County of Santa Cruz

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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(831) 454-2680 Fax: (831)454-2131
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NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

NOTICE OF PUBL.IC REVIEW AND COMMENT PERIOD

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, the following project has been reviewed by the
County Environmental Coordinator to determine if it has a potential to create significant impacts to the
environment and, if so, how such impacts could be solved. A Negative Declaration is prepared in cases
where the project is determined not to have any significant environmental impacts. Either a Mitigated
Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is prepared for projects that may result in a
significant impact to the environment.

Public review periods are provided for these Environmental Determinations according to the
requirements of the County Environmental Review Guidelines. The environmental document is
available for review at the County Planning Department located at 701 Ocean Street, in Santa Cruz.
You may also view the environmental document on the web at www.sccoplanning.com under the
Planning Department menu. If you have questions or comments about this Notice of Intent, please
contact Todd Sexauer of the Environmental Review staff at (831) 454-3511.

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

PROJECT: LESTER WINERY
APP #: 151101
APN(S): 107-111-32, -78, -77, -79, -80

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: This is a proposal to convert approximately 1,920 square feet of an
existing 4,800 square foot agricultural barn intc a winery with 5,000 gallons of wine production and a
tasting room. The project includes public wine tasting Saturday and Sunday between 12-5 pm and
wine tasting by appointment only on Fridays, Passport Days and Corralitos Wine Trail Day between 12-
5 pm; winery and club events at the tasting room (up to 16 per year with up to 50 guests between 12-5
pm) Friday, Saturday, and Sunday; outdoor special events (up to 10 per year with up to 200 guests)
Friday, Saturday, Sunday between 12-9 pm with live music between 4-9 pm (with clean up between 9-
10 pm); excluding public wine tasting and winery and club events during outdoor special events.
Requires a Commercial Development Permit, a Map Correction to Minor Land Division 99-0840 (to
modify an approved building envelope), Agricultural Buffer Setback Reduction (from 200 feet to 122
feet to Adjacent APN: 107-111-32), and Archaeological and Geologic Report Review.

PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed project is located on the east side of Pleasant Valley Road
(adjacent to 2000 Pleasant Valley Road) approximately 1,000 feet north of Del Valle Road within the
community of Watsonville in unincorporated Santa Cruz County. Santa Cruz County is bounded on the
north by San Mateo County, on the south by Monterey and San Benito counties, on the east by Santa
Clara County, and on the south and west by the Monterey Bay and the Pacific Ocean.

Updated 6/29/11




EXISTING ZONE DISTRICT: SU, RA, CA

APPLICANT: Lester Properties, LLC

OWNER: Lester Properties, LLC

PROJECT PLANNER: Sheila McDaniel

EMAIL: Sheila.McDaniel@santacruzcounty.us

ACTION: Negative Declaration with Mitigations

REVIEW PERIOD: January 12, 2017 through January 31, 2017

This project will be considered at a public hearing by the Zoning Administrator. The time, date and
location have not been set. When scheduling does occur, these items will be included in all public hearing
notices for the project.
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ
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KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Project: Lester Winery APN(S): 107-111-32, -76, -77, -79, -80
Project Description: This is a proposal to convert approximately 1,920 square feet of an existing 4,800
square foot agriculiural barn into a winery with 5,000 galions of wine production and a tasting room. The
project includes public wine tasting Saturday and Sunday between 12-5 pm and wine tasting by
appointment only on Fridays, Passpert Days and Corralitos Wine Trail Day between 12-5 pm; winery and
club events at the tasting room (up to 16 per year with up to 50 guests between 12-5 pm) Friday, Saturday,
and Sunday,; cutdoor special events (up to 10 per year with up to 200 guests) Friday, Saturday, Sunday
between 12-9 pm with live music between 4-9 pm {with clean up between 9-10 pm); exciuding public wine
tasting and winery and club events during outdoor special events. Requires a Commercial Development
Permit, a Map Correction to Minor Land Division 99-0840 (to modify an approved building envelope),
Agricultural Buffer Setback Reduction (from 200 feet to 122 feet to Adjacent APN: 107-111-32), and
Archaeological and Geologic Report Review.
Project Location: The proposed project is located on the east side of Pleasant Valley Road (adjacent to
2000 Pleasant Valley Road) approximately 1,000 feet north of Del Valle Road within the community of
Watsonville in unincorporated Santa Cruz County. Santa Cruz County is bounded on the north by San
Mateo County, on the south by Monterey and San Benito counties, on the east by Santa Clara County, and
on the south and west by the Monterey Bay and the Pacific Ocean.
Owner and Applicant: Lester Properties, LLC
Staff Planner: Sheila McDaniel, (831) 454-2255
Email: Sheila.McDaniel@santacruzcounty.us
This project will be considered at a public hearing by the Zoning Administrator. The time, date and
location have not been set. When scheduling does occur, these items will be included in all public hearing
notices for the project.

California Environmental Quality Act Mitigated Negative Declaration Findings:

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

Review Period Ends: January 31, 2017

Date:

TODD SEXAUER, Environmental Coordinator
(831) 454-3511




County of Santa Cruz

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA CruUZ, CA 95060
{831) 454-2580 FAx: (831)454-2131 TobD: (831)454-2123
KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR
www.sccoplanning.com

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AcT (CEQA)
INITIAL STUDY/ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Date: 12/21/2016 Qﬂﬂg’:ﬁ"“ 151101
Project Name: Lester Winery Staff Planner: Sheila McDaniel

. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION
APPLICANT: Lester Properties, LLC APN(s): 107-111-32,-76,-77,-79,-80
OWNER: Lester Properties, LLC SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: 2

PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed project is located on the east side of Pleasant Valley
Rodd (adjacent to 2000 Pleasant Valley Road) approximately 1000 feet north of Del Valle Road
within the community of Watsonville in the unincorporated County of Santa Cruz (Location
Map attached as Figure 1) The County of Santa Cruz is bounded on the north by San Mateo
County, on the south by Monterey and San Benito counties, on the east by Santa Clara County,
and on the south and west by the Monterey Bay and the Pacific Ocean.

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Proposal to convert approximately 1,920 square
feet of an existing 4,800 square foot agricultural barn into a winery with 5,000 gallons of wine
production and a tasting room. The project includes public wine tasting Saturday and Sunday |
between 12-5 pm and wine tasting by appointment only on Fridays, Passport Days and
Corralitos Wine Trail Day between 12-5 pm; winery and club events at the tasting room (up
to 16 per year with up to 50 guests between 12-5 pm) Friday, Saturday, and Sunday; outdoor
special events (up to 10 per year with up to 200 guests) Friday, Saturday, Sunday between 12-
9 pm with live music between 4-9 pm (with clean up between 9-10 pm); excluding public wine
tasting and winery and club events during outdoor special events. Requires a Commercial
Development Permit, a Map Correction to Minor Land Division 99-0840 (to modify an
approved building envelope), Agricultural Buffer Setback Reduction (from 200 feet to 122 feet
to adjacent APN 107-111-32), and Archaeological and Geologic Report Review. (Site plan
attached as Figure 2).
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Coastal Development Permit
Grading Permit

Riparian Exception
LAFCO Annexation

Other: Agricultural Buffer Reduction |
Determination

Permit Type/Action Agency
None None

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

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

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

Lester Winery

Application Number: 151101



[] 1 find that the propdsed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or

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

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

r "
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TODD {;E’x/y.’tER,‘ Environmental Coordinator Date

N
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L.ess than
Significant

Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact incorporated Impact No impact
ll. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS:
Parcel Size (acres): Approximately193 acres
Existing Land Use: Vineyard, Residential
Vegetation: Grape vines, grasses, trees
Slope in area affected by project: DJ 0 - 30% [_] 31 — 100% [_] N/A
Nearby Watercourse: Stream 425 (per GIS)
Distance To: Approximately 200 feet to southeast
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS:
Water Supply Watershed: No Fault Zone: County
Fault Zone
Groundwater Recharge: Yes, portion  Scenic Corridor: No
Timber or Mineral: No Historic: No
Agricultural Resource: Yes, portion  Archaeology: See report
Biologically Sensitive Habitat: No Noise Constraint: Yes, see
report
Fire Hazard: Yes, portion  Electric Power Lines: No
Floodplain: No Solar Access: N/A
Erosion: No Solar Orientation: South
Landslide: No Hazardous Materials: No
Liguefaction: Moderate Other: No
SERVICES:
Fire Protection: Pa}'aro Fire Drainage District: Qutside
Protection drainage
District district
School District: N/A Project Access: Pleasant
Valley Road
Sewage Disposal: Septic Water Supply: Central
Water
PLANNING POLICIES:
Zone District: SU, RA, CA Special Designation:
General Plan: R-R, AG, R-M o
Urban Services Line: [ Jinside D Outside
Coastal Zone: [ 1inside Outside

Lester Winery Application Number: 151101
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES:
Matural Environment

Santa Cruz County is uniquely situated along the northern end of Monterey Bay
approximately 55 miles south of the City of San Francisco along the Central Coast. The
Pacific Ocean and Monterey Bay to the west and south, the mountains inland, and the prime
agricultural lands along both the northern and southern coast of the county create
limitations on the style and amount of building that can take place. Simultaneously, these
natural features create an environment that attracts both visitors and new residents every
year. The natural landscape provides the basic features that set Santa Cruz apart from the
surrounding counties and require specific accommodations to ensure building is done in a
safe, responsible and environmentally respectful manner.

The California Coastal Zone affects nearly one third of the land in the urbanized area of the
unincorporated County with special restrictions, regulations, and processing procedures
required for development within that area. Steep hillsides require extensive review and
engineering to ensure that slopes remain stable, buildings are safe, and water quality is not
impacted by increased erosion. The farmland in Santa Cruz County is among the best in the
world, and the agriculture industry is a primary economic generator for the County.
Preserving this industry in the face of population growth requires that soils best suited to
commercial agriculture remain active in crop production rather than converting to other
land uses.

PROJECT BACKGROUND:

The combined property is approximately 193 acres in size and located on the east side of
Pleasant Valley Road, approximately 2 miles northwest from Freedom Boulevard, in the
rural agricultural area of the Aptos Hills Planning Area in Watsonville. The property is
developed with an established vineyard, with approximately 20 acres in production, a
residence, and multiple accessory structures. The Pleasant Valley Road area is comprised of
some commercial agriculture and residential agriculture zoned properties between
approximately 10 to 40 acres or larger. There are also pockets of smaller 2 to 10 acre
residential agriculture properties developed with residential dwellings located north and
south of the subject property.

The development area of the parcel is primarily located within the Rural Residential General
Plan Land Use Plan designation and a sliver of the property is located within the Agriculture
Land Use Plan designation. Portions of the more remote acreage associated with the parcel
are designated Mountain Residential designation. The implementing zone district is
Residential Agriculture, Special Use, and Commercial Agriculture. The improvements are

Lester Winery Application Number: 151101
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proposed on the Residential Agriculture zoned portion of the property. The subject property
is characterized by sloping topography from the north to the south. The Commercial
Agriculture zoned land on Assessor's Parcel Number 107-111-32 is located to the south of the
subject property. The proposed wine tasting room is within 200 feet of this agriculture
resource.

Access to the existing vineyard is provided by a 20 foot wide paved roadway extending east
from Pleasant Valley Road and an approximately 16 foot wide roadway at the interior of the
site. The property contains an existing 4,800 square foot barn located on the southeast
portion of the property with an adjacent parking area. The upper central portion of the
property contains an existing lawn area with existing pergolas, picnic tables, and barbeque
area.

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

According to the program statement and revision letter by Swift Consulting Services
representing the applicant (Attachment 1), the applicant is proposing a winery that includes
wine tasting, winery events, and special events. Each component of the proposed use is
described in more detail below.

Proposed Winery and Tasting Room

Proposed winery operations include wine making, wine storage, and wine tasting.  The
existing vineyard produces approximately 60-72 tons of grapes per year that are harvested by
seasonal labor. The applicant intends to sell most of the grapes produced to off-site wineries
and to produce approximately 5,000 gallons of wine annually from excess production. The
property contains additional land area for future vineyard expansion.

The remodeled portion of the barn is approximately 1,920 square feet of the existing 4,800
square foot barn for the winery and tasting. The winery crush area is proposed within an
approximately 460 square foot portion of existing covered outdoor bay, located on the north
side of the barn. This area is currently used for covered equipment storage. Wine barrel
storage is proposed in an approximately 492 square foot area within the barn. An
approximately 752 square foot area within the front of the barn is proposed for public wine
tasting, Accessible restrooms are proposed adjacent to the tasting room. A 500 square foot
deck, extending south from the proposed tasting room, is for wine tasting.

Hours of operation for wine tasting are proposed by appointment only on Friday and
passport days between 12-5 pm, and Saturday and Sunday between 12-5 pm. No amplified
music is proposed at the tasting room. Wine tasting is not proposed during winery pick-up
events and/or special events discussed in more detail below.

Lester Winery Application Number; 151101
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28 parking spaces are proposed adjacent to the barn for the proposed winery, and includes
two accessible spaces. This parking lot entry roadway is proposed to be widened to a
minimum 20 foot width for two way access and fire turnaround meeting fire district
standards.

Proposed Winery Tasting Room Events

16 winery tasting room events, such as wine club pick-up, wine maker’s dinners, and wine
release events, are proposed. Passport days are not proposed to be included in tasting room
events. Winery events are proposed Friday, Saturday and Sunday for up to 50 people
between 12-5 pm within the barn wine tasting room exclusively. Although 50 people are
proposed, the applicant has indicated that these events do not typically involve more than 20
people at any given time. No amplified music is proposed at the tasting room. Wine tasting
and tasting room events are not proposed simultaneously. Pre-approved caterers are
proposed for these events and no on-site food preparation is proposed.

28 parking spaces are proposed adjacent to the barn for the proposed winery tasting room
events and driveway widening to 20 feet as previously noted.

Winery Special Events

10 special events for up to 200 people are proposed in the upper portion of the property lawn
area between Friday, Saturay, and Sunday between 12-9 pm and event breakdown between 9
to 10 pm. This is in addition to the 16 winery tasting events. Outdoor live amplified music
is proposed between 4-9 pm in the upper lawn only. Rented portable restrooms and tenting
are proposed for large events. Project plans include an example of proposed tenting.

Lighting is proposed to be rented. No permanent lighting is proposed. All lighting is
proposed to be downcast, 35 watt bulbs.

A total of 72 parking spaces are proposed for the 10 special events adajcent to the outdoor
lawn event area, in addition to 3 proposed accesisible spaces adjacent to the upper event area,
and the existing 28 parking spaces locatted adjacent to the existing barn. The upper parking
area is not proposed to be improved with impervious surface as this is an overflow parking
area for large special events only. The roadway to the upper event parking area is proposed
to be widened to 20 feet to provide two way access meeting fire district standards.

Lester Winery : Application Number: 151101
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Pre-approved caterers are proposed for these events and no on-site food preparation is
proposed.

Il. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

A. AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a D D ['_‘] 4
scenic vista?

Discussion: The project would not directly impact any public scenic resources, as
designated in the County’s General Plan (1994}, or obstruct any public views of these visual
resources. County visual resource protection regulations only apply to public viewsheds.

2, Substantially damage scenic resources, _
including, but not limited to, trees, rock . D L] E] &
oufcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

Discussion: The project site is not located along a County designated scenic road, public
view shed area, scenic corridor, within a designated scenic resource area, or within a state
scenic highway. Therefore, no impact is anticipated.

3. Substantially degrade the existing visual ] ] X ]
character or quality of the sife and its
surroundings?

Discussion: The existing visual setting is an established vineyard on gently sloping
topography with developed roadway access, parking, and turnaround areas. The site
contains mature trees dotted throughout the undeveloped portions of the site. The project
involves minor expansion of the width of the existing roadways for compliance with the fire
agency. The proposed project does not propose alterations to the site that affect the existing
setting with exception of a minor deck addition on the south side of the existing barn. This
improvement is screened from surrounding property by existing trees. Therefore, impacts
from the project are anticipated to be less than significant.

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

Discussion: The barn includes existing incandescent, exterior downcast lighting fixtures.
The project propeses rented lighting for the 10 large special events only. This includes
down cast light with 35 watt bulb under proposed rented event tent. The program
statement (Attachment 1) provides examples of proposed lighting. The project would
contribute an incremental amount of night lighting to the visual environment in the upper

Lester Winery Application Number: 151101
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portion of the site only. The site is screened from surrounding properties by mature
conifers located on either side of the upper site and along the property lines that screen the
proposed lighting from surrounding properties. Impacts from special event lighting would
not be significant.

B. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESQURCES

in determining whether impacts fo 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 Profect; and
forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protfocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

1. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmiand, or Farmiand of Statewide D D D Eﬂ
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 contains an approximately 12 acre parcel zoned Commercial

Agriculture and designated as Type 2A agriculture resource lands, containing an active
vineyard operation. Proposed improvements are located within 200 feet of the agricultural
operation, but the proposed project does not include improvements on the Commercial
Agriculture zoned parcel. The project provides an approximately 122 foot agricultural
buffer to the proposed project wine tasting area that was reviewed and determined by the
Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission to not result in impacts to the vineyard operation
or result in conversion of this agricultural operation. Therefore, no Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide or Farmland of Local Importance would be
converted to a non-agricultural use. No impact would occur from project implementation.

2. Conflict with existing zoning for 4
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act L—‘] D - l:l
contract?

Discussion: Most of the project site is zoned Residential Agriculture and Special Use,
which are not considered to be an agricultural zone districts,

One of the project sites, assessor’s parcel number 107-111-32, is zoned for Commercial
Agriculture and contains Type 2A agriculture resource land, containing a vineyard
operation. However, no Williamson Act contract is in place on this parcel.

Lester Winery Application Number: 151101
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Notwithstanding, the proposed project is located within approximately 122 feet of this
agricultural resource land and includes an agricultural buffer reduction to reduce the
required 200 foot buffer to this property. The project includes an Agricultural Buffer
Reduction Determination by the Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission on December
17, 2015 that supports the proposed project. The Commission found that the proposed
setback, with vegetative buffer, would be sufficient to protect the agricultural vineyard
operation. Therefore, the project does not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use
or a Williamson Act Contract. Impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.

3. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest fand (as defined in D D D |XI
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(9))?

Discussion: The project is not located near land designated as Timber Resource.
Therefore, the project would not affect the resource or access to harvest the resource in the
future. The timber resource may only be harvested in accordance with California
Department of Forestry timber harvest rules and regulations.

4, Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest D D D EI
use?

Discussion: No forest land occurs on the project site or in the immediate vicinity. See
discussiont under B-3 above. No impact is anticipated.

5. Involve other changes in the existing "4
environmernt which, due fo their location D D 5 D
or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmiand, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Discussion: See item B-1 above. No impacts are anticipated.

C. AIR QUALITY

The significance criteria established by the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control
District (MBUAPCD) has been relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the
project:

1. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable air quality plan? D D lE D

Lester Winery Application Number: 151101
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Discussion: The project would not conflict with or obstruct any long-range air quality
plans of the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD). Because
general construction activity related emissions (i.e., temporary sources) are accounted for in
the emission inventories included in the plans, impacts to air quality plan objectives are less
than significant. See C-2 below.

General estimated basin-wide construction-related emissions are included in the
MBUAPCD emission inventory (which, in part, form the basis for the air quality plans cited
below) and are not expected to prevent long-term attainment or maintenance of the ozone
and particulate matter standards within the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB).
Therefore, temporary construction impacts related to air quality plans for these pollutants
from the proposed project would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be
required, since they are presently estimated and accounted for in the District’s emission
inventory, as described below. No stationary sources would be constructed that would be
long-term permanent sources of emissions.

2. Violate any air quality standard or %
contributej;ubs?anﬁa{ly fo an existing or L] [‘j X L]
projected air qualily violation?

Discussion: Santa Cruz County is located within the North Central Coast Air Basin

(NCCAB). The NCCAB does not meet state standards for ozone (reactive organic gases

[ROGs] and nitrogen oxides [NOx]} and fine particulate matter (PMuw). Therefore, the

regional pollutants of concern that would be emitted by the project are ozone precursors

and PMio.

