required condition of the project.  Prior to 
approval of a grading or building permit, the project must have an approved Erosion 
Control Plan (per County Code section 16.22.060), which would specify detailed 
erosion and sedimentation control measures.  The plan would include provisions for 
disturbed areas to be planted with ground cover and to be maintained to minimize 
surface erosion. 
 
5. Be located on expansive soil, as 

defined in Section 1802.3.2 of the 
California Building Code (2007), 
creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

        

Discussion: The geotechnical report for the project did not identify any elevated risk 
associated with expansive soils. 
 
6. Place sewage disposal systems in 

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

        

Discussion: No septic systems are proposed.  The project would connect to the Santa 
Cruz County Sanitation District. 
 
7. Result in coastal cliff erosion?         
Discussion: The proposed project is not located in the vicinity of a coastal cliff or bluff; 
and therefore, would not contribute to coastal cliff erosion.   
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B. HYDROLOGY, WATER SUPPLY, AND WATER QUALITY 
Would the project: 
1. Place development within a 100-year 

flood hazard area as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation map? 

        

Discussion: According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
National Flood Insurance Rate Map, dated May 16, 2012, no portion of the project site 
lies within a 100-year flood hazard area. 
 
2. Place within a 100-year flood hazard 

area structures which would impede or 
redirect flood flows? 

        

Discussion: According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
National Flood Insurance Rate Map, dated May 16, 2012, no portion of the project site 
lies within a 100-year flood hazard area. 
 
3. Be inundated by a seiche, tsunami, or 

mudflow? 
        

Discussion: The property is not located in a tsunami inundation area on the Tsunami 
Coastal Inundation Map dated January 21, 2009. 
 
4. 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 which permits 
have been granted)?  

        

Discussion: The existing church campus is served by the Soquel Creek Water 
District.  Although the project would incrementally increase water demand, the Soquel 
Creek Water District requires a water demand offset for new development.  The water 
demand created by the new development would be offset through removal of turf 
areas, the use of low flow fixtures in new development, and retrofitting existing 
development with low flow fixtures, in consultation with the Water District.  All 
construction would comply with the California Building Code and local ordinances 
regarding the conservation and use of water.  Although portions of the subject property 
are located within a mapped groundwater recharge area, the project site is not located 



CEQA Environmental Review Initial Study 
Page 8 
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
 

Application Number: 131153 

in a mapped groundwater recharge area. 
 
5. Substantially degrade a public or 

private water supply? (Including the 
contribution of urban contaminants, 
nutrient enrichments, or other 
agricultural chemicals or seawater 
intrusion). 

        

Discussion: The project would not discharge runoff either directly or indirectly into a 
public or private water supply.  However, no commercial or industrial activities are 
proposed that would generate a substantial amount of contaminants.  Potential siltation 
from the proposed project would be addressed through implementation of erosion 
control BMPs. 
 
6. Degrade septic system functioning?         
Discussion: There are no known septic systems in the vicinity. 
 
7. Substantially alter the existing 

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

        

Discussion: The proposed project would not alter the existing overall drainage pattern 
of the site.  Department of Public Works Drainage Section staff has reviewed and 
accepted the proposed drainage for the Master Plan and development of the education 
building proposed in the first phase.  Department of Public Works Drainage Section 
staff would review detailed drainage plans for each later stage as they are initiated. 
 
8. Create or contribute runoff water which 

would exceed the capacity of existing 
or planned storm water drainage 
systems, or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

        

Discussion: Drainage Calculations (Attachment 6) prepared by Ifland Engineers, 
dated 8/6/13, have been reviewed for potential drainage impacts and accepted by the 
Department of Public Works (DPW) Drainage Section staff.  The runoff rate from the 
property would be controlled by existing and proposed on-site drainage facilities and 
sufficient area exists for the construction of new drainage facilities to treat the 
structures and improvements proposed in each phase.  DPW staff have determined 
that the existing and proposed storm water facilities are adequate to handle the 
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increase in drainage associated with the project.  Refer to response B-5 for discussion 
of urban contaminants and/or other polluting runoff. 
 