Ozone is the main pollutant of concern for the NCCAB. The primary sources of ROG
within the air basin are on- and off-road motor vehicles, petroleum production and
marketing, solvent evaporation, and prescribed burning. The primary sources of NOx are
on- and off-road motor vehicles, stationary source fuel combustion, and industrial processes.
In 2010, daily emissions of ROGs were estimated at 63 tons per day. Of this, area-wide
sources represented 49 percent, mobile sources represented 36 percent, and stationary
sources represented 15 percent. Daily emissions of NOx were estimated at 54 tons per day
with 69 percent from mobile sources, 22 percent from stationary sources, and 9 percent
from area-wide sources. In addition, the region is “NOx sensitive,” meaning that ozone
formation due to local emissions is more limited by the availability of NOx as opposed to the
availability of ROGs (MBUAPCD, 2013b).

PMuo is the other major pollutant of concern for the NCCAB. In the NCCAB, highest
particulate levels and most frequent violations occur in the coastal corridor. In this area,
fugitive dust from various geological and man-made sources combines to exceed the
standard. Nearly three quarters of all NCCAB exceedances occur at these coastal sites where

Lester Winery Application Number: 151101
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sea salt is often the main factor causing exceedance (MBUAPCD, 2005). In 2005 daily
emissions of PMw were estimated at 102 tons per day. Of this, entrained road dust
represented 35 percent of all PM:o emission, windblown dust 20 percent, agricultural tilling
operations 15 percent, waste burning 17 percent, construction 4 percent, and mobile
sources, industrial processes, and other sources made up 9 percent (MBUAPCD, 2008).

Given the modest amount of new traffic that would be generated by the project there is no
indication that new emissions of ROGs or NOx would exceed MBUAPCD thresholds for
these pollutants; and therefore, there would not be a significant contribution to an existing
air quality violation.
3. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net

increase of any criteria pollutant for which L] L] b L]

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: Project construction would have a limited and temporary potential to
contribute to existing violations of California air quality standards for ozone and PM
primarily through diesel engine exhaust and fugitive dust. However, the Santa Cruz
monitoring station has not had any recent violations of federal or state air quality standards
mainly through dispersion of construction-related emission sources. BMPs and BACT
described above under C-2 would ensure emissions remain below a level of significance.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria pollutants. The impact on ambient air quality would be less than
significant.

4. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial D L—_l [] g
pollutant concentrations?

Discussion: The proposed winery operation project would not generate substantial
pollutant concentrations. Emissions from construction activities represent temporary
impacts that are typically short in duration. Impacts to sensitive receptors would be less
than significant.

5. Create opjectionable odors affecting a ] D D X‘
substantial number of people?

Discussiomn: California ultralow sulfur diesel fuel with a maximum sulfur content of 15

ppm by weight would be used in all diesel-powered equipment, which minimizes emissions

of sulfurous gases (sulfur dioxide, hydrogen sulfide, carbon disulfide, and carbonyl sulfide).

Therefore, no objectionable odors are anticipated from construction activities associated
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with the proposed project, and no mitigation measures would be required. The proposed
project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people;
therefore, impacts are expected to be less than significant.

D. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

1. Have a substantial adverse effect, either D D 4 (]
directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special stafus species in focal
or regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife, 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 Wildlife, the area is mapped with a
biotic layer for the Kangaroo rat. However, Environmental Planning staff has noted that habitat
for this species does not occur within the project area and it's expected that there would be no
detrimental impact to the species as a result of the proposed project. Therefore, no significant
impact is anticipated.

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

Discussion: The proposed project is located approximately 300 feet northeast of an
unnamed stream located on the subject property. However, project construction of
proposed minor roadway widening and project winery operations are not proposed in this
area. The project would not affect this feature and therefore have no impacts to this
feature.

3. Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined by D D D &
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: There are no mapped or designated federally protected wetlands on or
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adjacent to the project site.  Therefore, no impacts would occur from project
implementation.

4 interfere substantially with the movement 4
of any native resident or migratory fish or D D D 2
wildlife species or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native
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.

5. Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biclogical resources L] D D @
(such as the Sensitive Habitat Ordinance,
Riparian and Wetland Protection
Ordinance, and the Significant Tree
Protection Ordinance)?

Discussion: The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances.

6.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted

Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural L] [ [ b

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.
7. Produce nighttime lighting that would

substantially illuminate wildlife habitats? D L] L] %
Discussiomn: All construction would be completed during daylight hours. No nighttime
lighting impacts from project implementation would occur.

The subject property is located in a rural area and is surrounded by existing agricultural
land that does not generate nighttime lighting and some residential development that
currently generates some nighttime lighting. The area is mapped with a biotic layer for the
Kangaroo rat. Habitat for the mapped species does not occur within the project area and it
is expected that there will be no detrimental impact to the species as a result of the proposed
project. No further biotic information is required.

There is also a mapped unnamed creek within approximately 600 feet south of the proposed
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outdoor special event area. However, there is significant mature vegetation along the creek
and mature vegetation located between the creek and the event site and adequate prevents
lighting from impacting the creek area. No impact would occur.

E. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

1.  Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource as D D D : |Z
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5?

Discussion: The existing structure(s) on the property is/are not designated as a historic
resource on any federal, state or local inventory. As a result, no impacts to historical
resources would occur from project implementation.

2. - Cause a substantial adverse change in

the significance of an archaeologizgal L] L] [ b

resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines

Section 15064.57 _
Discussion:  According to the Archeological Survey Report prepared by Albion
Environmental, Inc. dated September 2015 (Attachment 2), there is no evidence of pre-
historic cultural resources. However, pursuant to Section 16.40.040 of the Santa Cruz
County Code, if archeological resources are uncovered during construction, 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.

Impacts are expected to be less than significant.

3. Disturb any human remains, including ]
those interred outside of formal D D o D
cemeteries?

Discussion:  Impacts are expected to be less than significant. However, 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.
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4.  Would the project cause a substantial D D ] D

adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource as defined in
Public Resources Code 210747

Discussiomn:  See discussion under E-2. Impacts would be less than significant.

5. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique D D D 3]
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Discussion: No unique paleontological resources or unique geologic features are known
to occur in the vicinity of the proposed project. No impacts are anticipated.

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

B.  Strong seismic ground shaking? ] ] X [

C.  Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

D. Landslides? H ] ] X

Discussion (A through D). The project site is located outside of the limits of the State
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone (County of Santa Cruz GIS Mapping, California Division
of Mines and Geology, 2001). However, the project site is located approximately 2.5 miles
southwest of the San Andreas fault zone, and is located on the Zayante fault zone. While
the San Andreas fault is larger and considered more active, each fault is capable of
generating moderate to severe ground shaking from a major earthquake. Consequently,
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large earthquakes can be expected in the future. The October 17, 1989 loma Prieta
earthquake (magnitude 7.1) was the second largest earthquake in central California history.

A combined geologic investigation and geotechnical engineering investigation report,
prepared by Haro, Kasunich, and Associates, dated April 1, 2015 (Attachment 3), was
prepared for expansion of the approved building envelope to convert an existing non-
habitable barn into a habitable structure so a portion of the barn may be utilized as a winery
This report has been reviewed and accepted by the County Geologist, dated June 3, 2015
(Attachment 4). The reports conclude that the revised building envelope will not be
impacted by debris flow hazards. In addition, the proposed building envelope expansion
area is further from fault traces and potential slope instability. Original recommendations
of the geologic report and geotechnical report are included as conditions of the proposed
project. Impacts are less than significant.

2. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is 1%
unstable, or that would become unstable D D A D
as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse?

Discussion: The report cited above (see Discussion under F-1)} requires that all
construction is conditioned to comply with the recommendations of the accepted report,

including a plan review letter prior to building permit issuance stating compliance with the
recommendations to reduce potential geologic hazard to a less than significant level.

3. Develop land with a slope exceeding [] ] D G
30%7? '
Discussion: There are slopes that exceed 30% on the property. However, no

improvements are proposed on slopes in excess of 30%.

4, Resuit in substantial soil erosion or the D D |Z| D
loss of fopsoil?

Discussion: Some potential for erosion exists during the construction phase of the
project, however, this potential is minimal because required road widening occurs in only a
small portion of the existing roadway area (between the barn and upper event area) 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
(Section 16.22.060 of the Coumty Code), 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. Impacts
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from soil erosion or loss of topsoil would be considered less than significant.

5.  Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Section 1802.3.2 of the California L] L] = L
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. Therefore, no impact is anticipated.

6. Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks, leach [ L X [
fields, or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not avaifable
for the disposal of waste water?

Discussion: The proposed project would use an onsite sewage disposal system proposed
adjacent to the existing barn, and County Environmental Health Services has determined

that site conditions are appropriate to support such a system (Attachment 5). An advanced
enhanced sewage treatment design is required as a condition of approval of the building permit
application. *

7. Result in coastal cliff erosion? D D D E’

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. No impact is anticipated.

G. CREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:

1. Generazfe greenh_ouge gas ermissions, D ] X[ D
either directly or indirectly, that may have _
a significant impact on the environment?
Discussion: Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for transportation projects can be divided
into those produced during construction and those produced during operations.
Construction GHG emissions include emissions produced as a result of material processing,
emissions produced by onsite construction equipment, and emissions arising from traffic
delays due to construction. These emissions would be produced at different levels
throughout the construction phase; their frequency and occurrence can be reduced through
innovations in plans and specifications and by implementing better traffic management
during construction phases.

The project would result in a small temporary increase in greenhouse gas emissions during
construction. Permanent operational project emissions are also expected to be minimal.
However, in the absence of further regulatory or scientific information related to
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greenhouse gas emissions and California Environmental Quality Act significance, it is too
speculative to make a determination on the project’s direct impact and its contribution on
the cumulative scale to climate change. Nonetheless, the County has strategies to help
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and energy consumption. These measures included in the
County of Santa Cruz Climate Action Strategy (County of Santa Cruz, 2013) are outlined
below.

Strategies for the Reduction of Greenhouse Gases from Transportation

e Reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) through County and regional long range
planning efforts,

Increase bicycle ridership and walking through incentive programs and investment
in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure and safety programs.

Provide infrastructure to support zero and low emissions vehicles (plug in, hybrid

plug-in vehicles).

e Increase employee use of alternative commute modes: bus transit, walking,
bicycling, carpooling, etc. '

¢ Reduce County fleet emissions.

Strategies for the Reduction of Greenhouse Gases from Energy Use
¢ Develop a Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) Program, if feasible,
¢ Increase energy efficiency in new and existing buildings and facilities.
s Enhance and expand the Green Business Program.

¢ Increase local renewable energy generation.

*

Public education about climate change and impacts of individual actions.
» Continue to improve the Green Building Program by exceeding the minimum
standards of the state green building code (Cal Green).

e Form partnerships and cooperative agreements among local governments,
educational institutions, nongovernmental organizations, and private businesses as a
cost-effective way to facilitate mitigation and adaptation.

¢ Reduce energy use for water supply through water conservation strategies.

Impacts are expected to be less than significant.

2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or _
regulation adopted for the purpose of D D E’ D
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?

Discussion: See the discussion under G-1 above. No significant impacts are anticipated.
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H. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:

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

Discussion: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment. No routine transport or disposal of hazardous materials is proposed.
However, during construction, fuel would be used at the project site. In addition, fueling
may occur within the limits of the staging area proposed to be located in the parking area of
the site. Best management practices would be used to ensure that no impacts would occur.
Impacts are expected to be less than significant.

2. Create a significant hazard to the public or Ij |:| |X] D
the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Discussion: Please see discussion under H-1 above. Project impacts would be considered
less than significant.

3. Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous D L] = D
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mife of an existing or
proposed school?

Discussion: The proposed project is not located within close proximity to any public
schools in the area. The nearest school is located on Corralitos Road, beyond a % mile from
the subject property. Although fueling of equipment is likely to occur within the staging
area, best management practices would be implemented. No impacts are anticipated.

4. Be located on a site which is included on D D |:| @
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 October 20, 2015 list of hazardous
sites in Santa Cruz County compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. No
impacts are anticipated from project implementation.
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5.  For a project located within an airport land D D D ]

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 proposed project is not located within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport. No impact is anticipated.

6.  For a project within the vicinity of a private D D D E]
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

Discussion: The proposed project is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. No
impact is anticipated.

7. Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency D D !XI D

response plan or emergency evacuation

plan?
Discussion: The proposed project would not conflict with implementation of the County
of Santa Cruz Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 2010-2015 (County of Santa Cruz, 2010).
Therefore, no impacts to an adopted emergency response plan or evacuation Plan would
occur from project implementation.

8. Expose people or structures to a D D |Xl D
significant risk of loss, injury or death

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

Discussion: The proposed project is not located in a Fire Hazard Area. However, the
project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code requirements and includes fire
protection devices as required by the local fire agency. Impacts would be less than
significant.

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

1. Violate any water quality standards or |
waste discharge requirements? L] D X L]

Discussion: The proposed project includes minor widening (approximately 4 feet) entry
area to the wine tasting area and the existing upper roadway to comply with the 20 foot two
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way fire agency roadway standard. The existing upper roadway and the existing parking
Jot, adjacent to the existing barn, were constructed between 2003 and 2007 (per 2003 and
2007 GIS images). These existing and proposed surface areas are not subject to drainage
review and approval prior to building permit issuance. Notwithstanding, the existing
improvements and proposed improvements would not discharge runoff either directly or
indirectly into a public or private water supply. The nearest stream is located approximately
300 feet from existing pavement surfaces and further beyond that to the minor roadway
widening areas. Substantial vegetation exists within the creek and between the creek and
project improvements. In addition, no commercial or industrial activities are proposed that
would generate a substantial amount of contaminants. The parking and driveway associated
with the project and proposed overflow event parking area would incrementally contribute
urban pollutants to the environment; however, the contribution would be minimal given
the size of the driveway and parking area. Potential siltation from the proposed project
would be addressed through implementation of erosion control best management practices
(BMPs). No water quality standards or waste discharge requirements would be violated.
Impacts would be less than significant.

2.  Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with D D @ D
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or
a lowering of the local groundwater table
fevel (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 vineyard currently produces approximately 5,000 gallons of wine from
excess grape production. No increase in production of wine is proposed by the project.
Although the project would potentially incrementally increase water demand for the event
use, the Central Water. District has indicated that adequate supplies are available to serve
the project (Attachment 6). Although the proposed project would be located in a mapped
groundwater recharge area, the proposal would be consistent with General Plan policies
5.8.2 (Land Division and Density Requirements in Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas),
5.8.3 (Uses in Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas), and 5.8.4 (Drainage Design in
Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas). The project would also be consistent with Section
7.79.110 of the County Code (New Development and Redevelopment). The code states,
“All responsible parties shall mitigate impacts due to development and implement Best
Management Practices (BMPs) per the County Design Criteria adopted by the County of
Santa Cruz and Chapters 16.20 and 16.22 SCCC to control the volume, runoff rate, and
potential pollutant load of stormwater runoff from new development and redevelopment
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projects to minimize the generation, transport, and discharge of pollutants, prevent runoff
in excess of predevelopment conditions, and maintain predevelopment groundwater

recharge.” No adverse impact would occur to groundwater recharge with project
implementation.
3. Substantially alter the existing drainage D D & D

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?
Discussion: The proposed project is located approximately 300 feet northwest of stream
425 (unnamed otherwise), and has the potential to generate water quality impacts during
construction. However, the proposed project would be consistent with County Code
Section 7.79.070, which states, “No person shall make any unpermitted alterations to
drainage patterns or modifications to the storm drain system or any channel that is part of
receiving waters of the county. No person shall deposit fill, debris, or other material in the
storm drain system, a drainage channel, or on the banks of a drainage channel where it
might enter the storm drain system or receiving waters and divert or impede flow.” An
erosion control plan would also be required per Section 16.22.060 of the County Code.
These standard construction plan requirements, including best management practices,
would ensure that impacts do not occur. Impacts would be less than significant.

The following water quality protection and erosion and sediment control best management
practices (BMPs) would be implemented, based on standard County requirements, to
minimize construction-related contaminants and mobilization of sediment to the Stream
425 in the project area.

The BMPs will be selected to achieve maximum sediment removal and represent the best
available technology that is economically achievable and are subject to review and approval
by the County. The County will perform routine inspections of the construction area to
verify the BMPs are properly implemented and maintained. The County will notify
contractors immediately if there is a noncompliance issue and will require compliance.

The BMPs will include, but are not limited to, the following.

e All earthwork or foundation activities involving rivers, ephemeral drainages, and
culverts, will occur in the dry season (generally between June 1 and October 15).

o Specifically for bridge projects. Implement a netting and tarp system at the bridge
site to prevent and minimize debris from entering the river during demolition and

construction activities.

e Equipment used in and around drainages and wetlands will be in good working
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order and free of dripping or leaking engine fluids. All vehicle maintenance will be
performed at least 300 feet from all drainages and wetlands. Any necessary
equipment washing will be carried out where the water cannot flow into drainages
or wetlands.

¢ Develop a hazardous material spill prevention control and countermeasure plan
before construction begins that will minimize the potential for and the effects of
hazardous or toxic substances spills during construction. The plan will include
storage and containment procedures to prevent and respond to spills and will
identify the parties responsible for monitoring the spill response. During
construction, any spills will be cleaned up immediately according to the spill
prevention and countermeasure plan. The County will review and approve the
contractors’ toxic materials spill prevention control and countermeasure plan before
allowing construction to begin. Prohibit the following types of materials from being
rinsed or washed into the streets, shoulder areas, or gutters: concrete; solvents and
adhesives; thinners; paints; fuels; sawdust; dirt; gasoline; asphalt and concrete saw
slurry; heavily chlorinated water.

4. 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: Although the subject property is located approximately 300 feet northwest of
Stream 425 (otherwise unnamed), the proposed project would not alter the existing overall
drainage pattern of the site. The project is conditioned to comply with best management
practices and erosion control prior to issuance of a building permit. Impacts from project

construction would be less than significant.

5. Create or contribute runoff water which :
would exceed the capacity of existing or L] L] b L]
planned storm water drainage systems, or
provide substantial additional sources of
pofluted runoff?

Discussion: Few changes are proposed to the property as a result of the proposed project.
Minor road widening and construction of a 500 square foot deck are proposed. The
drainage pattern on the property is not anticipated to be altered by the proposed project.
Furthermore, the project is conditioned to comply with the best management practices and
erosion control prior to issuance of a building permit to ensure that existing storm water
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facilities are adequate to handle the minor increase in drainage associated with the project.
Refer to response I-1 for discussion of urban contaminants and/or other polluting runoff.
Impacts would be considered less than significant.

6.  Otherwise substantially degrade water D D g |:|
quality?

Discussion: Please see discussion under I-1 above. Impacts would be considered less than

significant with the implementation of BMPs

7. Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on a federal D D D X
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 housing or any other development lies
within a 100-year flood hazard area. No impacts from project implementation would occur.

8.  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area _ <
structures which would impede or redirect o L] L] X
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. Therefore, the proposed project would not impede or redirect
flood flows. No impact would occur.

9. Expose people or structures fo a
significant risk of loss, injury or death L—‘I D D &

involving flooding, including flooding as a

result of the failure of a levee or dam?
Discussion. The proposed project would not increase the risk of flooding and would not
lead to the failure of a levee or dam. No impact would occur.

10. Inundation by seiche, fsunami, or D D D |X|
mudflow?

Discussion: There are two primary types of tsunami vulnerability in Santa Cruz County.
The first is a teletsunami or distant source tsunami from elsewhere in the Pacific Ocean.
This type of tsunami is capable of causing significant destruction in Santa Cruz County.
However, this type of tsunami would usually allow time for the Tsunami Warning System
for the Pacific Ocean to warn threatened coastal areas in time for evacuation (County of
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Santa Cruz 2010).

The more vulnerable risk to the County of Santa Cruz is a tsunami generated as the result of
an earthquake along one of the many earthquake faults in the region. Even a moderate
earthquake could cause a local source tsunami from submarine landsliding in Monterey Bay.
A local source tsunami generated by an earthquake on any of the faults affecting Santa Cruz
County would arrive just minutes after the initial shock. The lack of warning time from
such a nearby event would result in higher causalities than if it were a distant tsunami
(County of Santa Cruz 2010},

The project site is located approximately 4 miles inland, outside the coastal zone and
beyond the effects of a tsunami. In addition, no impact from a seiche or mudflow is
anticipated, No impact would occur.

J. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Would the project:
1. Physically divide an established ] ] ] )
community? ’

Discussion: The proposed project does not include any element that would physically
divide an established community. No impact would occur.

2. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, D D g D
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, focal coastal program, or zoning
ordinance} adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?

Discussion: The project site contains an approximately 12 acre parcel zoned Commercial
Agriculture and designated as Type 2A agriculture resource lands. This parcel contains an
active vineyard operation. Proposed improvements are located within 200 feet of the
agricultural operation, but the proposed project does not include improvements on the
Commercial Agriculture zoned parcel. Pursuant to County Code Section 16.50.095 requires
a minimum 200 foot setback to agriculture resource lands unless an agricultural buffer
reduction is approved by the Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission. The project
provides an approximately 122 foot agricultural buffer to the proposed operation. The
proposed setback was reviewed by the Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission and
determined to not result in result in potential impacts to the agricultural operation because
there is an adequate existing vegetative buffer between the proposed winery use and
existing vineyard operation. = Therefore, impacts from the proposed use on the vineyard
would be less than significant.
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3. Conflict with any applicable habitat | D D D <

conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

Discussion: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. No impact would occur.

K. MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

1. Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to L] L] L] @
the region and the residents of the stale?

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

2. Result in the loss of availability of a
focally-important mineral resource D D E] @
recovery site defineated on a local general
plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

Discussion: The project site is zoned Residential Agricultural (RA), Special Use (SU) and
Commercial Agriculture (CA), which is not considered to be an Extractive Use Zone (M-3)
nor does it have a Land Use Designation with a Qliarry 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. No impact would occur.

L. NOISE
Would the project result in:

1. Exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards D & D D
established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?

Discussion:
Construction Noise

County of Santa Cruz General Plan
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The Santa Cruz Couﬁty General Plan (County of Santa Cruz 1994) contains the following
table, which specifies the maximum allowable noise exposure for stationary noise sources
(Table 2). The County of Santa Cruz has not adopted noise thresholds for construction
noise,

The following applicable noise related policy is found in the Public Safety and Noise
Element of the Santa Cruz County General Plan (Santa Cruz County 1994).

* Policy 6.9.7 Construction Noise. Require mitigation of construction noise as a condition
of future project approvals.

As determined at the property line of the receiving land use. When determining the effectiveness of noise mitigation measures, the
standards may be applied to the receptor side of noise barriers or other properly line noise mitigation measures.

Appiies only where the receiving land use operaies or is occupied during nighttime hours

Sound level measurements shall be made with “slow” meter response.

Sound level measurements shall be made with “fast” meter response

Allowable levels shall be raised {o the ambient noise levels where the ambient levels exceed the allowable levels. Allowable Jevels shall be
reduced to 5 dB if the ambient hourly Leq is at least 10 dB lower than the aliowable level.

Scurce: County of Santa Cruz 1994

o bWk
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Sensitive Receptors

Some land uses are generally regarded as being
more sensitive to noise than others due to the
type of population groups or activities involved.
Sensitive population groups generally include
children and the elderly. Noise sensitive land | Chain Saw
uses typically include all residential uses (single-
and multi-family, mobile homes, dormitories, and
similar uses), hospitals, nursing homes, schools,

and parks.

The use of construction equipment to accomplish
the proposed project would result in noise in the
project area, i.e., construction zone. Table 3
shows typical noise levels for common
construction equipment. The sources noise that
levels are normally measured at 50 feet, are used i
to determine the noise levels at nearby sensitive | Source: Federal Transit Authority, 2006. |
receptors by attenuating 6 dB for each doubling of distance for point sources of noise such
as operating construction equipment. Noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors for each
site were analyzed on a worst-case basis, using the equipment with the highest noise level

Tt

expected to be used.

The nearest sensitive receptors are located approximately 600 feet to the south and 800 feet
to the northwest of construction area.

Impacts

Although construction activities would likely occur during daytime hours, noise may be
audible to nearby residents. However, periods of noise exposure would be temporary.
Noise from construction activity may vary substantially on a day-to-day basis.

Potential Temporary Construction Noise Impacts

Construction activity would be expected to use equipment listed in Table 3. Based on the
activities proposed for the proposed project, the equipment with the loudest operating noise
level that would be used often during activity would potentially be equipment related to
clearing for road widening (approximately 4 feet), and equipment required to place
baserock and to oil and screen the road surface. A maximum temporary noise level of 85
dBA at a distance of 50 feet would potentially occur. The nearest sensitive receptor is
located approximately 600 feet south of the construction site. At that distance, the decibel
level is reduced by approximately 22 decibels from 85 decibels to 63 decibels (based on a
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standard sound drop of 6 dB per doubling of the distance-
http://sengpielaudio.com/calculator-distance.htm). However, these impacts would also be

temporary.

The County of Santa Cruz has not adopted significance thresholds for construction noise.
However, *Policy 6.9.7 of the General Plan requires mitigation of construction noise as a
condition of future project approvals.

The following mitigation measures will be required to assist in the reduction of temporary
construction noise impacts. With the implementation of those measures, no adverse noise
impacts are expected occur during construction activities.

Mitigation Measures

NOI-1 Limit construction activity to between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday
through Friday, 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Saturday in order to avoid noise during more
sensitive nighttime hours. Prohibit construction activity on Sundays.

NOI-2 Require that all construction and maintenance equipment powered by gasoline or
diesel engines have sound-control devices that are at least as effective as those
originally provided by the manufacturer and that all equipment be operated and
maintained to minimize noise generation.

NOI-3 Prohibit gasoline or diesel engines from having unmuffled exhaust.

NOI-4 Use noise-reducing enclosures around stationary noise-generating equipment
capable of 6 dB attenuation.

Qutdoor Live Music

The project includes outdoor amplified music for 10 large special events between 4 pm and
9 pm. 7 am to 10 pm is considered to be the daytime by the General Plan. A noise study
was prepared by Edward Pack, dated June 30, 2012 (Attachment 7). Field measurements of
sound levels associated with live music (85 and 90 decibels) taken at three locations at the
edge of the property are shown to be significantly below the General Plan daytime
maximum level of 70 dBA (Lmax) and the daytime average level of 45 dBA Leq (this value
includes the 5 decibel ambient reduction). The maximum noise levels that would occur at
these locations as a result of live music at the existing stage area or proposed event area,
located east of the existing stage area, are approximately 38 decibels at the western property
line, 42 decibels at the southern property line, and 42 decibels at the easterly property line.

The proposed average noise level associated with the three measurement locations are
approximately 34 decibels, 44 decibels, and 36 decibels, respectively. These average noise
levels are below the 45 average decibel level.

No mitigation measures are required to comply with the noise standard of the General Plan
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and the project is not anticipated to result in significant noise impacts.

2. Exposure of persons to or generation of ] ] X ]
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Discussion: The use of construction equipment would potentially generate vibration in
the project area. The nearest residential property is located at approximately 600 feet to the
south on Del Valle Road and 800 feet to the northwest of the project site on Pleasant Valley
Road. Due to this distance, none of the area residences would experience significant ground
borne vibration or ground borne noise levels during construction activities associated with
the proposed project. Therefore, Impacts would be considered less than significant.

3. A substantial permanent increase in [‘_‘:] D g D
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

Discussion: The proposed project would not result in a permanent increase in the
ambient noise level. The main source of ambient noise in the project area is traffic noise
along Pleasant Valley Road.  Although the project would result in additional traffic
associated with the wine tasting, winery events, and large special events, additional traffic
associated with the proposed use would not be expected to result in a significant increase in
the ambient noise levels.

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

Discussion: See discussion under L-1 above. Noise generated during project construction
would increase the ambient noise levels in adjacent areas. Construction would be
temporary, however, and given the limited duration of this impact it is considered to be less
than significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures.

5. For a project located within an airport fand D D I"_“] ]
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 proposed project is not within two miles of a public airport. Therefore,
the proposed project would not expose people residing or working in the project area. ‘No
impact is anticipated.
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6.  For a project within the vicinity of a private D D D ]

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

Discussion: The proposed project is not within two miles of a private airstrip. Therefore,
the proposed project would not expose people residing or working in the project area. No
impact is anticipated.

M. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:

1. Induce substantial population growth in an N
area, either directly (for example, by D L] A D
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

Discussion: The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in an
area because the project does not propose any physical or regulatory change that would
remove a restriction to or encourage population growth in an area including, but limited to
the following: new or extended infrastructure or public facilities; new commercial or
industrial facilities; large-scale residential development; accelerated conversion of homes to
commercial or multi-family use; or regulatory changes including General Plan amendments,
specific plan amendments, zone reclassifications, sewer or water annexations; or LAFCO
annexation actions. No impact would occur.

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

The proposed project would not extend the road or increase its capacity significantly. A less
than significant impact would occur.

2. Displace substantial numbers of existing L—_i M ] X
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
Discussion: The proposed project would not displace any existing housing. No impact
would occur.

3.  Displace substantial numberé of people,
necessitating the construction of D I:l D X
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replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion: The proposed project would not displace a substantial number of people
since the project is intended as a winery. No impact would occur,

N. PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project:

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

a. Fire protection?
b. Police protection?
¢. Schools?

d Parks?

00000
O0000
NKKKRK
00000

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 or California Department of
Forestry, as applicable, and school, park, and transportation fees to be paid by the applicant
would be used to offset the incremental increase in demand for school and recreational
facilities and public roads. Impacts would be considered less than significant.

O. RECREATION
Would the project:

1. Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks D : L_”] L] @
or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

Discussion: The proposed project would not substantially increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities. Impacts would be
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considered less than significant.
2. Does the project include recreational ] D D 12]

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

Discussion: The proposed project does not propose the expansion or construction of
additional recreational facilities. No impact would occur.

P. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Would the project:

1. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance :
or policy establishing measures of L D x D
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 fo
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths,
and mass transit?

Discussion: The proposed project consists of wine tasting, winery pick-up events, and
special events, as described in the program statement (Attachment 1) and updated program
statement correspondence from John Swift, Swift Consulting Services, dated September 14,
2016. As noted in the statements, wine tasting, winery pick-up events, and winery special
events are not proposed to occur simultaneously. Traffic associated with wine tasting would
occur from 12-5 pm or slightly thereafter Friday by appointment only, and on Saturday and
Sunday. Traffic associated with winery Pick-up events would occur between 12-5 pm
Friday or slightly thereafter, Saturday, and Sunday. Traffic associated with large special
events are proposed Friday, Saturday, and Sunday between 12-10 pm or slightly thereafter.

The project is provided access by Pleasant Valley Road, a 40 foot wide local street,
developed with a two way paved road varying in width from approximately 20 to 24 feet.
Pleasant Valley Road connects to Hames Road and Freedom Boulevard, which are both
identified as major collector streets. Freedom Boulevard is a 60 foot wide right-of-way
developed with two travel lanes and bicycle lanes. Hames Road is a 40 foot wide right-of-
way developed with two travel lanes. The project’s road access meets County standards and
has been approved by the local fire agency and Public Works Road Engineering.

The project would create a small incremental increase in traffic on these nearby roads and
intersections including Pleasant Valley Road, Hames Road, and Freedom Boulevard. A
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traffic volume and trip generation analysis was provided by Kimley Horn, dated August 15,
2016 (Attachment 8). The study concluded that the proposed project would result in a low
volume of traffic, resulting in 40 maximum daily weekend trips associated with wine
tasting, 16 maximum new trips associated with small winery events, and 62 maximum
additional traffic trips associated with large special events. Traffic volumes associated with
the use would be expected to result in a low volume increase in non peak vehicle trips from
current vehicles trips, which were calculated to be approximately two vehicles trips per
minute. The proposed project would result in approximately three trips a minute and
would not substantially increase vehicle trips overall. Therefore, traffic impacts are
expected to be less than significant.

Furthermore, given that the increase in vehicle trips largely occurs during non-peak traffic
hours overall (peak hour trips occur between 4 pm to 6 pm on weekdays) with exception of
a few trips associated with wine tasting and winery events, the proposed increase in vehicle
trips would be insignificant. The Public Works Road Engineering Department has also
noted that the proposed project trips do not meet the threshold for traffic impact analysis on
nearby roads because the surrounding roadway network is not known to have substantial
level of service issues during pm peak traffic hours that would trigger a requirement for a
traffic study. Further, the small increase in peak hour trips would not cause the Level of
Service at any nearby intersection to drop below Level of Service D, consistent with
General Plan Policy 3.12.1.

2. Conflict with an applicable congestion 7
management program, including, but not L] D A D
limited to level of service standards and
travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

Discussion: In 2000, at the request of the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commission (SCCRTC), the County of Santa Cruz and other local jurisdictions exercised the
option to be exempt from preparation and implementation of a Congestion Management
Plan (CMP) per Assembly Bill 2419. As a result, the County of Santa Cruz no longer has a
Congestion Management Agency or CMP. The CMP statutes were initially established to
create a tool for managing and reducing congestion; however, revisions to those statutes
progressively eroded the effectiveness of the CMP. There is also duplication between the
CMP and other transportation documents such as the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
and the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP). In addition, the goals of the
CMP may be carried out through the Regional Transportation Improvement Program and
the Regional Transportation Plan. Any functions of the CMP which are useful, desirable
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and do not already exist in other documents may be incorporated into those documents.

The proposed project would not conflict with either the goals and/or policies of the RTP or
with monitoring the delivery of state and federally-funded projects outlined in the RTIP.
No impact would occur.

3. Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic L] L] D i
levels or a change in location that results
in substantial safety risks?

Discussion: No change in air traffic patterns would result from project implementation.
Therefore, no impact is anticipated.

4.  Substantially increase hazards due to a

design feahf/re (e.q., sharp curves or D D X D

dangerous intersections) or incompatible

uses (e.g., farm equipment}?
Discussion: The proposed project consists of wine tasting, winery pick-up events, and
special events, as described in the program statement (Attachment 1) and noted in Item P.1.
The project is provided access by Pleasant Valley Road, a 40 foot wide local street,
developed with a two way paved road varying in width from approximately 20 to 24 feet.
Pleasant Valley Road connects to Hames Road and Freedom Boulevard, which are both
identified as major collector streets. Freedom Boulevard is a 60 foot wide right-of-way
developed with two travel lanes and bicycle lanes. Hames Road is a 40 foot wide right-of-
way developed with two travel lanes. The project’s road access meets County standards and
has been approved by the local fire agency and Public Works Road Engineering. No
increase in hazards are anticipated from project design or from incompatible uses. No
impacts would occur from project implementation.  However, Public Works has noted
that they intend to review the hazards associated with the roads (Hames and Pleasant
Valley) within 6 months and complete recommended improvements (signage, reflectors,
vegetation clearing, etc.) within 6 months to a year.

5.  Result in inadequate emergency access? D ] ] D

LN

Discussion: The project is provided access by Pleasant Valley Road, a 40 foot wide local
street, developed with a two way paved road varying in width from approximately 20 to 24
feet. Pleasant Valley Road connects to Hames Road and Freedom Boulevard, which are
both identified as major collector streets. Freedom Boulevard is a 60 foot wide right-of-way
developed with two travel lanes and bicycle lanes. Hames Road is a 40 foot wide right-of-
way developed with two travel lanes. The project’s road access meets County standards and
has been approved by the local fire agency and Public Works Road Engineering. See Fire
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Agency comments (Attachment 5).
6.  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or ] ] ] D

programs regarding public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities?

Discussion: The proposed project design would comply with current road requirements to
prevent potential hazards to motorists, bicyclists, and/or pedestrians. No impact would
occur.

Q. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project: '

1.  Exceed wastewater treatment '
requirements of the applicable Regional D D D g
Water Quality Control Board?

Discussion: The proposed project would not generate wastewater. Therefore, wastewater
treatment requirements would not be exceeded. No impacts would occur.

2. Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment D D & D
facifities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Discussion: Current water required to irrigate vineyard operations is provided by an on-
site well. The proposed project would connect to an existing municipal water supply.
Central Water District has determined that adequate supplies are available to serve the
project (Attachment 6). No impact would occur from project implementation.

The project would be served by an on-site sewage disposal system, which would be
adequate to accommodate the relatively light demands of the project. Impacts would be
considered less than significant.

3. Reguire or result in the construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or L] D I L]
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Discussion: The proposed project includes minor impervious surface improvements to an
existing roadway, but does not require the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities. Erosion control would be sufficient to handle the minor runoff. No impacts are

Lester Winery Application Number: 151101



Less than

Significant
Potentially with {ess than
Significant Mitigation Significant
impact Incorporated impact No Impact
expected to occur from the proposed project.
4.  Have sufficient water supplies available to D D 4 D

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

Discussion: The Central Water District has indicated that adequate water supplies are
available to serve the project and has issued a will-serve letter for the proposed project,
subject to the payment of fees and charges in effect at the time of service (Attachment 6).
The development would also be subject to the water conservation requirements. Therefore,
existing water supplies would be sufficient to serve the proposed project, and no new
entitlements or expanded entitlements would be required. Impacts would be less than
significant.

5. Result in determination by the wastewater ] ] <) ]
treatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate
capacity fo serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider's
existing commitments?

Discussion: The proposed restroom associate with wine tasting is proposed to be served

by a septic system approved by the Environmental Health Agency prior to issuance of the
building permit. Impacts would be less than significant.

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

X

Discussion: The proposed would not generate minor solid waste during the operational
phase of the project. However, minor, if any, construction debris would be generated
during demolition and construction, much of which would be recycled. No impact is

anticipated.

7.  Comply with federal, state, and focal
statutes and regulations related to solid D D D E
waste?

Discussion: The project would comply with all federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste disposal. No impact would occur.

R. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

1.  Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment, D D & D
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substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below seff-sustaining
fevels, threaten fo 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 (A through Q) of this Initial Study. 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.
2. Does the project have impacts that are

individuaig ﬁinited, but cfmu!ativeiy [ L] [ &

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)?
Discussion: In addition to project specific impacts, this evaluation considered the projects
potential for incremental effects that are cumulatively considerable. As a result of this
evaluation, there were determined to be no potentially significant cumulative effects related
to the proposed project. As a result of this evaluation, there is no substantial evidence that
there are cumulative effects associated with this project. Therefore, this project has been
determined not to meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance.

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

Discussion: In the evaluation of environmental impacts in this Initial Study, the potential
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for adverse direct or indirect impacts to human beings were considered in the response to
specific questions in Section III (A through Q). As a result of this evaluation, there were
determined to be potentially significant effects to human beings related to the following:
Noise. However, mitigation has been included that clearly reduces these effects to a level
below significance. These include:

NOI-1 Limit construction activity to between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday
through Friday, 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Saturday in order to avoid noise during more
sensitive nighttime hours. Prohibit construction activity on Sundays.

NOI-2 Require that all construction and maintenance equipment powered by gasoline or
diesel engines have sound-control devices that are at least as effective as those
originally provided by the manufacturer and that all equipment be operated and
maintained to minimize noise generation.

NOI-3 Prohibit gasoline or diesel engines from having unmuffled exhaust.

NOI-4 Use noise-reducing enclosures around stationary noise-generating equipment
capable of 6 dB attenuation.

As a result of this evaluation, there is no substantial evidence that, after mitigation, there
are adverse effects to human beings associated with this project. Therefore, this project has
been determined not to meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance.
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Attachment 2

Program Statement

Lester Winery Application Number: 151101



Swift Consulting Services

September 14, 2016

Sheila McDaniel

County of Santa Cruz
Planning Department

701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: Amendment to App #151101

Herewith is an amendment to Application #151101 and additional information. The amendment
includes the addition of 4 adjoining properties to the application. One of these parcels is the vineyard
property that was previously suggested by Planning staff to be added to the application, APN: 107-111-
32. Al four parcels being added to the application are adjacent to the original property included in the
application and are owned by either Lester Properties, LLC or the Lester Survivor Trust. These include
APN: 107-111-806, 73,77 & 32.

Additional changes to Application 151101 include elimination of the pavilion and the permanent
bathroom; limitations on Wine tasting open to the public Saturday and Sunday, 12 - 5pm, by
appointment only on Friday and Passport days.

The application still includes up to 16 small club and winery events of up to 50 guest between 12 - 5pm
Friday, Saturday and Sunday; up to 10 large special events on Friday, Saturday and Sunday 12 - 9pm
{with event clean up between 9 - 10pm) excluding tasting room and winery events during large and
small special events.

The Acoustical Analysis of outdoor music events, report prepared by Edward Pack dated June 30, 2015
takes measurements at the perimeter of the 5 parcels now included in the application. The acoustical
analysis demonstrates that the project, including outdoor music, is consistent with the General Plan
noise standards.