9. Expose people or structures to a 

significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or 
dam?  

        

Discussion:  There are no levees or dams in the project vicinity 
 
10. Otherwise substantially degrade water  

quality? 
        

Discussion: See response B-5 above 

C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 
1. Have a substantial adverse effect, 

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

        

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

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

        

Discussion: Porter Gulch is located on the west side of the subject property and this 
area is mapped as a riparian woodland.  The proposed education building has been 
designed to maintain the required riparian buffer setback (of 50 feet) and the 
construction setback (of 10 feet) from the edge of the riparian area.  The buffer area 
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closest to the proposed education building is currently developed with an existing 
access road (to remain) and lawn area (to be replaced by a patio below the proposed 
education building). All proposed structures would comply with riparian buffer setback 
requirements and a riparian exception is not required for the proposed patio area due 
to the presence of existing disturbance in this area.  No impacts to the riparian area are 
anticipated, as all future development and activities would not encroach on the riparian 
area beyond the existing access road. 
 
3. Interfere substantially with the 

movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species, or 
with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede 
the use of native or migratory wildlife 
nursery sites? 

        

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

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

        

Discussion: The development area is adjacent to a riparian corridor, which could be 
adversely affected by a new or additional source of light that is not adequately 
deflected or minimized.  The following mitigation measures will be added to the project, 
such that any potential impact will be reduced to a less than significant level:  
(BIO-1) All new outdoor and building lighting shall be directed downward and away 
from the riparian area.  
 
5. Have a substantial adverse effect on 

federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (including, but not limited to 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

        

Discussion: The project will not include activities that would have an adverse effect on 
any federally protected wetlands. 
 
6. Conflict with any local policies or 

ordinances protecting biological 
resources (such as the Sensitive 
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Habitat Ordinance, Riparian and 
Wetland Protection Ordinance, and the 
Significant Tree Protection 
Ordinance)? 

Discussion: The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources. 
 
7. Conflict with the provisions of an 

adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, 
or state habitat conservation plan? 

        

Discussion: The proposed project would not conflict with the provisions of any 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.  Therefore, no impact 
would occur.   

D. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  In determining 
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the 
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and 
forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board.  Would the project: 
1. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 

Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

        

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

        

Discussion: The project site is not considered to be an agricultural zone. Additionally, 
the project site’s land is not under a Williamson Act Contract. Therefore, the project 
does not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Contract.  
No impact is anticipated. 
 
3. Conflict with existing zoning for, or 

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

        

Discussion: There are no mapped Timber Resources in the project vicinity. No impact 
is anticipated. 
 
4. Result in the loss of forest land or 

conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? 

        

Discussion: No forest land occurs on the project site or in the immediate vicinity.  No 
impact is anticipated.   
 
5. Involve other changes in the existing 

environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use?    

        

Discussion: The project site is located within the Urban Services Line and there are 
no protected farmland or forest resources in the project vicinity.  Therefore, no impacts 
are anticipated. 

E. MINERAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 
1. Result in the loss of availability of a 

known mineral resource that would be 
of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

        

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

locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other 
land use plan? 

        

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

F. VISUAL RESOURCES AND AESTHETICS 
Would the project: 
1. Have an adverse effect on a scenic 

vista? 
        

Discussion: The subject property is located adjacent to the Highway 1 scenic corridor, 
which is a public scenic resource, as designated in the County’s General Plan (1994).  
Views from Highway 1 are protected and all development is required to be designed in 
a manner to reduce visual impacts to the scenic corridor.  This project is a Master Plan 
amendment for an existing church campus located within the Urban Services Line 
(USL).  Requirements for development visible from urban scenic roadways are 
specified in General Plan policy 5.10.12, which requires that new discretionary 
development use site and architectural design, landscaping, and appropriate signage 
to prevent impacts to views from scenic roads.   
The existing campus (including the areas where structures are proposed) is screened 
from Highway 1 by the slopes below the campus (along the south and east sides of the 
property fronting on Cabrillo College Drive) and the presence of existing vegetation 
(oak trees and shrubs).  The retaining wall that is proposed below the expanded 
athletic field was evaluated with photo simulations (Attachment 7) to determine if it 
would be visible from Highway 1.  From review of the photo simulations it appears that 
the presence of existing vegetation, in combination with the proposed colors and 
materials, would adequately screen the proposed wall and fencing from view.  Due to 
the presence of existing topography and vegetation, no impact to scenic resources is 
anticipated as a result of this project. 
 