A Traffic Volume and Trip Generation Analysis was prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, dated
August 15, 2016. The analysis provides information on existing traffic volumes on Pleasant Valley Rd.
during the weekend of April 14 through Sunday, April 17, 2016. Saturday was a Passport day. The
analysis estimates trips generated by both the wine tasting and the proposed events.

A worst case analysis was made of the hypothetical condition when a large event generating 60 trips in
the peak hours occurred on a Passport day. This is hypothetical because the application now precludes
both large and smail events on a Passport day. However, when considering this hypothetical volume,
the peak hour traffic is estimated to be approximately 157 trips during the peak hour. This number of
trips represents less than 3 cars per minute and is characterized by the traffic engineer as a relatively
low volume of traffic.

Private events have been held on the property for a number of years. The use of the land for these
events has been donated by the owners to accommodate requests by family, friends, neighbors and
tocal non-profits. The owners have also managed these events at no charge. A list of these events is
attached.

500 Chestnut Street, Suite 100 Santa Cruz, CA 95060 {831) 459-9992



it should be noted that since 1998 up until the present, these events have not generated complaints
from neighbors in regard to noise, traffic or parking. These events spanned a range of attendance from
25 to as many as 420 for a funeral with many events of 100 - 150 people. Additionally, many of the
events had live or recorded, amplified music.

The owner of this magnificent property can no longer donate the time to manage these events and
needs to recoup the costs of maintaining the property. Thus the application for a Use Permit so that
appropriate fees can be charges so this privately owned, property can continue to be made available as
a community resource.

A second neighborhood meeting was held on August 23, 2016. A list of the people that were notified of
the meeting and those who attended are attached. 129 people were notified of the meeting. Notes of
the meeting and the responses to the comments raised are attached.

We look forward to working with you on this project. Please call me with any questions.

Attached:

. Authorization letter for the addition of the four parcels to the application.

Minutes and comments from the Neighborhood Meeting held on August 23, 2016.
List of people notified for the Neighborhood Meeting.

Sign in sheet for Neighborhood Meeting.

List of prior events.

v W e

500 Chestnut Street, Suite 100 Santa Cruz, CA 95060 {831} 459-9992



Lester Family Winery & and Event Proposal
Application for Commercial Development Permit

Owner: Lester Properties LLC
151 Westridge Dr, Watsonville CA 95076

Agent: Lori Lester Johnson, Lester Company
lori@lestercompany.com
cell; 831-234-1392
office: 831-722-2741
fax: 831-722-2744

Program Statement:
Convert 1920 square feet of an existing agricultural barn to an operational
winery and tasting room with a 500 sf +/- exterior wood deck added on the
south elevation. The Winery will have the capacity to produce 20,000 gallons but
intends to produce less than 5,000 gallons annually as most tonnage is
contracted to offsite wineries. Estate Winery production will be for excess yield.

Public Event space for a maximum of 10 special events per year, held only on
Friday, Saturday or Sunday — with a maximum of 200 guests.

Current Operations
Lester Family Vineyards is an operational vineyard with 14 acres currently in
production. 60-72 tons per year are harvested on-site with outside trucks,
seasonal labor and machinery required. 80-90% of production is sold to offsite
wineries.

Lester Family Vineyards at Deer Park Ranch is an operational vineyard in Pleasant
Valley, encompassing over 200 acres, 14 of which are vineyards. Lester has been
hosting 5-8 weddings and special events each year at no-charge for friends and
family since 2004. These events have typically been from 12-10pm and have
never received a neighbor noise or traffic complaint.

Hours of operation:
Tasting Room: Friday, Saturday & Sunday 12-5pm (Friday’s by Appointment only)
Tasting room hours will be limited during special events

Special Events: limited to 10 only per year on Fridays, Saturdays or Sundays
between 12-10pm
¢ Actual special event hours will be limited to the hours between 12-9pm.
Event breakdown will run no later than 10pm.



Tasting Room Events:
Up to 16 Winery pickup and club events per year with a max of 50 guests - held
between the hours of 12-8pm.

@

Winery events are comprised of wine club pick up events, passport days,
wine maker’s dinners and release events. Guests typically flow in and out
during the course of event hours with no more than 20 people on site at
any given time.

Winery events usually last 3-4 hours

Winery events would be held at the Tasting Room

Winery events are in addition to 10 special events.

At no time would there be a winery event held at the same time as a
larger Special Event

No amplified music will take ptace at the tasting room/winery building.

Special Events:

Up to 10 larger corporate or wedding events per year with max of 200 guests.
Events to be held Fridays, Saturday or Sundays.

These larger events would be in addition to the 16 small winery events.
Special events will be help on the upper lawn event area marked on the
site plan.

Portable restrooms & tenting will be used for the 10 special events.

The long term plan is to construct a permanent toitet rooms and an open
air, shade structure pavilion that will be used for the permitted 10 events
Tasting room hours will be limited during special events

Special Event Tenting & Lighting:

All special events will be held in rental event tents until we move forward with
permitting for the open air permanent pavilion.

fvent Music:

Rented event lighting will be used, we are not installing any permanent
event lighting at this date.

Event lighting examples are attached (exhibit A}. All event lighting will be
shielded with bulbs not to exceed 35 watts.

Live Amplified Music will only occur between the hours of 4pm and 9pm for
special events at the event area site. No amplified music will be at the tasting
room/winery building.

A noise study has been completed. The Winery barn is set back 900 feet from
Pleasant Valley Rd and over 1300 feet from the nearest neighbor.

A Noise study was conducted as part of this application. The measured and
calculated noise exposures and noise levels were evaluated against the



Restrooms
Portable restrooms will be brought in as events dictate. There is a dedicated ADA
accessible pad located directly across from the lawn where events will be held
where portable ADA restrocoms will be situated

Event Coordination & Management:
All events to be coordinated and managed by Lester Family Vineyards and Lester
Company staff and contracted event coordinators. Event clients will be required
to use an event coordinator from a pre-approved list.

Number of employees:
2-3

Future Event Area;

The long term plan is to build a permanent covered pavilion for the 10 proposed
special events. The pavilion would be located on the site indicated on the plans -
adjacent to the existing lawn event area. We would like a preliminary
development permit for the pavilion as a part of this application and a condition
for future expansion for additional events if business and community support
expansion.

= Proposed pavilion will be open air, approximately 3,200 square feet by

20+/- feet high (see site plan for approximate location)
= Will include permanent bathrooms in a separate building




standards of the Santa Cruz County Noise Element and the Santa Cruz County
Noise Ordinance. The purpose of the analysis was to determine the project-
generated noise exposures and noise level impacts from amplified music at the
existing and future event areas to the adjacent and nearby residential land uses.
The noise standards are applied at the subject property boundaries. The results
of the analysis reveal that the project-generated noise exposures and noise
levels will be in compliance with the standards. Mitigation measures will not be
required.

Parking & Overflow:

Traffic:

Noise:

There are 28 spaces which includes 2 conforming ADA spaces (including van
accessible) at winery building. There is additional event parking adjacent to the
proposed winery building and event space for over 72 cars. Based on past
events, 0% off all guests carpool with 3+ people per car.

Additionally, the plans include 3 conforming ADA spaces (including van
accessible) directly across from the special event area that are fully accessible.

Winery events will be capped at 50 people, with most car travel at 2+ per car.
Special events will be capped at 200 people, with most car travel at 3+ per car.
There is dedicated parking on property for 100 cars at any given time. The
addition of a tasting room and special events will not increase current traffic
from current operations.

Traffic to the tasting room on weekends is expected to be no more than 25 cars.
This number is based on current traffic to surrounding local wineries that have
the same production capacity. The expected attendance will not increase traffic
on Pleasant Valley Road, we expect that the tasting room will draw from existing
wine consumers in the area.

The Winery barn is set back 900 feet from Pleasant Valley Rd and over 1300 feet
from the nearest neighbor.

Use/storage/disposal of hazardous materials:

Not applicable

Catering:

There is no plan to have catering facilities at the winery building. For events,
guests will use pre-approved caterers with Santa Cruz County health permits



Exhibit A
















Swift Consulting Services

September 14, 2016

Sheila McDaniel

County of Santa Cruz
Planning Department

701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: Amendment to App #151101

Herewith is an amendment to Application #151101 and additional information. The amendment
inciudes the addition of 4 adjoining properties to the application. One of these parcels is the vineyard
property that was previously suggested by Planning staff to be added to the application, APN: 107-111-
32. All four parcels being added to the application are adjacent to the original property included in'the
application and are owned by either Lester Properties, LLC or the Lester Survivor Trust. These include
APN: 107-111-80, 73, 77 & 32. '

Additional changes to Application 151101 include elimination of the pavilion and the permanent
bathroom; limitations on Wine tasting open to the public Saturday and Sunday, 12 - 5pm, by
appointment only on Friday and Passport days.

The application still includes up to 16 smail club and winery events of up to 50 guest between 12 - 5pm
Friday, Saturday and Sunday; up to 10 large special events on Friday, Saturday and Sunday 12 - 9pm
(with event clean up between 9 - 10pm} excluding tasting room and winery events during large and
small special events.

The Acoustical Analysis of cutdoor music events, report prepared by Edward Pack dated June 30, 2015
takes measurements at the perimeter of the 5 parcels now included in the application. The acoustical
analysis demonstrates that the project, including outdoor music, is consistent with the General Plan
noise standards.

A Traffic Volume and Trip Generation Analysis was prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, dated
August 15, 2016. The analysis provides information on existing traffic volumes on Pleasant Valley Rd.
during the weekend of April 14 through Sunday, April 17, 2016. Saturday was a Passport day. The
analysis estimates trips generated by both the wine tasting and the proposed events.

A worst case analysis was made of the hypothetical condition when a large event generating 60 trips in
the peak hours occurred on a Passport day. This is hypothetical because the application now precludes
both large and small events on a Passport day. However, when considering this hypotheticai volume,
the peak hour traffic is estimated to be approximately 157 trips during the peak hour. This number of
trips represents less than 3 cars per minute and is characterized by the traffic engineer as a relatively
low volume of traffic.

Private events have been held on the property for a number of years. The use of the land for these .
events has been donated by the owners to accommodate requests by family, friends, neighbors and
local non-profits. The owners have also managed these events at no charge. A list of these events is
attached.

500 Chestnut Street, Suite 100 Santa Cruz, CA 95060 {831) 459-9992



it should be noted that since 1998 up until the present, these events have not generated complaints
from neighbors in regard to noise, traffic or parking. These events spanned a range of attendance from
25 10 as many as 420 for a funeral with many events of 100 - 150 people. Additionally, many of the
events had live or recorded, amplified music.

The owner of this magnificent property can no longer donate the time to manage these events and
needs to recoup the costs of maintaining the property. Thus the application for a Use Permit so that
appropriate fees can be charges so this privately owned, property can continue to be made available as
a community resource.

A second neighborhood meeting was held on August 23, 2016. A list of the people that were notified of
the meeting and those who attended are attached. 129 people were notified of the meeting. Notes of

the meeting and the responses to the comments raised are attached.

We look forward to working with you on this project. Please call me with any questions.

Attached:

Authorization letter for the addition of the four parcels to the application.
Minutes and comments from the Neighbarhood Meeting held on August 23, 2016.
List of people notified for the Neighborhood Meeting.

Sign in sheet for Neighborhood Meeting.

List of prior events,

MW

500 Chestnut Street, Suite 100 Santa Cruz, CA 95060 : (831) 459-95992 .
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Deer Park Ranch Events

Date Hours _ Event _Attendance Type |
. MiseDates o
~ _Pec  6-llpm Dave Paul 75 60rh Birthday Party
e _o__UnNoweDame . 125 = FundRaiser

598 : - N
May 24,1998 """ 28pm _  Alaga Wedding 125 " wedding
September 13,1998 3-6pm - SpoCatpaty 50 - i
December 12,1998 = 3-6pm . _ AAParty | N
_____ | 24pm | Deer Park Party 25 |
AAAAAA 002 T N | —
July 13,2002 _ 2-5pm ! Samta Clara Picnic | 125 ]
2003 .
August 2, 2003 . 4-9pm | Shaeff Wedding 200 : wedding B
2005 — 2
May 14, 2005 . 2-8pm ! Kappy & Ben 200 wedding
2009 R i]
July 11,2009 . 3-9pm Guenther Wedding 75 ’ wedding
. 4-8pm  Darcey Wedding 60 wedding
| aem :
June . 2-8pm |50th Wedding Ann. 200
August i 1-4pm Vino Tabi 50 wine club
September 25,2010 .  4-7pm {Harvest Party 75-100 vinterns celebration
December . 6-9pm [PacCom Christinas 75 : Company Christmas
. b
20i1 |
May 7, 2011 1-5 pm Pleasant Valley | 75 wine

June 25,2011 12-4pm | Soquel Vineyard | 150 wine




_Music

~ Live music

_stereo - :

e pORE
- Live music

DJ

_instrumental

1 Pod with speaker

instrumental

Live band

Live Musician

stereo

stereo

speaker

Deer Park Ranch Events



Deer Park Ranch Events

August 13, 2011 A-5pm  Pleasant Valley 85 _ wine
December 3-4, 2011 t1-4pm __Jewelry Show 100 cat
2012 o T o o
‘une 10,2012 2-6pm Graduation Party . 50
March 12,2012 BBQatRanch =
June 30,2012 " i2-4pm Soquel Vineyard 150
August ]§,§le2  1-5pm Pleasant Valley 100w
September 23,2012 1-4pm | Vino Tabi s
Dec8&9 12-5pm Jewelry Show 100 ea day m * 4 o
December 15, 2012 i3-6 pm AA Partymmm___j_ 60 ' Chrlsfmjs pé?t? T
December 18,2012 [2-3 pm Pleasant“\__/_al'léy 100 ) wgneﬁ:"_:i
N 2013 e T
June 29, 2013 i12-4 pm Soguel Vineyard 120 ‘ wine
August 3, 2013 1-5pm Pleasant Valley %  art & Wine
September 28,2013 [2-6 pm Cinnabar 120 wire
August 16, 2013 2-8 pm ! 30-50-60 Anniversary 150 " family
December 7& 8 12-5 pm Jewelry Show ' 100eaday | art
December 14, 2613 |14 pm Pleasant Valley 100 - wine
December 15,2013 {3-6 pm AA Party 60 Christmas party
2014
April 6-9 pm Hospice 75 fund raiser
May 24,2014 1-5 pm Lester Wedding 225 wedding
July 17,2014 1-5 pm Pleasant Valley ! 120 art & wine
August-14 3-9 pm Gotcher Wedding 200 wedding
September 12, 2014 |2-5 pm La Rochelle 90 wine
September-14 11-7 pm Dan's Memorial 420 funeral
‘December 6-7,2014 12-5 pm | Jewelry Show 100 each day: art
December 13,2014 12-5 pm i Pleasant Valley 125 ; B wine
December-14 3-6 pm AA BBQ 40 non-profit
2015 |
June 13, 2015 13-7 pm i Byer's Wedding 75 1 wedding
July 11,2015 1-4 pm | Sante Arcengeli Event 85 ’ wine
July 18, 2015 1-5 pm Pleasant Valley 129 wine
Angust 29, 2015 8amto 5 pm; St Francis School 20 i board retreat
December 10, 2015 [Bamto 5 pm{ Vistage Meeting 15 board meeting
December 5,6, 2015 |12-5 pmn Jewelry Show 100 per day art
2016
25-Jun-16 -3 pm Sante Arcangeli Winery, 85 wine club event
1-Oct-16 1-5 pm La Rochelle 75 wine club event




live band
stereo -inside

B - wspeaker outside

live band

live musician

stereg

stereo inside

speaker

live band

Live 3 bands

live band

stereo inside

inside

no

live musicians

live band

DJ-amplified

speaker

live-amplified

stereo-inside

live-inside

no

five instrumental-speaker

speaker only

live band

no

no

stereo -inside

speaker

Deer Park Ranch Events



Lester Family Vineyards Winery Preject
Neighborhood Meeting

August 23, 2016

Lori Johnson welcomed everyone on behalf of the Lester Family and gave a brief
history of her family’s ownership and stewardship of the Ranch. Lori provided an
overview of the original proposed project and the project revisions:

Lester Family purchased the property in 1989 and planted 14 acres as
vineyard. The vineyard produces about 60 tons of grapes per year which are
currently sold to 10 local wineries.

Since 2007, the Ranch has hosted up to 3 wine events and 2-3 weddings and
non-profit events per year. Guest counts have ranged from 50-250 people for
events. Over 500 people attended Dan Lester's funeral. These events were
held at no charge for friends and family, winery partners and local non-
profits. Lori & Pat Lester have personally acted as site facilitators and
coordinators for each event.

The goal of the winery project and project application is to keep the Ranch in
agriculture and produce a small amountof wine under the Lester Family
label.We also are trying to gain enough income to hire professional staff so
that Lori and Pat Lester do not have to personally manage the events and pay
for the cost of maintaining the property. We want to continue to make this
incredible property available for community and use.

The original application was for a 20,000 gallon production winery, Friday-
Sunday Public wine tasting, 10 larger events per year, 16 small winery events
per year, and a proposed future event pavilion.

The application revisions would 1) reducethe winery production to 5000 gal
max, 2) remove the construction ofa future event pavilion andpermanent
bathrooms, 3) prohibit large events on Passport or Corralitos Wine Trail
Saturdays, 4) prohibit back to back weekend day large events, 5) limit tasting
room to appointment only on Fridays, Passport and Corralitos Wine Trail
event days6) restrict months of large events toMay through October

John Swift of Hamilton Swift spoke about the traffic and noise studies that the -
Lesters conducted to aid in the project application.

Another significant change in the application is the inclusion of all 5 ranch
parcels in the project.



Q by Debbie Dietch
What is the significance of including all parcels?

A- 2 fold. 1)By including all 5 properties the noise consultant was able to measure
the noise impact at the Ranch properties boundaries as opposed to the
individual parcel lines. And 2) the County wanted all the parcels with grape
crops includedin the application so that the wine grapes were tied to the winery.

Q- Brad Asmus
How does joining the parcels affect future site splits

A- All permit restrictions will apply to all 5 parcels. The conditions of approval will
be recorded on the deeds for all 5parcels.

Each parcel will maintain its separate legal status. In the event any parcel is sold the
new owner would need to abide by the conditions.

Q by Dr Chen
Does expanding the permit border allow for louder music/noise?

A- Yes in some ways - in that the levels are not measured at a closer-in point.
However the levels at the property lines tested within County regulations and
actually had less decibels than the ambient noise coming onto the property.

=—The noise study was conducted at 90 decibels 15t measured within 20

e feet of the D] booth and then at 3 locations along the property boundary. At
these locations the ambient noise level coming onto the property was 44-46
vs. the D] music registering in the 30 decibels range at the point of
measurement.

Q- By S Schaff
Did the noise study take in to account how noise travels?

A- We can’t answer that - that would be a question for the noise expert.
However we do know that the D] booth was set on the upper lawn, ata
higher elevationwhere the events will take place.
The speakers were directed to where the events will be held and pointed in a

southerly direction.

John Swift - The Traffic Study was conducted on April 14-17 Passport weekend,just
below the entry to the Ranch. The peak traffic recorded was 90 vehicles in one hour
[ on Passport Saturday, or less than one car every 2 minutes.

Q- by Debbie Dietch
I 'am concerned that more traffic will be generated by Lester Winery and then
| result in more traffic to Nicholson and upper Pleasant Valley Rd2,



A- Lester Family Vineyards does not plan to participate in Passport Days. Itis
unclear how or to what extent the Lester Winery would drive traffic to wineries
further up PVR on tasting days. There is no reason to believe that additional
traffic will proceed further up PVR as a result of the small or large events.

Q- by Debbie Dietch
Is there any way the Lester will offer funds for road maintenance - mitigate

the wear and tear?
A- We have no suggestions at this time.

Q- by Jean Thomas

What about speed bumps?
Comment by S. Schaff - we do not want speed bumps and if this project suggests
them we would be against it.

Comment by Debbie Dietch - we notice that the speeding is not by wine guest, but
rather the locals and contractors

A- maybe additional signage about speed limits can be installed by the county

Q- by Debbie Dietch
What is the average current traffic?

A- on Sundays the peak was 70 vehicles. Mid week the peaks ranged from 60-68

Comment ~ by BillKellerman that shows that the traffic increase resulting from the
project is not significantly more than normal

John Swift ~ The traffic study also looked at the estimated traffic impact of larger
events

e Itwas estimated that 60 additional vehicles would travel on PVR during the
peak hour leading to an event. Estimations were taken from other wineries
and locations that have events and the traffic consultants had data on.

Q by Christine Asmus
Why April Passport weekend as a measuring time frame?

A- April Passport is the largest of the year according the Santa Cruz Mountains
Winegrowers Assoc. July is one of the slower periods.

Q by Debbie Dietch
If you are estimating that 200 people will attend an event carpooling 2 per
car, that would mean 100 cars. Why are 60 trips estimated?



A- Because traffic and event arrival is typically longer than one hour at
ranch/destination weddings. The peak is spread over one hour, and only 60 vehicles
are expected in that time frame

Q by Debbie Dietch
Are you planning on more than one event per weekend?

A- Although we are asking to hold events Fri- Sun. we are limiting events to 1 per
weekend and do not plan on 2 or 3 day events.

John Swift - traffic impact of the Tasting facility- counts were derived from
comparable wineries

«—Anticipated 10 additional trips
e in the peak hour hour, 40 total trips per day

(Q by Debbie Dietch
Worry is not about traffic, but about road maintenance - what will be done?

A- We are not sure how to determine. What would be the pro-rata share of the
Winery's responsibility for maintenance?

Q by Michael Gant
Concern about traffic jams along PVR during arrival to special events.

A- Have you experienced it yet? We have been holding 5 events per year averaging
up 0200 people and have not heard any comments, nor have noticed any traffic

jams.

A- Steve Johnson spoke that he has been the primary person directing parking and
incoming guest vehicles. He has noted that people arrive over time and typically cars
arrive over a longer period than just one hour.We-had-ever Qver 500 people for
attendedDan Lester’s funeral and there was not a PVR backup.

Comment by Christine Asmus
We often have situations when driving up and down and the “booze” bus is

coming back and forth - it has caused driving issues.

A- We don't plan to host bridal parties or large party buses. We are not interested in
that crowd, and are not producing enough product to want large crowds.

Comment by Brad Asmus
Our concern is not the Lester Family project, but the next potential owner

that may want to expand operations



A- The permit conditions that we are requesting as part of the application can limit
those concerns as they run with the land and do not cease with ownership change.
Additionally, the septic system to be installed as part of the winery limits the size of
the winery and case productions. The next owner, if there is one, in order to
increase production would have to increase the size of the crush pad and septic
system and apply for a new project application.

Q by S Schaff
Can you limit the number of people?

A- we are limiting large events to 200

Q by Dr Chen

Will you be holding rock and roll concerts?
A - we have no intention of holding any events that exceed the 200 person limit or
infringe on the noise levels.

Comment by Jack Spurlock-sharing info ~ I am neutral on project. I have road
concerns and am amazed that there hasn’t been any accidents yet. I would like
better road signage regarding traffic limits. Also, in speaking with Zack Friend, He
noted that the county has no money for PVR improvement

) by Debbie Dietch
Why this project now?

A - We want to keep land in AG, off set costs of the Ranch, and have a way to utilize
grapes in large crop years. Also we want to answer the demand from locals and
wineries to be able to use the Ranch



10750115 OO

HICKS ALAN A TRUSTEE
2805 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 956003

10750106 CO

N!CHOLSON BRIAN A & MARGUERITA R H/W
2800 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10750127 GO

WHITNEY LAWRENCE A & FRANCES BASICH
3040 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10727108 OO

HUFFMAN STEVEN DEAN & SUSAN MARIE MA
1576 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10727107 Q0

CRAVER JOMN 8 TRUSTEES ETAL
1616 CHARDONNAY RDG

APTOS, CA 95003

10727104 OO

DE MARTINI ROBIN L

1584 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003

10727112 00

SIMON STUART A & BETTY S TRUSTEES
1615 CHARDONNAY RDG

APTOS, CA 95003

10728112 OO

GRANT MICHAEL £ & MICHELLE W
48 DAK TREE LN

APTOS, CA 95003

10728109 OO

THOMAS GERALD F & JEAN K CO-TRUSTEES
1690 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 85003

10711131 00

MORDEN ROBERT M & DEANNA S TRUSTEES
1770 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10745108 OC

ALFARO RICHARD & MARY KAY
760 DEL VALLE

APTQS, CA 95003

10711173 OO

CALSOYAS CANDACE

2020 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
AFTOS, CA 95003

10756117 OO

RICHMAN LAWRENCE & JENNIFER SPURLOCK
3050 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10711170 OO

SHEEHAN KEVIN B U/M AS JT ETAL
160 LIGHT SPRINGS RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10758113 Q0

MURRER EDWARD S & LINDA P TRUSTEES
1583 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10728108 OO

BRIDGES CHRISTOPHER K & ELISA | HW
20 OAK TREE LN

APTOS, CA 95003

10738106 OO

SCHAAF SCOTT & SUSAN TRUSTEES
35 OAK TREE LN

APTOS, CA 95003

10750113 OO

STONE CHERYL A
187 VILLA MANZANAL
APTOS, CA 85003

10750120 OO

GORCKI RICHARD J & TINA
3070 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 85003

10750112 OO

DURETTE DAVID J & MARY ROSE H/W CP
2929 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10750126 QO

LEE GORDON E & JUDITH Z H/W CP
2850 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003

10727101 QO

MCGUCKIN ROBERT J & JEANNINE E
12 OAK TREE LN

APTGS, CA 95003

10727114 OO

CHEN FREDERICK W K & KATE TRUSTEE
1610 CHARDONNAY RDG

APTOS, CA 95003

10728111 OO

QUINK JOSEPH A HW CP RS ETAL
44 OAK TREE LN

APTOS, CA 95003

10751117 0O

ALLEN RICHARD E & JOANNE E CP
2150 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 93003

10750109 OO

SPURLOCK JACK B & HELEN A TRUSTEES
3000 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10745103 OO

ATKINSON MARTHA LOUISE FUESSEL TRUST
1845 ENOS LN

WATSONVILLE, CA 95076

10745102 OO

HOVE BRIAN D TRUSTEE
1855 ENOS LN
WATSONVILLE, CA 95076

10745112 00

NASH CAMILLE M

1885 ENOS LN
CORRALITOS, CA 95076

10711162 QO

GALLANT DENISE P

500 CORRALITOS RIDGE RD
CORRALITOS, CA 95076



10750128 0O

CONIGLIQ JOHN R & ELIZABETH 8
2947 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003

10745106 QO

HICKEY WALTER J & YOYCE C TRUSTEES
780 DEL VALLE

APTOS, CA 85003

10727102 00

SOUTH DAVID ALLEN & MARY EVANS TRUST
16 OAK TREE LN

APTOS, CA 95003

10727113 OO

FREEMAN LINSEY J TRUSTEE
1621 CHARDONNAY RDG
APTOS, CA 95003

10728107 OO

BREEN CHRISTOPHER E & CLAIRE HHW J
24 CAK TREE LN

APTOS, CA 95003

10728102 OO

GRANT WILLIAM A TRUSTEE
38 OAK TREE LN

APTOS, CA 95003

10716208 OO

BYERS JAMES T & JANET H TRUSTEES
41 OAK TREE EN

APTOS, CA 95003

10711110 0O

BIGGAM LAWRENCE P & THERESA MARIE CO
1855 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

107561116 OO0

STARR RICHARD R & LYNNE SAMPSON CO-T
2125 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10751105 GO

MONKERUD DONALD D & CAROL HAMILTON
2220 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003-9576

10751118 GO

PETERSEN JOHN L & NANCY M H/W CP RS
2200 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10711161 OO

SMITH BRYAN HW CP RS ETAL
700 CORRALITOS RIDGE RD
WATSONVILLE, CA 95076

10753102 00

RANDCLPH JOHN C & CECILY L TRUSTEES
530 LIGHT SPRINGS RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10745115 00

COHEN MORTON L TRUSTEE
1835 ENCS LN
WATSONVILLE, CA 95076

10753108 OO

MANNING DAVID & KATHLEEN HAW CP RS
480 LIGHT SPRINGS RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10745105 00

STENSHOEL ROZANN MARIE UMW
1585 ENCS LN

WATSONVILLE, CA 95076

10763111 OO

ASMUS BRADLEY NILES & CHRISTINE MERL
400 LIGHT SPRINGS RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10753113 OO0

DELANEY ALEXANDER HAW CP RS ETAL
260 LIGHT SPRINGS RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10711111 OO

CHRISTIE ELLEN MANN TRUSTEE ETAL
1981 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10751102 OO

STOUT SHERRI MW

2240 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003

10738105 00

KELLERMAN WILLIAM HARRY & SHEILA JOY
740 DEL VALLE

APTOS, CA 95003

16751104 QO

FISCHER ELIZABETH ANNE
2222 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTQOS, CA 95003

10751103 Q0

GAUKEL ERIC F & MARLISE M TRUSTEES
2224 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 895003

10753115 00

MASON KATHRYN TRUSTEE
240 LIGHT SPRINGS RD
APTOS, CA 95003

10751115 00

SAVERIA FRANK J & CAROL A TRUSTEES
2301 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

105623177 OO0

HAHN CHRISTOPHER P
3190 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003

10728110 00

WILLOUGHSBY CHRISTOPHER M & JENNIFER
700 DEL VALLE

APTOS, CA 95003

10738101 OO

LE CLAIR MICHELLE UV
710 DEL VALLE

APTOS, CA 95003

10738102 00

REGISTER JAMES M & SHERRY L
720 DEL VALLE

APTOS, CA 95003

10711127 QO

WEISERT MICHAEL R & KAREN L HW JT
594 CORRALITOS RIDGE RD
WATSONVILLE, CA 95078



10753106 OC

PHILIP MOHAN & RAMILA H/W CP RS
3030 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10750128 OC

MACKH CHARLES F & GEORGIA E TRUSTEES
144 VILLA MANZANAL

APTOS, CA 95003

10750130 OC

DEAN DONALD J & MARGERY L
3150 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003

10523179 00

FOY GEORGE L & JANET M
3200 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003

10745114 GO

MC CLELLAN SHAUN P & MARY TRUSTEES
1865 ENOS LN

WATSONVILLE, CA 95076

10519432 OO0

BRUNDAGE DIANE N MW
930 MEADOW RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10711163 00

STOEHR GREGORY S/M JT ETAL
600 CORRALITOS RIDGE RD
WATSONVILLE, CA 95078

10727111 AD

TORRECILLAS KELLY DAVIS
1623 CHARDONNAY RIDGE
APTOS, CA 85003

10768101 AO

SALATICH ANTHONY J CO-TRUSTEE ETAL
308 ALTIVE AVE

LA SELVA BCH, CA 95078

10753116 AD

DELANEY ALEXANDER HMW CP RS ETAL
1572 BEDFORD AVE

SUNNYVALE, CA 94087

10738104 AO

BIDELMAN MARK H/W JT ETAL
P O BOX 1015

SOQUEL, CA 85073

10751122 AQ

WILCOX KENDALL A & KAREN K TRUSTEES
17245 BUENA VISTA AVE

LOS GATOS, CA 85030

10708108 AC

DINYARI NAMVAR & SHIRIN H/W
299 VISTA DR

LA SEEVA BEACH, CA 95076

10758103 AC
POOR CLARES

P O BOX 1680
APTOS, CA 95001

10750114 AQ

GILMORE JEAN C CO-TRUSTEES ETAL
1910 CLARK TUNNEL RD

PENRYN, CA 95663

10758106 AO

LESTER SEAN C S/M

2010 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003

10716211 AO

LA VIDA BELLA VINEYARD LLC
1624 CHARDONNAY RIDGE
APTOS, CA 95003

10716210 AQ

CRAMBLET THOMAS R & PHYLLIS A TRUSTE
49 OAK TREE LN

APTOS, CA 95003

10711132 AD

LESTER PROPERTIES LLC
151 WESTRIDGE DR
WATSONVILLE, CA 95076

10708120 AO

RICHARDS TERRY T TRUSTEE
473 SPRUCE CIR
WATSONVILLE, CA 95076

10708101 AC

BEESON DONALD

P O BOX 60458

PALO ALTO, CA 94306

10745107 AO
SAMMS CHARLES JR
1760 HAMES RD
APTOS, CA 95003

10751128 AC

ETIENNE CLAIRE

614 FOREST DR
SEBASTCOPOL, CA 95472

10708126 AC

OCKELS THEQDORE S & ROSEMARIE G TRUS
4 OLIVEIRA EN

LAFAYETTE, CA 94548

10753104 AO

RANDOLPH JOHN C & CECILY L TRUSTEES
1097 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

APTOS, CA 95003

10712168 AO

NOVAGRATSKY EUGENE R TRUSTEE
P O BOX 1778

FREEDOM, CA 95019

16758107 AO

LETTiS LLOYD A Jr
30 MONTELL 8T
OAKLAND, CA 94611

10751109 AO

GANT MICHAEL S & KATHRYNR
2226 PLEASANT VALLEY
APTOS, CA 95003

10523178 AO
BECCIO M GREGORY
PO BOX 1076
FREEDOM, CA 95019

10513431 AO

TORF THOMAS & BEATRIX H/W JT
912 MEADOWS RD

APTOS, CA 85003



10519440 AQ

FOREST & THE MEADOWS HOMEOWNERS ASSO
P OBOX 1073

APTOS, CA 95001

10716202 AC

STORRS STEPHEN JOHN & PAMELA ANNE TR
303 POTREROQO ST 35

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95080

10708128 AQ

GELFAND PETER & SANDRA HW ALL JTET
350 CORRALITOS RIDGE RD
WATSONVILLE, CA 85076

10727108 BR

Resident

1620 CHARDONNAY RDG
APTOS, CA 95003-9797

10727111 BR

Resident

1623 CHARDONNAY RDG
APTOS, CA 95003-8797

10758101 BR

Resident

1765 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003-9573

10711173 BR

Resident

2022 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003-8574

10753116 BR
Resident

10711170 BR

Resident

158 LIGHT SPRINGS RD
APTOS, CA 95003

10758113 BR

Resident

1579 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003-0322

10738104 BR

Resident

31 OAK TREE LN
APTOS, CA 950Q3-9577

10751122 BR

Resident

2170 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003-9575

10708108 BR

Resident

175 CORRALITOS RIDGE RD
WATSONVILLE, CA 95076-0255

10750114 BR

Resident

239 VILLA MANZANAL
APTOS, CA 95003

10745106 BR

Resident

782 DEL VALLE

APTOS, CA 95003-9506

10758106 BR

Resident

1545 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003-0572

10758102 BR

Resident

1671 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003-9777

10716211 BR

Resident

1624 CHARDONNAY RDG
APTOS, CA 95003-9797

10716210 BR

Resident

37 OAK TREE LN
APTOS, CA 85003-9577

10711132 BR

Resident

1950 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 25003-9573

10750124 BR

Resident

3100 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTQS, CA 95003-9570

10708101 BR

Resident

2055 ENOS LN

WATSONVILLE, CA 95076-0265

10745109 BR

Resident

750 DEL VALLE

APTOS, CA 95003-9508

10745109 BR
Resident

770 BEL VALLE
APTOS, CA 85003

10751128 BR

Resident

520 HALER APPLE WAY
APTOS, CA 95003-9501%

10751102 BR

Resident

2238 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003

10708126 BR

Resident

2050 ENOS LN

WATSONVILLE, CA 95076-0264

10751115 BR

Resident

220 HAUER APPLE WAY
APTOS, CA 95003

10712168 BR

Resident

0 EUREKA CANYON RD
WATSONVILLE, CA 95076-0240

10751109 BR

Resident

2226 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 950039767



10753109 BR

Resident

455 LIGHT SPRINGS RD
APTOS, CA 85003-9308

10523178 BR

Resident

3180 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003-9570

10519431 BR

Residen!

912 MEADOWRD
APTOS, CA 95003-9788

10716202 BR
Resident

1326 HAMES RD
APTOS, CA 85003

10716202 BR

Resident

1560 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 85003

10728105 BR

Resident

1688 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003-9777

10711180 BR

Resident

2000 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003-9574

10711180 BR

Resident

2004 PLEASANT VALLEY RD
APTOS, CA 95003-9574

10708128 BR

Resident

681 CORRALITOS RIDGE RD
WATSONVILLE, CA 95076-0256



Neighborhood Meeting

2000 Pleasant Valley Road, Aptos

Tuesday August 23, 2016

RE: Application #151101
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I July 2015, Ms. Lori Johnson of Lester Company contracted with Albion Environmental. Inc.
(Albion), to conduct a cultural rescurces assessment of a 323,228 square foot parce] located at APN#
107-111-079, Aptos, California. The property owner plans to develop the parcel including the
widening of current roads, construction of a gazebo and the installation of 1 septic system. Albion’s
investigation included a background records search at the California Historical Resources Information
System, Northwest Information Center at Sonoma State University (NWIC), and a field investigation
entailing a pedestrian survey and limited shovel testing of the parcel. The investigation was designed
to address treatment of cultural resources under current California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) guidelines presented in Article 5- Section 15064.5, as well as Santa Cruz County General
Plan Section 5-19, Archaeological and Historic Resources. The work required inctudes: (1)
identification of significant resources: (2) determination of significant impacts to said resources, and
(3) development of any necessary mitigation measures. All work was conducted in accordance with
guidelines and regulations set forth in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Records at
the NWIC indicated no cultural resource surveys had been conducted within a '/, mile radius, of the
parcel. No archaeological sites have been identified within a '/, mile radius of the project area. Albion
then conducted an intensive pedestrian survey and limited shovel testing of the project site. No
prehistoric or historic-era cultural deposits were observed.

Given these findings. no further action regarding cultural resources at this parcel is recommended, If
prehistoric or historic-era deposits or featares are discovered at any time durig construction.
activities in the area should cease and a qualitied archaeologist should mspect the discovery and
prepare a recommendation for a further course of action.

Cultural Resources Assessment for APNS HOT-111-079. Aptos. California Albion Environmental, Inc.
Lester Company September2013
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INTRODUCTION

This report documents the results of an archaeological evaluation of a 323,228 square foot parce]
located at APN# 107-11 1-079, Aptos. California (Figure 1). The parcel is located on Pleasant Valley
Road and is part of an established winery operation. The owner of the property plans to develop a
tasting room and events venue. This includes the installation of a septic system, construction of a
gazebo and events area, and the widening of the current roads. The mvestigation was designed to
address treatment of cultural resources under current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
guidelines presented in Article 5- Section 15064.5. as well as Santa Cruz County General Plan
Section 5-19, Archacological and Historic Resources. The work required includes: (1) identification
of significant resources: (2) determination of stgnificant impacts to said resources, and (3)
development of any necessary mitigation measures. All work was conducted in accordance with
guidelines and regulations set forth in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Albion staff senjor archaeologist Gilbert Browning, M.A requested the records search at the
Northwest Information Center in September 2015 (NWIC File No.- [5-0385). Albion staff
archeologist, Gilbert Browning, M.A., conducted the subsequent pedestrian survey and subswrface
testing was conducted on September 10, 2015, Ryan Brady has over 15 vears of experience in
California Archaeology and meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for prehistoric
archaeology. He supervised the work on this project by archaeologist Gilbert Brownin 2 who holds an
M.A_in Cultural Resource Management and has § years of experience in California archaeology,

PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The parcel is located along Pleasant Valley Drive {APN#107-11 1-079). Aptos. Santa Cruz County
(Figurel). The parcel slopes from north to south and ranges from 630 1o 550 feet above seq level, The
eastern boundary of the property is located 6,562 feet (2000 m} west of Corralitos Creek and
approximately 4.5 miles northeast of the Pacific Ocean. The project parcel is focated on tand
previously used as a Christmas tree farm. A large number of overgrown conifer trees remain on the
property from this period and elude to the changing nature of this landscape.

Sources Consulted

The records (File No, 15-0385) reviewed documents for cultural resource studies within a 0.25-mile
radius of the project area. The search mciuded review of previous cultural resource mventories,
recorded archaeological sites, the California Inventory of Historic Resources, Historic Maps and GLO
and/or Rancho Plat Maps. The project location is near a large creek; therefore, the location has the
potential to harbor cultural remains, which may mclude an archaeological site, or isolated artifacts,
The records search indicated that no cultural resource assessments have been conducted within 0.25
miles of the project.