2. Substantially damage scenic 

resources, within a designated scenic 
corridor or public view shed area 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway?  
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Discussion: See response F-1 above. 
 
3. Substantially degrade the existing 

visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings, including 
substantial change in topography or 
ground surface relief features, and/or 
development on a ridgeline? 

        

Discussion: The existing visual setting is an existing church campus adjacent to a 
community college campus.  The proposed project is designed and landscaped so as 
to fit into this setting. 
 
4. Create a new source of substantial 

light or glare which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

        

Discussion: The project would create an incremental increase in night lighting.  
However, this increase would be small, and would be similar in character to the lighting 
associated with the surrounding existing uses. 

G. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 
1. Cause a substantial adverse change in 

the significance of a historical resource 
as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5? 

        

Discussion: The existing structures on the property are not designated as a historic 
resource on any federal, state or local inventory. 
 
2. Cause a substantial adverse change in 

the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

        

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

Discussion: No archeological resources are known to occur or have been identified in 
the project area. Pursuant to Section 16.40.040 of the Santa Cruz County Code, if at 
any time during site preparation, excavation, or other ground disturbance associated 
with this project, human remains are discovered, the responsible persons shall 
immediately cease and desist from all further site excavation and notify the sheriff-
coroner and the Planning Director.  If the coroner determines that the remains are not 
of recent origin, a full archeological report shall be prepared and representatives of the 
local Native California Indian group shall be contacted.  Disturbance shall not resume 
until the significance of the archeological resource is determined and appropriate 
mitigations to preserve the resource on the site are established. 
 

4. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

        

Discussion: There are no known paleontological resources or unique geologic 
features on the project site. 

H. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Would the project: 
1. Create a significant hazard to the 

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

        

Discussion: The proposal would not result in the routine transportation, use or 
disposal of hazardous materials. 
 
2. Create a significant hazard to the 

public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

        

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

hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
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one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

Discussion: The proposal would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste.  An existing school is located on 
the subject property. 
 
4. Be located on a site which is included 

on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

        

Discussion: The project site is not included on the 4/4/14 list of hazardous sites in 
Santa Cruz County compiled pursuant to the specified code. 
 
5. For a project located within an airport 

land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working 
in the project area? 

        

Discussion: The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area. 
 
6. For a project within the vicinity of a 

private airstrip, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the project area? 

        

Discussion: The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
 
7. Impair implementation of or physically 

interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

        

Discussion: The proposed development is not expected to interfere with an adopted 
emergency response or evacuation plan. The project has been conditioned to meet all 
requirements of the local fire district. 
 
8. Expose people to electro-magnetic 

fields associated with electrical 
transmission lines?  
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Discussion: The proposed development would not involve the construction of 
electrical transmission lines and no lines are known to exist on the subject property. 
 
9. Expose people or structures to a 

significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences 
are intermixed with wildlands? 

        

Discussion: The project is not located in the vicinity of wildland areas and the project 
design incorporates all applicable fire safety requirements of the local fire agency. 
 

I.  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
Would the project: 
1. Conflict with an applicable plan, 

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

        

Discussion: The project would create an incremental increase in traffic on nearby 
roads and intersections.  According to the traffic study performed by Pinnacle Traffic 
Engineering, dated 1/24/14 & updated 3/19/14 (Attachments 8 & 9), the proposed 
project is anticipated to add approximately 626 daily trips (with 178 trips during the AM 
peak hour and 82 trips during the PM peak hour).  The traffic study assessed the 
potential impact of the project plus cumulative development at the following 
intersection(s): Soquel Drive & Park Avenue, Soquel Drive & North Perimeter Road, 
Soquel Drive & Cabrillo College Drive, Park Avenue & Cabrillo College Drive.  The 
traffic study determined that the incremental increase in traffic would be less than 
significant, in that it would not reduce operations at any of the study intersections to a 
level of service below D. 
 
2. Result in a change in air traffic 

patterns, including either an increase 
in traffic levels or a change in location 
that results in substantial safety risks? 
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Discussion: The project location is not within an existing airport land use clear zone 
therefore no change to air traffic patterns is expected. 
 
3. Substantially increase hazards due to 

a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

        

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

access? 
        

Discussion: The project’s road access meets County standards and has been 
approved by the local fire agency. 
 
5. Cause an increase in parking demand 

which cannot be accommodated by 
existing parking facilities? 

        

Discussion: Traffic study performed by Pinnacle Traffic Engineering, dated 1/24/14 
(Attachment 8), included a parking analysis of the existing and proposed church 
facilities and the shared parking arrangement with Cabrillo College adjacent to the 
project site.  According to the parking analysis, the existing parking lot on the church 
campus provides 484 marked stalls and 60 unimproved spaces.  The proposed 
development would result in a net reduction of 37 stalls on the project site (including 
the removal of existing marked and unmarked spaces, as well as the creation of 
additional marked stalls). This would result in a total of 507 parking spaces available 
on the project site, with additional overflow parking in the existing Cabrillo College 
parking areas.  Parking survey data indicates that Cabrillo College students currently 
park approximately 180-200 vehicles on the church site during times of peak college 
use.  Based on time of use, the Cabrillo College parking demand does not conflict with 
the peak demand from the existing or proposed church uses (which utilize up to 68% of 
the on-site parking).  During infrequent (or once per year) large church events, the 
Cabrillo College lots are available for overflow church parking, as part of the shared 
parking agreement.  The parking analysis concluded that there would be sufficient 
parking on the project site for the existing and proposed church uses, with additional 
capacity on the project site for Cabrillo College overflow parking when needed for 
infrequent (or once per year) large events. 
 
6. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, 

or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the performance 
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or safety of such facilities? 
Discussion: The proposed project would comply with current road requirements to 
prevent potential hazards to motorists, bicyclists, and/or pedestrians. 
 
7. Exceed, either individually (the project 

alone) or cumulatively (the project 
combined with other development), a 
level of service standard established 
by the County General Plan for 
designated intersections, roads or 
highways? 

        

Discussion: See response I-1 above. 

J. NOISE 
Would the project result in: 
1. A substantial permanent increase in 

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

        

Discussion: The project would create an incremental increase in the existing noise 
environment.  However, this increase would be small, and would be similar in character 
to noise generated by the existing church campus and surrounding land uses. 
 
2. Exposure of persons to or generation 

of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

        

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

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

        

Discussion: Per County policy, average hourly noise levels shall not exceed the 
General Plan threshold of 50 Leq during the day and 45 Leq during the nighttime.  
Impulsive noise levels shall not exceed 65 db during the day or 60 db at night.  The 
proposed project would not generate noise in excess of these levels or expose 
individuals to noise in excess of the established thresholds. 
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4. A substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

        

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

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

        

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

private airstrip, would the project 
expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

        

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

K. AIR QUALITY 
Where available, the significance criteria  
established by the Monterey Bay Unified  
Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) may be relied  
upon to make the following determinations.  Would the project: 
1. Violate any air quality standard or 

contribute substantially to an existing 
or projected air quality violation? 