Environment

The parcel is approximately 500 feet above sca level on a slight southern aspect. Corralitos Creek is
located 6,562 feet (2000 m) east of the Project area. The soils in the area are characterized as

Cwltural Resources Assessment for APNZ 167-111-079. Aptos. California Albicn Environmental, Inc,
Lester Company September 2013
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Watsonville loam with a 5% slope (USDA 1978), The Watsonville loam series consisis of moderately
drained soils on terraces formed on alluvium and/or marine deposits. The A horizon for this series
extends to 18 inches and is characterized by loam. Horizon B for the series is a mixture of sandy clay
loam, clay loam. and loam extending from 19 to about 39 inches.

Cultura) Context

Dve to rugged terrain of the project area, little is actually know about prehistoric native occupation
and use of this portion of the Santa Cruz Mountains. Lacking a body of previous research specifie to
the area, the following discussion focuses on the prehistory and history of the Monterey Bay area.
Information presented can be used to present a few hypotheses about the archaeological record
expected at the summit of the Santa Cruz Mountains.

Santa Cruz County

Prehistoric occupation by Native Americans in Santa Cruz County is often viewed within a temporal
framework established for the greater Central California Coast (Jones et al. 2007). This area ranges
from San Mateo County in the north to San Luis Obispo County to the south and is grouped together
because of environmental similarity, and a belief that it allowed for comparable ways of Jiving for the
region’s prehistoric inhabitants. ‘

Little is known about the Paleo- Indian era, which represents the initial occupation of the area by
humans. Until recently. this era of occupation was thought to reflect highty mobile large game hunters
(Bertrando 2008). Lately, a hypothesis that invokes what is known as the kelp highway suggests that
the region’s earliest inhabitants traveled south along the west coast of North America (Erlandson et
al. 2007). These people are thought to have focused their subsistence efforts on nutritious and easily
procured coastal resources. Locally a site with a possible Paleo-Indian component is CA-SCR- | 77,
the Scotts Valley site (Cartier 1993). Some archaeologists question the antiquity of human occupation
at the site (Jones et al. 2007:130). Other ephemeral early occupation is reported at CA-SCR-38/123 a1
Wilder Ranch (Bryne 2002).

The Millingstone Period equates to a pattern that was initially identified by Rogers (1929) in southern
California. Since then, characteristics of this adaptation, or lifeway, have been identified up to the
Central Coast, and beyond (cf. Fitzgerald 2000, Jones 2008). Sites attributed to the Millingstone
Period (8,500-5,500 B.P.) are recognized by numerous handstones, millingstones, and battered
cobbles. Tool assemblages generally have a low occurrence of flaked stone tools, such as knives or
projectile points; however, eccentric crescents are also found in millingstone compenents (Fitzgerald
and Jones 1999). People living at this time appear to have been highly mobile, and recent evidence
supports Millingstone-era oceupation and lifeway in both coastal and interior contexts (Jones 2008;
Mikkelsen et al. 1998). MiHingstone-era sites that have been investigated in the Monterey Bay area
are CA-MNT-229 (Dietz et al. 1988; Jones and Jones 1992y and CA-MNT-234 (Milliken et al. 1099),
both located near the mouth of Elkhormn Slough.

The Early Period equates to the earliest era of what Rogers (1929) calfed “hunting culture,” wheye
hunting technologjies, such as projectile points become more common, and sites are occupied in z
greater variety of environmenis. During this era. mortars and pestles also come into use, presumably
used for processing acorn (Jones and Waugh 1997). Correspondin g with the increased use of plant
resources, the range of residential population mobi lity 15 also believed to have become reduced.
Important Early Period sites in the area are CA-SCR-38/123 at Wilder Ranch (Jones and Hildebrandt
19943, CA-SCR-7, the “Sandhill Bluff” site (Jones and Hildebrandt 1990), and CA-MNT-1 08 near
Fisherman’s Wharf in Monterey (Breschini and Haversat 1989).

Cultural Resources Assessment for APN# 107-111-079. Aptos. California Albion Environmental, Inc.
Lester Company Seplember 2015
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The Middie Period seems to represent an increased use of plant resources. more long-term occupation
at habitation sites, and a greater variety of smaller use-specific localities. More elusive, labor-
intensive food resources began 10 be targeted, such as schooling fishes, sea otters. and rabbits {Jones
2003). More labor intensive tools, such as circular shell fish hook (as opposed to bone gorges) also
come into more common use, presumably to improve the ability to catch fish. Other specialized
artifacts include grooved net weights. In the 1980°s and early 1990°s, some archaeologists beheved

_there to have been a population replacement by people practicing a more “intensive lifeway where
they targeted resources that were more fabor intensive to procure and process {cf. Breschini 1983;
Moratto 1984). Later researchers suggest that the apparent change in lifeway may simply represent a
reorganization of labor, settlement and resource acquisition strategies (Bouey and Basgall 1991;
Hildebrandt and Mikkelsen 1993). An important Middle Period site in the Monterey Bay area is CA-
MNT-229 (Dietz et al. 1988).

The Middle-Late Transition corresponds with a period of climatic change that seme argue had drastic
consequences for native inhabitants of western North America (Jones et al. 1999). Support for this
argument comes very few archaeological sites or components being found that date to this era of
generally more warm and dry climate. Sites dating to this epoch seem to be absent from the Monterey
Bay area, but others, located farther south in San Luis Obispo County, have heen identified {Jones et
al. 2007). One well-studied site dating to this interval is argued to represent year-round occupation
(Codding and Jones 2007; Codding et al. 2009), which is distinct from a seasonally mobile pattern
which is thought to have been practiced in the Middle Period.

The Late Period has been identified at various localities across the Monterey Bay and greater Central
Coast area. The sites are often smaller artifact accumulations than found during the Middle and Early
Periods and seem to represent specific resource processing areas, such as CA-MNT-143 in Pacific
Grove (Brady et al. 2009), or short-term collection stations/field camps. like CA-MNT-1765 at Moro
Cojo Slough near Castroville (Fitzgerald et al. 1993). An important Late Period site in Santa Cruz
County is CA-SCR-117 near Davenport (Fitzgerald and Ruby 1997). The site produced an array of
marine and terrestrial resources, supporting a diverse diet at this latest prehistoric interval. Although
the site is situated adjacent to the Pacific Coast, the authors suggest that deer may have contributed
more protein to the diet than marine resources such as shellfish. fish. or marine mammals.

Ethnographic Context

At the time of Euroamerican contact, a substantial Native American population occupied the Santa
Cruz/Monterey Bay area. Spanish explorers first traveled through the Bay Area in the 1760s and the
1770s, inaking what were often initial contacts with the area’s indigenous populations and frequently
recording some details of the events that took place. Native lands in the Monterey Bay area, were
rapidly populated by Spanish and other Furopean settlers. This drastic influx of foreigners, combined
with the pressures of forced missionization and disease, resulted in abrupt modifications of native
traditional cultures.

When first encountered by Europeans, the Ohlone occupied the San Francisco Peninsula. the East
Bay south to the Delta, and the Santa Clara Valley down to Monterey and inland south to San Juan
Bautista. The lands encompassed a mosaic of different ecological communities, from grasslands,
woodlands, and chaparral to redwood forests and seacoasts as well as bay estuary and tidal marsh.
The Ohlone were bounded to the north and northeast by the Miwok, and to the east by the Yokuts.
Their immediate neighbors to the south included the Hokan-speaking Esselen and Salinan. The
Ohlone spoke a Costanoan language, which betongs to the Utian family of the larger Penutian
language stock. Speakers of Penutian inhabited north-central California and included the Maidu,
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Wintu, Miwok, and Yokuts. The Costancan language is divided into eight different languages, which
Levy (1678) has characterized as “different from one another as Spanish is to French.” According to
Levy (1978:485). the Ohlone inhabitants of the Santa Cruz region spoke a Costanoan dialect known
as "Awaswas. or Santa Cruz Costanoan.”

The Ohlone lived in approximately 50 autonomous villages that Kroeber called tribelets {Levv 1978).
The tribelet defined the basic unit of Ohlone pohtical organization. Tribelet chiefs might be either
men or women. The office was inherited patrilineally, usually passing from father to son {Levy
1978:487). Each tribelet occupied a permanent primary habitation site. in addition to many smaller
reseuree procurement camps. Each village within the tribelet was probably occupied for several
months each year, with groups of families moving between different locations as food resources
became seasonally available. Groups of families coalesced during winter, in part 10 make use of
shared food stores but also to engage in annual ceremonial activities. Many Spanish diaries also note
that warfare was common between Ohlone groups. normally consisting of small-scale battles
resulting from arguments over land rights. or in defense of the honor of some individual or family in a
tribelet (Broadbent 1972; Margolin 1978; Milliken 19935},

Although the Ohlone consumed a variety of different foods, most references 1o ethnographic
subsisience practices indicate that they relied on the acorn as a staple food (Beechey 1968: Bickel
1981: Broadbent 1972; King 1974; Milliken 1995:17). The preferred acors came from Tanbark oak
(Lithocarpus densiflorus), valley oak (Quercus lobata). coast live oak (Quercus agrifoliv). and
California black oak (Quercus kelloggii). Readying the acorns for consumption was an involved
process. Acorns were usually collected in fal] and ground into flour vsing stone pestles in either
portable stone or bedrock mortars. The flour was leached in freshwater streams to remove the tannic
acid. Acorn meal was consumed during winter as mush or cakes {Broadbent 1972:61). In addition to
acorns, other important plant resources were Buckeye (the nuts of which were leached and made into
a mush). and the seeds of dock, gray pine, and tarweed, all of which were roasted in baskets with hot
coals before eating. Berries gathered by the Ohlone included gooseberries, blackberries, madrone, and
wild grapes. Roots were also gathered; these included wild onion, cattail. and wild carrot. For coastal
groups. kelp was a common food, which was sun-dried and roasted (Broadbent 1972).

Shell mounds attest to the importance of shellfish in the Ohlone diet, particularly for coastal
populations. Indeed, there are many references to shellfish collection and consum ption in the diaries
of Spanish explorers, indicating that this resource was of significance to contact-period diets,
Shellfish resources of primary importance included mussels (Mytilus sp.), abalone, (Halioris sp.), and
various clam, oyster, and scallop species. Mussels, clams, and other species were probably collected
year-round but primarily during winter, being taken by hand or with prying bars or sticks, Clams were
dug from beds within tidal flats, and a vartety of fish (sahnon, sturgeon, steelhead. and numerous
other species native to California waters} were captured with spears or nets from 1 verime or coastal
habitats (Broadbent 1972: Levy 1978). In addition, sea lions, seals, and sea otters were taken,
generally by clubbing them on the beaches (Baumhoff 1963:17). The meat of beached whales was
also occasionally consumed after being roasted in earth ovens. Some Ohlone groups also used small
“balsas.” or rafts made from tule reeds, not only to exploit marine fishes but also to obtain lakeside
waterfowl. such as ducks and geese.

Various land animals were also important to Ohlone subsistence. Large terrestrial game mammals

such as deer, pronghorn, and tule elk (Baumhoff 1963:17) were key sources of protein. In order to

facilitate the hunting of deer, the Ohlone periodically practiced controlled burning of chaparral-

bearing grasslands and woodlands. The fires cleared lands of dense vegetation cover and increased
£~

the productivity of grasses, which stimulated regrowth of tender shoots that attracted browsi ng deer.
Rabbits were also taken. These were hunted in large, communal drives and snared in nets, where they
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were summarily clubbed to death. Other small game saken included squirrel. ground squirrel,
woodrat. and even mouse and mole (Levy 1978:491). Insects such as caterpiltars and grasshoppers
were also collected and eaten. '

History

The Historic Period includes both Mission and Mexican eras. In Santa Cruz, the Mission period
(1776-1834) saw the disruption of traditional Ohlone culture and lifeways. As the Ohlone were
gradualty brought into the mission system, and placed under the protection and tutelage of the
Mission fathers. they lost much of their erstwhile autonomous existence and traditional lifeway.
Compounding the difficulties and disruption to traditional life, the Mission fathers inducted members
of distant and distinct tribes into the Mission neophyte population. In Santa Cruz. Costanoan peoples
were joined by Northern Valley Yokuts, conscripted from the San Joaquin Valley. as the local Indian
workforce succumbed to diseases and hardships ubiguitous 1o the Spanish and Mexican missions.

In 1834, under the new Mexican government, secularization of the mission lands began i earnest.
The indigenous population scattered away from the mission centers, and the few individuals that were
given rancherias from the mission lands were il-equipped 1o maintain or work their tand, Most of the
former mission land was divided among Joyal Mexican subjects, and the few Ohlone who chose to
remain in their ancestral territory were obligated to become squatters. Some were given jobs as
manual laborers or domestic servants on Mexican. or later American, cattle ranches.

The Ohlone underwent a period of near cultural anonymity from the mid-| 9™ century to the relatively
recent past. During this time Ohlone often presented themselves as other than indian to the outside
world, in large part to the discrimination suffered during and after the mission period. Present day
Ohlone descendents often remark that they were unaware of their heritage or that elders and relatives
had at Jeast not encouraged an interest in Ohlone heritage.

American Period

The town of Corralitos (meaning little corrals) is said 1o have been founded by Ben Hames. a native
New Yorker and millwright by trade. Mr. Hames arrived in 1854 and by 1855 had purchased several
hundred acres of fand and established the village of Corralitos. In 1861, the Santa Cruz Seniinel
vecorded the village as being a resort of Jumbermen and included “two stores, a wagon and
blacksmith shop. a schoothouse, twenty dwellings, and others going up (Clark 1986).” Three saw
mills were located a few miles north of Corralitos and in the vicinity of the project area, Lumber was
eventually transported throughout the county by railroad.

Inn 1876, the narrow-gauge Santa Cruz Railroad line was completed from Santa Cruz to W atsonville,
where it connected with the Southern Pacific line to San Francisco. Prior to that time. the primary
mode of transportation for goods and passengers to Santa Cruz was by ocean steamer, although there
was a toll road between Los Gatos and Santa Cruz. The completion of the Santa Cruz Ratiroad line
was particulasly important to the City, already well known for its exceptionally fine beaches, scenery.
and weather. as it further opened the area to large numbers of tourists. Southern Pacific purchased the
Santa Cruz Railroad line in 1881 for the express purpose of expanding its tourist business; by 1887 it
ran two round trips per day between San Francisco and Santa Cruz. In 1906-07. the narrow gauge
track was switched to standard gauge. giving railroad shipping a larger role in the development of the
City of Santa Cruz.
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FIELD METHODS

On September 10, 2015. Gilbert Browning conducted an intensive pedestrian survey of the parcel. He
walked parallel transects spaced at 1-2 meter intervals. No cultural materials were observed during
this process. Next, Mr. Browning excavated a single shovel test pit (STP} in the vicinity of the
proposed septic system (Figure 2). The STPs measured 40-50 centimeters in diameter and was
excavated in 10-centimeter arbitrary levels. The STPs were excavated to a final depth of 60
centimeters below surface grade. All excavated sediments were processed on-site through 4™ mesh.
No cultural materials were recovered from the excavation process.

SURVEY RESULTS

The vegetation growth in the project area was moderate with grasses and conifer trees. The THITEIOUS
conifer trees efude to the previous owners us of the property as a Christimas tree farm. The project
area soils also display a large amount of bioturbation.

The project area is bordered on all sides by agricultural fields and vesidences. The surface of the
project area is covered with dry grasses and conifer duff. (Appendix A Photograph 3} therefore.
surface visibility was moderate (>60%). The high amount of bioturbation allowed Mr. Browning to
mspect the rodent holes and back dirt in several areas and along the roads. No cultural materials were
observed during the survey portion of the project.

Next. Browning excavated a single shovel test pit, within the footprint of the proposed septic system
(Figure 2). STP 1 was placed near the center of the proposed septic system. The excavated sediments
did not indicate the presence of an archaeological deposit (Table 1). The sediment profile from STP 1
was characterized as brown (10YRS5/3 D and 10YR 3/3 W) sandy loam with less than 5% gravels.
Soil compaction decreased with depth and moisture was present in the soil matrix 20 centimeters
below the surface. The final level was terminated at 60 centimeters beneath the surface. The soil had
transitioned to lighter brown (10YR4/2 D and 10YR 3/3 W) loamy clay. There was no clear
stratigraphic break in the profile. Organics, such as roots, wood, grasses and seeds, extended to the 50
to 60 centimeter levels. Table 1 presents the results of the excavation by depth. No prehistoric or
historic artifacts were recovered.

Table 1. APN# 107-111-079, Shovel Test Pit {STP) recoverv.

Depth STP1

0-10cm Wood chips. Roots, Grasses, Seeds

10-20cm Wood chips. Roots, Grasses

20-30cm Rootlets

30-40cm Rootlets

40-50cm Rootlets

50-60cm Rootlets
Cuftnral Resovrces Assessment for APN# 107-111-079. Aptos. Calitornia Albion Environmemal. Inc.
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STUDY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The NWIC records search indicated that no cultural resource surveys have been conducted within %
mile of the project area, and no previously recorded archaeological sites are located within the records
search area. Intensive visual inspection of the parcel’s surface, focusing on the areas proposed for
surface disturbance failed to identify prehistoric or historic cultural material on the surface. The
archaeologist also excavaled a shovel test pit in the vicinity of the proposed construction and failed to
recover anything beyond naturally occurring materials.

Based on these findings. no further action regarding cultural resources is recommended for the
proposed constriction of the new residence. However, if prehistoric or historic deposits or features
are discovered at any time during construction, activities in the area should halt until the find(s) can
be inspecied by a qualified archaeologist. 1f the find(s) proves significant. the archaeclogist will
prepare a recommendation for a further course of action.
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Potgraph 1. Project septic area,

Photograph2, Proased gazebo area.
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Attachment 4

Geologic Report Update

Lester Winery Application Number: 151101



Haro, KASUNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

ConsuLting GeotEckrucar. & CoastaLr EnGiNEERS

Project No. SC5447.1
1 April 2015

LESTER PROPERTIES LLC
Attn: Lori Lester Johnson
151 Westridge Drive
Watsonville, CA 95076

Subject: Geologic Report Update S 5 RO

Reference: Proposed Conversion of Agricultural Barn into Habitable Structure
Pleasant Valley Road (APN 107-111-79)
Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Ms. Johnson:

We understand you propose to convert a portion of an existing agricultural
barn on Santa Cruz County Assessor's Parcel Number 107-111-79 into a
habitable structure, so a portion of the barn building may be utilized as a winery.

Haro Kasunich and Associates Inc. is now preparing this Geologic Report
Update for APN 107-111-79 that addresses the expansion of the approved
building envelope on that parcel to include the area of the existing agricultural
barn, to address any geologic concerns about utilizing a portion of the barn

building as a winery.
The chief geologic hazards at the building site are related to

~ We have reviewed the following geologic reports concerning the
referenced site: :

Two Foxx Nielsen and Associates Geologic Reports and Letters:

1) Engineering Geologic Report for a Proposed Minor Land Division; Dated 27
March 1998; Job # SCr-659-G. This addressed 4 building sites on the ranch
(APN 107-111-74) prior to it being divided into 4 parcels and a remainder parcel.

2) Addendum Geologic Report for a Proposed Single Family Homesite; Dated §
March 1999; Job # SCr-659-G. This was for one of the 4 building sites (for the

primary residence now on APN 107-111-80).

3) Plan Review for Proposed Minor Subdivision of a 181 Acre Parcel into Four
Separate Parcels and a Remainder Parcel, Dated14 December 1999; Job # SCr-

659-G. This was for APN 107-111-74,
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Ms. Lori Lester Johnson
Project No. SC5447.1
Pleasant Valley Road

1 Aprit 2015

Page 2

Five Nielsen and Associates Geologic Reports and Letters:

1) Geologic Report for an Existing Single Family Home; Dated 11 December
2001; Job # SCr-1073-G. This was for one of the 4 building sites (for the

caretaker's home also now on APN 107-111-80).

2) Geologic Report for a Proposed Slngl-e Family Homesite; Dated 19 January
2009; Job # SCr-2025-G. This was for a homesite to repiace the previously
approved homesite on this parcel (APN 107-111-79); which was one of the 4
building sites approved as part of Minor Land Division 99-0840. This proposal to
relocate the approved building envelope (Application # 09-0104) was approved

on 22 December 2009,

3) Geolegic Update Letter for Proposed Minor Subdivision of a 181 Acre Parcel
into Four Separate Parcels and a Remainder Parcel; Dated 7 February 2001; Job

# SCr-1017-G. This was for APN 107-111-74.

4) Review of Four Building Envelopes shown on a Minor Land Division Map;
Dated 16 September 2002; Job # SCr-1073-G. This was for the 4 building sites
shown on an Amended Minor Land Division Map. This was for APN 107-111-74.

5) Geologic Report for a Proposed Singfe Family Homesite, Dated January 19,
2009; Job No. SCr-2025-G. This was for relocation of the building envelope on
APN 107-111-79 (previously Parcei A of APN 107-111-74).

One Haro Kasunich and Associates Letter Report:

1) Geotechnical Evaluation of Proposed Debris Flow Hazards at Proposed
Building Site; Dated 14 July 2009; Project No. SC5447. This was for the
relocated building envelope on APN 107-111-79 (previously Parcel A of APN

107-111-74).



Ms. Lori Lester Johnson
Project No. SC5447.1
Pleasant Valley Road

1 April 2015

Page 3

We have also reviewed Exhibit A (Site Plan) Dated 21 January 2010, by
Mid Coast Engineers, Job # 08161CR2. This site plan shows Parcel A of 57 PM
23, which is also known as APN 107-111-79; one of the four parcels created by
the aforementioned Minor Land Division. In addition to the property lines, it

- shows:

A) The existing building envelope to be abandoned.

B) The new building envelope

C) The impiement barn which was constructed under Building Permit No.
129091 dated 7/19/2001 {Application 0037816G).

This report should be reviewed in conjunction with a geotechnical
Investigation report addressing the foundation design for the on Santa Cruz
County Assessor's Parcef Number 107-111-79. If your proposed use requires a
septic system, that septic system should be designed and installed in conjunction
with the pertinent regulations. There is an ample amount of gently sloping land
around the proposed building envelope that is geologically suitable to site a
septic system; it need not be located within the building envelope.

Mark Foxx visited the referenced site, did field work, and assisted in
preparation of the three 1599 geologic reports noted above that were authored
by Foxx Nielsen and Associates. Substantial additional work was subsequently
completed by Hans Nielsen of Nielsen and Associates in 2001 thru 2009, after
Foxx Nielsen and Associates dissoived and Mark Foxx became employed by
Haro Kasunich and Associates Inc. from 2001 through present.

We have reviewed aerial photography of the site and have visited the site
in March 2015. The geologic conditions are unchanged since those that existed
in 1999; which are those described in the 1999 reports by Foxx Nielsen and
Associates and depicted on their Geologic Site Map and Cross Sections. These
reports provide background geologic information.

We have specifically reviewed the Nielsen Associates Geologic Report for
a Proposed Single Family Homesite; Dated 19 January 2009; Job # SCr-2025-G.
This was for the relocated building envelope on this parcel (APN 107-111-79);
(Application # 09-0104) which was approved on 22 December 2000. The
relocated building envelope is immediately north of the existing agricultural barn
on Santa Cruz County Assessor's Parcel Number 107-111-79. The relationship
between the location of the approved new building envelope and the location of
the existing barn is shown on the Site Plan shown as Figure 1 below (Exhibit A
Dated 21 January 2010, by Mid Coast Engineers, Job # 08161CR2).



Ms. Lori Lester Johnson
Project No. SC5447.1
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Figure 2 shows an enlargement of the location of the new building
envelope approved in 2009 and the Jocation of the existing barn.

PARCELA

57 PM 23

NEW BUILDING

ENVELOPE o
N 18,360 S.F A ,:jf
\\\ _* IMPLEMENT (/-
. \QRN
\\1 .
N
1(TIE)

- FIGURE 2
BARN SITE AND NEW BUILDING ENVELOPE APPROVED IN 2009
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In general, the geologic conclusions and recommendations in-the Foxx
Nielsen and Associates Geologic Report Dated 27 March 1998 are still valid and
applicable. Also, the geologic conclusions and recommendations in the Foxx
Nielsen and Associates Geologic Report Dated 19 January 2009 are still valid

and applicable.

We have also reviewed a letter report dated 14 July 2009 by our firm
(Haro Kasunich and Associates Inc) entitted "Geotechnical Evaluation of
Proposed Debris Flow Hazards at Proposed Building Site". This letter addressed
potential debris flow hazards at the 2009 building envelope that was evaiuated by
Nielsen and Associates and mapped in Figure 1 and 2 by Mid Coast Engineers.
This letter concluded that the proposed building site will not be impacted by

debris flow hazards.

After review of fauilt related and slope instability hazards, Nielsen and
Associates depicted an approximate building envelope on their Geologic Site
Map dated January 2009. The building envelope was based on preliminary plans
by the landowner at that time, and recommended the proposed home be
confined to that envelope, unless otherwise approved by an Engineering
Geologist. The present proposal to convert a portion of the existing agricultural
barn on Santa Cruz County Assessor's Parcel Number 107-111-79 into a
habitable structure, so a portion of the barn building may be utilized as a winery,
requires a slightly different and larger building envelope. An expansion of the
building enveiope to the south, where the existing barn is located, results in the
expansion area being further from the fault traces and potential slope instability

than the 2009 building envelope is.

Figure 3 shows the Building Envelope Expansion Area as well as the
Approved 2009 Building Envelope. Together these comprise the total building
envelope area. It is our opinion that habitable structures that are designed and
constructed in compliance with the appropriate Building Codes may be
constructed anywhere within the 2009 Building Envelope or the Expansion Area.
From a geologic perspective there is no reason that the total building envelope
area can not accommodate both an agricultural barn which has a portion utilized
as a winery, and a separate single family residence, if desired.
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Mark Foxx, Certified Engineering Geologist 14983 of Haro Kasunich and
Associates inc. has geologically reviewed the expansion of the 2009 approved
building envelope on that parcel to include the area of the existing agricultural

barn. We find that it is geologicaily acceptable, provided that:

1) the building envelope is confined to that shown in Figure 3 below.

2) the recommendations in the 27 March 1998 Foxx Nielsen and
Associates Geologic Report are closely followed and properly
implemented during the design and construction, and are maintained for

the lifetime of the building,

3) and recommendations 2, 4 and 5 in the 19 January 2009 Geological
Report by Nielsen and Associates are closely followed and properly
implemented during the design and construction, and are maintained for

the lifetime of the building.

We are on standby to provide plan review and construction observation
services, as needed.
We have signed an Engineering Geologist Transfer of Responsibility form

as required by Santa Cruz County for our firm to take over the above referenced
project as the engineering geoiogist of record. It is attached in Appendix A.

If you have any questions or concerns, please call us at (831) 722-4175
Ext. 0, and we will be happy to discuss them.

Respectfully submitted,
HARO, KASUNICH AND ASSQOCIATES, INC.

&__‘—W”M

Mark Foxx
CEG 1493

MF/mf
Attachments:
A. Engineering Geologist Transfer of Responsibility

Copies: 4 to Addressee
1 to File
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KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVIZICH, PLANMING DIRESTOR

ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST TRANSFER OF RESPONSIBILTY

ABN: 'M? e .77 . DATE: 4-@/2&/.4‘,

OWNER:  LEs7E/x ﬁ’ﬁ’-a PERT &t
PROJECT LOCATION: :
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
EETALLI SN EXFAND 5D B/l Ve EVELOFPE

Cur firm Is taking over the above referenced preject a6 the prjact enginearing geologist of record.

- Wa hava reviewed the original geologic work for this project.  Completed work revdewsd to
. date ix ag foflows (detail all reponts inchuding author, title, date and project number);
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- ONE HARS FASIRICH QK0 A520 CIATES &W‘f’%&

Based upon our review, we offer our professional opinions as follows (check where spplicabla):

Wae caneur with alt of the geclogls eonclusions and recommendatians,

____We do nat agrae with or suppor peslogic concluslons or recommendations as delaifed
on the attached raport (attach new corclusions and recommendations anc all rew
supperting data and reasoning ).

Prlease read price lo gigature
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Attachment to Engineering Geologist Transfer of Responsibility

Two Foxx Nielsen and Associates Geologic Reports and Letters:

1) Engineering Geclogic Report for a Proposed Minor Land Divisicn; Dated 27 March
1998; Job # SCr-659-G. This addressed 4 building sites on the ranch (APN 107-111-74)
prior to it being divided into 4 parcels and a remainder parcel.

2) Addendum Geologic Report for a Proposed Single Family Homesite; Dated 8 March
1999; Job # SCr-659-G. This was for one of the 4 building sites {for the primary

residence now on APN 107-111-80),

3) Plan Review for Proposed Minor Subdivision of a 181 Acre Parcel into Four Separate
Parcels and a Remainder Parcel; Dated14 December 1899; Job # SCr-659-G. This was

for APN 107-111-74.

Five Nielsen and Associates Geologic Reports and Letters:

1) Geologic Report for an Existing Singie Family Home; Dated 11 December 2001; Job #
SCr-1073-G. This was for one of the 4 building sites (for the caretaker's home alsc now

on APN 107-111-80).

2} Geologic Report for a Proposed Single Family Homesite; Dated 19 January 2009; Job
# SCr-2025-G. This was for a homesite to replace the previously approved homesite on
this parcel (APN 107-111-79); which was one of the 4 building sites approved as part of
Minor Land Division 99-0840. This proposal to relocate the approved building envelope
(Application # 09-0104) was approved on 22 December 2009,

3) Geologic Update Letter for Proposed Minor Subdivision of a 181 Acre Parcel into Four
Separate Parcels and a Remainder Parcel; Dated 7 February 2001, Job # SCr-1017-G.

This was for APN 107-111-74.

4) Review of Four Building Envelopes shown on a Minor Land Division Map; Dated 16
September 2002; Job # SCr-1073-G. This was for the 4 building sites shown on an
Amended Minor Land Division Map. This was for APN 107-111-74.

5) Geologic Report for a Proposed Single Family Homesite; Dated January 19, 2008;
Job No. 8Cr-2025-G. This was for relocation of the building envelope on APN 107-111-
79 (previously Parcel A of APN 107-111-74),

One Haro Kasunich and Associates Letter Report:

1) Geotechnical Evaluation of Proposed Debris Flow Hazards at Proposed Building Site,
Dated 14 July 2008; Project No. SC5447. This was for the relocated building envelope
on APN 107-111-79 (previously Parcei A of APN 107-111-74).



Haro, KASUNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

Corvrntrt Beuravanse & Coasrng Eramiens

Project No. SC5447
271 August 2001

MR. DAN LESTER
181 Westridge Drive
Watsonville, California 88078

Sukiect: Progress Report No, 1
Larthwork Observation and In-Place
Dansity Testing Services

Reference:  Proposed Agricultural Shed
Lesier Properly
APN 107-111.74
2000 Pleasant Valley Road
Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Mr, Lester:

Per the request of Mr. Tony Olivera. grading contractor, we visited the referenced project on a
pericdic basis to observe the earthwork and perform in-place density testing.

We visited the site between 26 July thru 10 August 2001, During this period, general grading
consistad of the subexcavation of the foundation zone soil for the proposed barn facility building

rad envelope.

i'he subaxcavation measured 48 inches betow finish subgrade. The beoitom of the subexcavation
was observed zs firm. The subsxcavated materials were stockpiled outside of the building
envelope and moisture conditicned. The stockpiled {ill material was then piaced in thin lifis,
meisture conditioned and compacted to a minimum of 92.0 percent raiative compaction.

A mincr cut behind the building pad (northern perimeter) has been made to accommodale the
future rear entrance to the barn and to divert runoff water from the existing slope above. The cut

slope has been graded to a stabie configuration,

The results of our laboratory and field in-place density tests are summarized in Tables | and 1.
If you have any guestions regarding this Progress Report, piease ¢ail our office.

Very truly yours,

HARO, KASUNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
[ ,f‘ > )
f TQ e m“"‘“"”"““‘"‘M-w\,_mflx \
Thomas R. Arballo John E. Kasunich
Senior Field Technician G.E. 455
TRA/sy
Attachinents
Copies: 3 1o Addressae

1 1o Mid Coast Enginesrs; Alin: Richard Wadsworih
1 lo Golcher Associntes, Athin Terry Golcher

116 East Laxe Avenug = Watsomviig, Cawroania 95076 = (831) 722:4175  » Fax (831) 722.3202



Mr. Dan Lester

2000 Pleasant Vailey Road

Praject No. SC5447
21 August 2001

CURVE OPTIMLNM
NUMBER [ SOURCE AND S0IL DESCRIFTION MAXIMUM DRY DENSITY [PCF) MOISTURE
CONTENT (%)
Native "stock pile,”" medium brown,
1 siity SAND 123.0 11.0
Chack Point, medium brown, fine
ce SAND with silt binder, small root 1e.0 10.0
A Blend 172 #1, 1/2 Check Point 121,06 0.¢
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NOTES Project No, SC5447

Mr. Dan Lester
21 August 2001

2000 Pleasant Valley Road

1. The field in-place density tests were performed in accordance with
ASTM D2922-78, Density of Soil In-Place by Nuclear Methods, and the
results are expressed as relative compaction based on ASTM D1557-78,
Lahoratory Compaction Test. The field tests were taken at randem, as
were the bulk samples for the earth materials encountered during the

grading operation.
2. *- Denotss failing test.
3. Numbers in remarks section refer to soii type from Table I.

4. N, W, NW, SE, etc. refer to compass directions.

‘5. Abbreviations:;
FSG - Finish Subgrade
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Haro, KAasuNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

roject No. Sch447
4 September 2001

MR. DAN LESTER
151 Westridge Drive
Watsonvifle, California 95078

Subject: Agricultural Shed Footing Inspection

Reference.  Lester Properly
2010 Pleasant Vailey Road
APN 107-111-74
Sania Cruz County, California

Cear Mr. Lestar;

As requested, a representative from Haro, Kasunich and Associates visited the referenced sité on
22 August 2001 to observe footing excavations for a new agricultural shed at 2010 Pleasant Valley

. Road, APN 107-111-74, Santa Cruz County, California. Our geotechnical investigation for the site
was dated 21 December 1999 with a review letter dated 1 March 2001, The buitding plans, dated
5 June 2000 were prepared by Gotcher Associates. The footing excavations were a minimum of
12 inches wide and 18 inches deep, with isolated interior footing of 36 inches by 36 inches by 12
inches deep. The excavations penetrated locse topsoil, were embedded into firm. engineered soif
and had minimai loose soil at the bottom,

Based on our observations, the footing excavations for the new agricultural shed were in general
conformance with our geolechnical recommendations and the buiiding plans by Gotcher

Asscciates. :
If you have any questions, please cali our office.

Very fruly yours,

HARO, KASUNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC,

" Cornett

Sgrfior Hield Technician -
V4 i

Jonn E. Kasimich

G.E. 455
b

JC/sq

Copies: 3o Addrassee
1 to Gotcher Associates, Atin: Terry Gotcher

E16 East Lake Avisun ® 0 Warganviit, Cauromas OB0T7E6 « (831 7224175 » P {831) 7223202



Haro, KasunicH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

o Teo, Geerroangar & Coantar o

Project No. SC5447
13 February 2002

MR, DAN LESTER
151 Westridge Drive
- Watsonvilie, California 95078

Subject:

Reference:

Final Field Observation

Lester Property

2010 Pleasant Valley Road, Lot D
APN 107-111.74

Santa Cruz County, California
Appiication No. 0041137H

Dear Mr. Lester:

Per your request, we visited the referanced site on 1 February 2002 to observe the final
construction operations for the new agricultural shed.

We observed the roof drain downspouts as being tied into a 4 inch solid flexible pipe which
had been instailed below ground elevation. The drain pipe for the roof drains were
installed at the southwest and southeast corners of the barn. The pipes were then
extended 40 feet south of the barmn and directed into the 4' x 7' x 4 seepage trenches which

had been filled with 8 inch () riprap.

This completes cur field observation for the agricultural shed building facility.

If you have any questions, please call our office.

JEK/dk
Copies:

148 Fanr bLake Aviwe ©

Very truly yours,
SUNICH AND ASSCCIATES, INC.

— A

3 to Addressee
1 to Stocker & Allaire, Inc., Altn: Cynthia L. Spellacy

1 to Terry Gotcher, Architect
1 to Mid Coast Engineers, Attn: Rich Wadsworth

1 to Hans Nielsen, C.E.G.

Warsomvai b, Cavrossia SL076 ¢ (831) 7224175 » Fax(831) 7223202



Haro, KasunicH anD Associates, Inc.

Coamin e G e Coepnag & G A Eoied o i

Project No. SCa447
1 March 2001

MR. DAN LESTER
181 Westridge Drive
Watsonville, California 95076

Subject; Raview of Foundaticn and Site Plan
For Proposed Agricuitural Shed

Reference:  Lester Property
2010 Pieasant Valley, Road
APN 107-111.74
Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Mr. Lester:

As requested, we have reviewed the Foundation Plans, dated June 2000 for the proposed
agricultural shed. Our Geotechnical Investigation, dated 21 December 1999 presented
recornmendations for the subject property. This geotechnical report was reviewed by the project
architect. Our plan review focused on Sheet A1.2 Partial Site Plan and General Notes; Sheet
Ad. 1 Foundation Plan and Sheet A-5.1 Wall Sections. )

Sheet A1.2 indicates that 2 feet of redensified native soil should be compacted under the
complete concrete slab floor area. Sheet A4.1 and Sheet A5.1 presents foundation plans and
details. Owr geotechnical report requires redensification below the botom of footings as wel,
in our opinion 2 feet of redensified soil below the bottom of footings is sufficient to develop
bearing capacities necessary to support the barn and minimize differential setflement. Over-
excavation can take place along perimeter lines and interior columns. Proposed drainage
improvements are in conformance to the recommendations of our geotechnical report.

Based on a review of the Foundation and Site Plans in relaticn to our Geotechnical Investigation,
itis our opinion that with redensification of soil below footing and slabs, the plans conform to our

recommendations.
If you have any questions, pleases cali our office.

Very truly yours,

?_suwm AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

~
— "l
astnich
E. 455
JEK/sq
Copies: 3 to Addressee

1 {o Golcher Associates, Attn: Terry Gotcher

116 Easr Lane Avinug o Wansoseone, Caroana 95076 « (831) 7224175 - _.FA\ {831) 7T22.3207



Attachment 5

Combined Geology and Geotechnical Report
Review

Lester thery Application Number: 151101



COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET, 4" FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
(831) 454-2580 FaX: (831)454-2131 ToD: (831) 454-2123

KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR

June 3, 2015

Lester Properties

Attn: Lori Lester Johnson
151 Westridge Drive
Watsonville, CA 95076

Subject: Review of Combined Engineering Geology and Geotechnical Engineering
Investigation - Report by Haro, Kasuich, and Associates
Dated April 1, 2015: Project; SC5447.1
APN 107-111-79, Application #: 151101

Dear Ms. Lester Johnson:

The purpose of this letter is o inform you that the Planning Department has accepted the
subject report and the following items shall be required:

1. All construction shall comply with the recommendations of the report,

2. When the subdivision map is modified the all of the recognized geclogically suitable
“development envelopes must be shown on the modified map, and designaged as
“‘geologically suitable building envelopes”. '

3. Final plans shail reference the report and include a statement that the project shall
conform to the report’'s recommendations.

4, Prior to building permit issuance a plan review fetter shall be submitted to Environmental
Planning. After plans are prepared that are acceptable to all reviewing agencies, please
submit a geotechnical plan review letter that states the project plans conform to the
recommendations of the geotechnical report. Please note that the plan review lefter
must reference the final plan set by last revision date. The author of the report shall
write the plan review letfter.

B, Please submit an electronic copy of the soils report in .pdf format via compact disk or
email fo: pinB28@co.santa-cruz.ca.us. Please note that the report must be generated
and/or sent directly from the soils engineer of record.

After building permit issuance the soils engineer must remain involved with the project during
construction. Please review the Notice fo Permits Holders (attached).