        

Discussion: The North Central Coast Air Basin does not meet state standards for 
ozone and particulate matter (PM10).  Therefore, the regional pollutants of concern that 
would be emitted by the project are ozone precursors (Volatile Organic Compounds 
[VOCs] and nitrogen oxides [NOx]), and PM10. 
Given the limited amount of new traffic that would be generated by the project there is 
no indication that new emissions of VOCs or NOx would exceed MBUAPCD thresholds 
for these pollutants and therefore there would not be a significant contribution to an 
existing air quality violation. 
Project construction may result in a short-term, localized decrease in air quality due to 
generation of dust.  However, standard dust control best management practices, such 
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as periodic watering, would be implemented during construction to avoid impacts. 
 
2. Conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

        

Discussion: The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
regional air quality plan.  See K-1 above. 
3. Result in a cumulatively considerable 

net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

        

Discussion: The proposal would result in the construction of additional buildings at an 
existing church facility, a use that is not expected to result in an cumulative increase in 
air pollutants, pollutant concentrations or objectionable odors, therefore no impact is 
anticipated. 
 
4. Expose sensitive receptors to 

substantial pollutant concentrations? 
        

Discussion: See response K-3 above. 
 
5. Create objectionable odors affecting a 

substantial number of people? 
        

Discussion: See response K-3 above. 

L. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
Would the project: 
1. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, 

either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the 
environment?   

        

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

or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases?   

        

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

M. PUBLIC SERVICES 
Would the project: 
1. Result in substantial adverse physical 

impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new 
or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response 
times, or other performance objectives 
for any of the public services: 

 

       
 
 a.  Fire protection?         
 
 
 b.  Police protection?         
 
 
 c.  Schools?         
 
 
 d.  Parks or other recreational 

activities? 
        

 
 
 e. Other public facilities; including 

the maintenance of roads? 
        

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

N. RECREATION 
Would the project: 
1. Would the project increase the use of 

existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated? 

        

Discussion: See response M-1 above. 
 
2. Does the project include recreational 

facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

        

Discussion: The project includes the expansion of a soccer field on the church 
campus.  The field expansion would allow grading material cut to prepare the 
education building site to remain on the subject property, reducing truck trips 
associated with earth moving.  The compacted fill material would be properly retained 
by a new retaining wall at the east end of the athletic field, and standard erosion 
control BMPs would be utilized.  Existing topography and vegetation would screen the 
wall and any associated fencing from the Highway 1 scenic corridor.  For these 
reasons, any environmental impacts from the proposed athletic field expansion are 
anticipated to be less than significant. 

O. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
Would the project: 
1. Require or result in the construction of 

new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

        

Discussion: See response B-8 above. 
 
2. Require or result in the construction of 

new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

        

Discussion: The project would connect to an existing municipal water supply (Soquel 
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Creek Water District).  See response B-4 above. 
Municipal sewer service is available to serve the project, as reflected in the attached 
letter from the Santa Cruz County Sanitation District (Attachment 10). 
 
3. Exceed wastewater treatment 

requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

        

Discussion: The project’s wastewater flows would not violate any wastewater 
treatment standards. 
 
4. Have sufficient water supplies 

available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? 

        

Discussion: See response B-4 above. 
 
5. Result in determination by the 

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

        

Discussion: See the discussion under O-2 above. Due to the small incremental 
increase in demand for services, the impact would not be significant. 
 
6. Be served by a landfill with sufficient 

permitted capacity to accommodate 
the project’s solid waste disposal 
needs? 

        

Discussion: Due to the small incremental increase in solid waste generation, the 
impact would not be significant. 
 
7. Comply with federal, state, and local 

statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

        

Discussion: The project would comply with all federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste disposal. 
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P. LAND USE AND PLANNING 
Would the project: 
1. Conflict with any applicable land use 

plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

        

Discussion: The proposed project does not conflict with any regulations or policies 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 
 
2. Conflict with any applicable habitat 

conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 

        

Discussion: There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community 
conservation plans applicable to the project site. 
 
3. Physically divide an established 

community? 
        

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

Q. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
Would the project: 
1. Induce substantial population growth 

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

        

Discussion: The proposed project is an update to an existing approved Master Plan.  
The update includes modifying the locations and sizes of structures and improvements 
on the property and an increase in student enrollment (from 325 students to 511 
students).  This is a modest expansion in student enrollment, when compared to the 
adjacent community college, and the maximum number may not be reached 
depending on actual enrollment demand over time.  The project does not involve 
extensions of utilities (e.g., water, sewer, or new road systems) into areas previously 
not served, and no new residential units are proposed.  Consequently, the project is 
not expected to have a significant growth-inducing effect. 
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2. Displace substantial numbers of 
existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

        

Discussion: The proposed project would not displace any existing housing or result in 
the removal of any existing housing units. 
 
3. Displace substantial numbers of 

people, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere? 

        

Discussion: See response Q-2 above. 
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R. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
  Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

 with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
1.  Does the project have the potential to 

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

    

Discussion: The potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory were 
considered in the response to each question in Section III of this Initial Study.  
Resources that have been evaluated as significant would be potentially impacted by the 
project, particularly biotic resources. However, mitigation has been included that clearly 
reduces these effects to a level below significance. This mitigation includes specific 
recommendations to reduce fugitive light from affecting the adjacent riparian woodland 
of Porter Gulch. As a result of this evaluation, there is no substantial evidence that 
significant effects associated with this project would result. Therefore, this project has 
been determined not to meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance. 
 
  Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

 with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
2.  Does the project have impacts that are 

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

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

 with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
3.  Does the project have environmental effects 

which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

    

Discussion: In the evaluation of environmental impacts in this Initial Study, the potential 
for adverse direct or indirect impacts to human beings were considered in the response 
to specific questions in Section III. As a result of this evaluation, there were determined 
to be no potentially significant effects to human beings. As a result of this evaluation, 
there is no substantial evidence that, there are adverse effects to human beings 
associated with this project. Therefore, this project has been determined not to meet this 
Mandatory Finding of Significance. 
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IV. REFERENCES USED IN THE COMPLETION OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL 
REVIEW INITIAL STUDY 

 
County of Santa Cruz 1994. 

1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz, 
California.  Adopted by the Board of Supervisors on May 24, 1994, and certified by 
the California Coastal Commission on December 15, 1994.   

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

V. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Vicinity Map, Map of Zoning Districts; Map of General Plan Designations; and 

Assessors Parcel Map. 
2. Project Plans, prepared by Ifland Engineers, revised 8/15/13 
3. Geotechnical Investigation (Conclusions and Recommendations), prepared by 

Haro, Kasunich, and Associates, dated 8/11 
4. Geotechnical Update Letter, prepared by Haro, Kasunich, and Associates, dated 

5/13 
5. Geotechnical Review Letter, prepared by Carolyn Banti, dated 12/5/13 
6. Drainage Calculations, prepared by Ifland Engineers, dated 8/6/13 
7. Visual Analysis of Retaining Wall, prepared by Ifland Engineers, dated 8/13 
8. Traffic Study (Conclusions and Recommendations), prepared by Pinnacle Traffic 

Engineering, dated 1/24/14 
9. Traffic Update Letter, prepared by Pinnacle Traffic Engineering, 3/19/14 
10. Letter from Santa Cruz County Sanitation District, dated 5/20/13 
11. Letter from Soquel Creek Water District, dated 5/5/14 
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County of Santa Cruz 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
701 OCEAN STREET, 4TH FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 

(831) 454-2580   FAX: (831) 454-2131   TDD: (831) 454-2123 
KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
for 

Application No. 131153, May 5, 2014 

 

No. Environmental 
Impact Mitigation Measures Responsibility 

for Compliance 
Method of 

Compliance 
Timing of 

Compliance 
Biological Resources 
BIO-1 Produce nighttime lighting 

that would substantially 
illuminate wildlife 
habitats? 

All new outdoor and building lighting shall be directed downward and away 
from the riparian area. 

Applicant  Compliance 
monitored by the 
County Planning 
Department 

To be implemented 
during project 
design, construction 
and operations 
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