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

{over)



Review of Combined Engineering Geology and Geotechnical Engineering Investigation -
Report, Project: SC5447.1

APN; 107-111-79

Page 2 of 3

Please note that this determination may be appealed within 14 calendar days of the date of
service. Additional information regarding the appeals process may be found online at:
http:/fwww.sccoplanning.com/html/devrev/pinappeal_bldg.htm

Please call the undersigned at (831) 454-3175 if we can be of any further assistance.

ocunty Geologist

Cc:  Robert Loveland, Environmental Planning
Sheila McDaniel, Planner
Haro, Kasuich, and Associates



NOTICE TO PERMIT HOLDERS WHEN A SOIL.S REPORT HAS BEEN PREPARED,

REVIEWED AND ACCEPTED FOR THE PROJECT

After .issuance of the building permit, the County requires your soils engineer to be involved
during construction. Several letters or reports are required to be submitied to the County at

various times during construction. They are as follows:

1.

When a project has engineered fills and / or grading, a lefter from your soils engineer
must be submitted to the Environmental Planning section of the Planning Department
prior to foundations being excavated. This letter must state that the grading has been
completed in conformance with the recommendations of the soils report. Compaction
reports or a summary thereof must be submitted.

~ Prior to placing concrete for foundations, a letter from the soils enginesr must be

submitted to the building inspector and to Environmental Planning stating that the soils
engineer has observed the foundation excavation and that it meets the
recommendations of the soils report.

At the completion of construétion, a final letter from your soils engineer is required to

- be submitted to Environmental Planning that summarizes the observations and the tests

the soils engineer has made during construction. The final letter must also state the
following: ‘Based upon our observations and tests, the project has been_completed in
conformance with our geotechnical recommendations.”

if the final soils letter identifies any items of work remaining to be completed or that any
portions of the project were not observed by the soils engineer, you will be required to
complete the remaining items of work and may be required to perform destructive testing
in order for your permit to obtain a final inspection.

_ (over}






Attachment 6

Project Comments

Lester Winery Application Number: 151101



County of Santa Cruz, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Application Comments 151101
APN 107-111-79 :

Your plans have been sent to several agencies for review. The comments that were received are
printed below. Please read each comment, noting who the reviewer is and which of the three
categories (Completeness, Policy Considerations/Compliance, and Permit Conditions/Additional
Information) the comment is in.

Completeness: A comment in this section indicates that your application is lacking certain
information that is necessary for your plans to be reviewed and your project to proceed.

Policy Considerations/Compliance: Comments in this section indicate that there are conflicts or
possible conflicts between your project and the County General Plan, County Code, and/or Design
Criteria. We recommend that you address these issues with the project planner and the reviewer
before investing in revising your plans in any particular direction.

Permit Conditions/Additional Information: These comments are for your information. No action is
required at this time. You may contact the project planner or the reviewer for clarification if needed.

Accessibility Review

Roz'x'til'i'g No: 1 | Review Date: 04/23/2015
LAURA BRINSON {LBRINSON) : Incomplete

Completeness Comments
Provide an accessible route to the picnic area that is 48" wide and has a firm, stable

and slip resistant surface. This accessible route shall connect from the parking lot and
tasting room area to the barbeque area and any picnic tables. [CBC 206.2.2 & 118-246.5]

There needs to be a minimum 5 accessibie parking spaces, based on the 150
overflow parking spaces shown. These parking spaces witl need to be located to provide
the shortest path of travel to the main function that will serve the overflow need. [CBC
11B-208.2]

Compliance Comments
There needs to be 1 water closet, 1 urinal and 1 lavy for males, and 2 water closets

and 1 lavy for females. Please revise the floor plans. [CPC422.2]
Building Permit Requirements

A seismic evaluation of the building is required, as the building use will be in a higher
risk category. This evaluation shall be performed by a CA licensed engineer to verify
compliance with current seismic codes. Plans shalf be prepared to include all requirements
developed in the calculations. [CBC 3408.4]

Exterior route details shall be provided to include slopes, widths, surface materials,
and detectable warnings.

Accessible parking details to include slopes, striping and signage shalt be provided.
[CBC 311B-501]

Any ramps shall be detailed to include slopes, landings, curbs or guiderail, handrail

Print Date: 01/06/2016
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County of Santa Cruz, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Application Comments 151101
APN 107-111-79

Accessibility Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 04/23/2015
LAURA BRINSON (LBRINSON) : Incomplete

and handrail extensions. [CBC 11B-405]

Door s, doorways and gates shall be detailed. [CBC 11B-404]

Details for restrooms shall be provided. [CBC 11B-603)

There shall be a minimum 34" tall counter area that is at least 60" long at the tasting
room counter, Knee and toe clearances shall be provided along this 60" counter length,
[CBC 11B- 226.3}

If you have any questions regarding these building plan check comments above, please
contact Laura Brinson at 831-454-3151 or email |laura.brinson@santacruzcounty.us .

Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 07/29/2015
LAURA BRINSON (LBRINSON) : Incomplete

Compliance Comments

There are two separate facilities proposed. One is the winery/wine tasting facility and
the other is a special event area. The special event attendees will use both parking
_lots, as the winery will be closed during special events. The only accessible parking
spaces are shown at the winery. it has been stated that a shuttle is provided. However,
the event attendees will have the option of using this shuttle or walking to the event
area, as the area is in close proximity 1o the upper parking lot. All attendees will need
to have the option of using the shuttle, walking or using a wheelchair.

An exception in CBC 11B-206.2.1 does not require an accessible route if the only
means of access between a site arrival point and the facility entrance is a vehicular way
that does not provide pedestrian access. However, pedestrian access will be
achieved by event attendees walking from their vehicles to the event. This exception is
applied at areas that do not have public walkway at sireets.

Please locate at least three accessible parking spaces at the upper parking fot
nearest to the event area and provide a complying route fo the event area seating,
tables and restrooms. The number of accessible parking spaces at the winery may be
reduced to two.

Please see the advisories below to CBC 11B-208.2

Print Date: 01/06/2016
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County of Santa Cruz, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Application Comments 151101
APN 107-111-79

Accessibility Review

Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 87/29/2015
LAURA BRINSON (LBRINSON) : Incomplete

Advisory 11B-208.2 Minimum number. The term "parking facility" is used in Section
11B-208.2 instead of the term "parking lot" so that it is clear that both parking lots and
parking structures are required to comply with this section. The number of parking
spaces required to be accessible is to be calculated separately for each parking
facility; the required number is not to be based on the total number of parking spaces
provided in all of the parking facilities provided on the site.

Advisory 11B-208.2 Minimum number, Accessible spaces can be provided in other
facilities or locations, or, in the case of parking structures, on one fevel only when equal or
greater access is provided in terms of proximity to an accessible entrance, cost, and
convenience. For example, accessible spaces required for outlying parking facilities may be
located in a parking facility closer to an accessible entrance. The minimum number of
spaces must still be determined separately for each facility even if the spaces are to be
provided in other facilities or locations, Accessible spaces may be grouped on one level of a
parking structure in order to achieve greater access. However, where parking levels serve
different building entrances, accessible spaces should be dispersed so that access is
provided to each entrance.

Building Permit Submittal

A seismic evaluation of the building is required, as the building use will be in a
higher risk category. This evaluation shall be performed by a CA licensed engineer to
verify compliance with current seismic codes. Plans shall be prepared to include all
requirements developed in the calculations. [CBC 3408.4]

Exterior route details shall be provided to include slopes, widths, surface
materials, and detectable warnings. '

Accessible parking details to include slopes, striping and signage shall be
provided. [CBC 11B-501]

Any ramps shall be detailed to include slopes, landings, curbs or guiderai,
handrail and handrail extensions. [CBC 118-405]

Doors, doorways and gates shall be detailed. [CBC 11B-404]

Details for restrooms shall be provided. [CBC 11B-603]

There shall be a minimum 34" tall counter area that is at least 80" long at the
tasting room counter. Knee and toe clearances shall be provided along this 60" counter
length. [CBC 11B- 226.3]

If you have any guestions regarding these building plan check comments above, please
contact Laura Brinson at 831-454-3151 or email jJaura brinson@santacruzcounty.us .

Print Date: 01/06/2016
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County of Santa Cruz, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Application Comments 151101
APN 107-111-79

Accessibility Review

Routing No: 3 | Review Date: 10/24/2015
LAURA BRINSON (LBRINSON)}: Complete

Building Permit Submittal
- A seismic evaluation of the building is required, as the building use will be in a higher

risk category. This evaluation shall be performed by a CA licensed engineer to verify
compliance with current seismic codes. Plans shall be prepared to include all
requirements developed in the calculations. [CBC 3408.4]

- Exterior route detaits shall be provided to include slopes, widths, surface materials,
and detectable warnings.

- Accessible parking details to include slopes, striping and signage shall be provided.
[CBC 118-501]

- Any ramps shall be detailed to include slopes, landings, curbs or guiderail, handrait
and handrail extensions. [CBC 11B-405]

- Doors, doorways and gates shall be detailed. [CBC 11B-404]

- Details for restrooms shall be provided. [CBC 118-603]

- There shall be a minimum 34" tall counter area that is at least 60" long at the tasting
room counter. Knee and toe clearances shall be provided atong this 60" counter length.
[CBC 11B- 226.3]

If you have any questions regarding these building plan check comments above, please

contact Laura Brinson at 831-454-3151 or email laura brinson@santacruzcounty.us .

Drainage Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 04/15/2015
RANDALL ADAMS (RADAMS) : Not Required

Routed in error - existing building

Environmental Health Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 04/27/2015
JIM SAFRANEK (JSafranek) : incomplete

The applicant will need either an approved Preliminary Onsite Sewage Disposal, or, an approved
Onsite Sewage Disposal Permit Application.
Based on the number of events proposed, portables toilets will not be permitted.

Septic permit application approval will be linked to the possibility that the existing onsite well MAY
need to be reclassified as a public water systern under EH permit (based on the projected number
of people consuming onsite well water); the applicant stated they will determine if all water used for
domestic onsite use will be supplied by Central Water versus well {(which would then exempt the
project from EH public water system review, and permit approval).

Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 08/05/2015

JIM SAFRANEK (JSafranek) : Complete

Print Date: 01/06/2016
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3 Discretionary Application Comments 151101
/) APN 107-111-79

Environmental Health Review

The applicant’s sewage consultant received an approved onsite sewage disposal site evaluation on
8/4/13. Site conditions tested (soil percs) indicate the need for an enhanced sewage treatment
design, which must be included in the onsite septic permit application at time of BP.
The applicant stated the desire to utilize a water system connection for supply rather than existing
onsite well water.
The septic system permit design must take into consideration wastewater flows for all currently
proposed and future commercial uses, and any required stormwater, landscaping/grading, water
supply line setbacks, drainage and/or EP geologic review criteria.
The staff REHS noted an existing septic system serving the storage building which must be located
and abandoned as part of the required septic permitting process (iflustrate to scale on septic permit
~appl site plan).
Routing No: 3 | Review Date: 10/14/2015
SHEILA MCDANIEL (SMCDANIEL) : Complete

Environmental Planning

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 04/28/2015
ROBERT LOVELAND (RLOVELAND) : Incomplete

Incompleteness Item: _
1. The county geologist has required a geologic report review be completed for this

proposed project.
Routing No: 2 { Review Date: 08/20/2015
ROBERT LOVELAND (RLOVELAND}) : Incomplete

Incompleteness Item:
1. Based on a revised project description which will include ground disturbance (grading work), an

archaeological report is required. Submit two original signed versions of the report for review on the
next submittal.

NOTES TO PLANNER:

A. The geologic information provided to the county geologist has been reviewed and accepted.

B. The area is mapped with a biotic layer. Habitat for the species does not occur within the project
area and it's expected that there will be no detrimentat impact to the species as a result of the

proposed project. No further biotic information required.
Routing No: 3 | Review Date: 14/19/2615
ROBERT LOVELAND (RLOVELAND) : Complete

The "Cultural Resources Assessment" has been reviewed and accepted under REV 151080,

Routing No: 4 | Review Date: 10/14/2815
SHEILA MCDANIEL (SMCDANIEL) : Complete

Print Date: 01/06/2018
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County of Santa Cruz, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Application Comments 151101
APN 107-111-79

Environmental Planning

Routing No: 4 | Review Date: 10/14/2015
SHEIL.A MCDANIEL (SMCDANIEL) : Complete

Fire Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 04/14/2015
COLLEEN BAXTER (CBAXTER) : Incomplete

OFFICE OF THE FIRE
MARSHAL

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENTY/ CALFIRE

CAL FIRE
SAN MATEO-SANTA CRUZ UNIT

6035 HIGHWAY 9 SCOTT JALBERT
P.O. DRAWER F-2 FIRE CHIEF

FELTON, CA 95018

Phone (831)335-0748
Fax # {8313 335-4053

Date: 4/14/15

Planning Department

County of Santa Cruz

Attention: SHEILA MCDANIEL
701 Ocean Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Subject: NO SITUS APN: 107-111-79 /151101

Dear SHEILA MCDANIEL:

The Santa Cruz County Fire Marshals Office has reviewed the plans for the above cited project, .
APPROVAL IS DENIED. We require the additional information listed below in order to

Print Date: 01/06/2016
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County of Santa Cruz, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

,5 Discretionary Application Comments 151101
APN 107-111-79

Fire Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 04/14/2015
COLLEEN BAXTER (CBAXTER) : Incomplete

complete our review,

Please add the appropriate NOTES, DETAILS and INFORMATION on your plans and
RESUBMIT with an annotated copy of this letter. All changes te drawings will require
"clouding of the change".

Each APN (lot) shall have separate submittals for building and sprinkler system plans,

The County of Santa Cruz Emergency Services Department/Addressing must approve or assign an
address before Fire Department approval is obtained.

NOTE on the plans “these plans are in compliance with California Building and Fire Codes (2013
edition) and Santa Cruz County Amendments”,

SHOW on the plans a public fire hydrant within 600 feet of any portion of the building meeting the
minimum required fire flow for the building. Hydrant shall be on a fire apparatus access road, as
measured by an approved drivable route around the exterior of the facility or building.

If the public fire hydrant is further than 600 feet from any portion of the building, a new fire hydrant
will be required. Note on the plans “the new hydrant shall be installed and made serviceable
prior to and during the time of construction except when approved alternative methods of
protection are provided”.

NOTE on the plans “all underground piping systems shall comply with the County Standard
FPO-006 and shall require plan submittal and permit approval prior to installation. The standard is
available at the Santa Cruz County Fire Marshals Office upon request”.

NOTE on the plans "All buildings shall be protected by an approved automatic fire sprinkler system
complying with the currently adopted edition of NFPA 13 and adopted standards of Santa Cruz
County."

NOTE on the plans “building numbers shall be provided. Numbers shall be a minimum of four (6)
inches in height on a contrasting background and visible from the street. Where numbers are not
visible from the street, additional numbers shall be installed on a directional sign at the property
driveway and the street.”

Print Date: 01/06/2016
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County of Santa Cruz, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Application Comments 151101
APN 107-111-79

Fire Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 04/14/2015
COLLEEN BAXTER ({CBAXTER) ; Incomplete

NOTE on the plans “the roof covering shall be no less than Class "B" rated roof.”

SHOW on the plans DETAILS of the Fire Department Turn-a-round in compliance with
FPO-015 standard.” Include dimensions, (See attached),

SHOW on the plans, DETAILS of compliance with the access road requirements. The access
road shall be 20 feet minimum unobstructed width and maxi-mum twenty percent slope. The
access road fronting the project property corner to property corner shall conform to the minimum
width standard.

ACCESS ROAD /DRIVEWAY REQUIREMENTS

The access road / driveway shall be an "all weather” surface. “All Weather Surface” is
defined as a minimum 6" of compacted aggregate base rock, Class Il or equivalent, and certified in
writing by a licensed engineer to 95% compaction for grades up to and including 5%. For grades
in excess of 5% but not exceeding 15%, oil and screeds shall be applied to a minimum 6" of
compacted aggregate base rock, Class II or equivalent, certified in writing by a licensed engineer to
95% compaction. For grades exceeding 15%, 2” of asphaltic concrete hall be applied over a
minimum 6" of compacted aggregate base rock, Class II or equivalent, certified in writing by a
licensed engineer to 95%.

The maximum grade of the access road shall not exceed 20%, with grades greater than 15%
not permitted for distances of more than 200 feet at a time.

The access road shall have a vertical clearance of 13°-6” for its entire width and length,
including turnouts.

An approved turn-a-round shall be provided for access roads and driveways in excess of
150 feet in length.

Drainage details for the road or driveway shall conform to current engineering practices,
including erosion control measures.

All private access roads, driveways, turn-around and bridges are the responsibility of the
owner(s) of record and shall be maintained to ensure the fire department safe and expedient
passage at all times.

Print Date: 01/06/2016
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County of Santa Cruz, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Dtscretlonary Appl;catlon Comments 151101
APN 107-111-79

Fire Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 04/14/2015
COLLEEN BAXTER (CBAXTER) : Incomplete

NOTE on the plans “a 100-foot clearance shall be maintained around and adjacent to the building
or structure to provide additional fire protection or fire break by removing all brush, flammable
vegetation, or combustible growth.

EXCEPTION: Single specimens of trees, ornamental shrubbery or similar plants used as ground
covers, pro-vided they do not form a means of rapidly trans-mitting fire from native growth to any
structure.”

NOTE on the plans “the job copies of the building and fire systems plans and permits must be
on-site during inspections,”

Note: As a condition of submittal of these plans, the submitter, designer and installer certify that
these plans and details comply with applicable Specifications, Standards, Codes and Ordinances,
agree that they are solely responsible for compliance with applicable Specifications, Standards,
Codes and Ordinances, and further agree to correct any deficiencies noted by this review,
subsequent review, inspection or other source, and, to hold harmless and without prejudice, the
reviewer and reviewing agency.

Should you have any additional concerns, you may contact our office at (831) 335-6748.

THE ENTIRE DRIVEWAY/ACCESS SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 2¢' IN WIDTH AS
THIS IS A COMMERCIAL PERMIT. PORTIONS OF THE DRIVEWAY
CURRENTLY SHOW A WIDTH OF 15°. A FIRE HYDRANT 1S REQUIRED WITHIN
600°- DRIVING DISTANCE-, SHOW HYDRANT ON PLANS. THE ENTIRE
BUILDING SHALL BE PROTECTED BY A FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM
COMPLYING WITH NFPA 13, THE GATE IS REQUIRED TO BE TWO FEET
WIDER THAN THE DRIVEWAY IT SERVES FOR A TOTAL WIDTH OF 22*. GATES
ARE REQUIRED TO HAVE A SETBACK OF 35° FROM THE ACCESS ROAD
{PLEASANT VALLEY ROAD). SHOW ON THE PLANS A DRIVEWAY PROFILE
FOR ENTIRE DRIVEWAY INDICATING SURFACE AND GRADE.

Print Date: 01/06/2016
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County of Santa Cruz, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Application Comments 151101
APN 107-111-79

Fire Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: $4/14/2015
COLLEEN BAXTER (CBAXTER) : Incomplete

Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 07/28/2015
COLLEEN BAXTER (CBAXTER) : Complete

OFFICE OF THE FIRE
MARSHAL

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT/ CALFIRE

CAL FIRE
SAN MATEO-SANTA CRUZ UNIT

6059 HIGHWAY 9 SCOTT JALBERT
PO DRAWER F-2 FIRE CRIEF

FELTON, CA 93018
Phone (831) 335-6748
Fax #(831) 335-4053

Date: 7/28/15

Planning Department

County of Santa Cruz

Attention: SHEILA MCDANIEL
701 Ocean Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Subject: APN: 107-111-79/ Appt # 151101
Address: NO SITUS

Dear LEZANNE

The Santa Cruz County Fire Marshals Office has reviewed the plans for the above cited project

Print Date: 01/06/2018
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County of Santa Cruz, PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Discretionary Application Comments 151101
APN 107-111-79

Fire Review

Routihg No: 2 | Review Date: 07/28/2015
COLLEEN BAXTER (CBAXTER) : Complete

and has no objections as presented.
* Any other requirements will be addressed in the Buiiding Permit phase.

* Plan check is based upon plans submitted to this office. Any changes or alterations shall be
re-submitted for review prior to construction,

NOTE on the plans “the job copies of the building and fire systems plans and permits must be
on-site during inspections.” '

Note: As a condition of submittal of these plans, the submitter, designer and installer certify that
these plans and details comply with applicable Specifications, Standards, Codes and Ordinances,
agree that they are solely responsible for compliance with applicable Specifications, Standards,
Codes and Ordinances, and further agree to correct any deficiencies noted by this review,
subsequent review, inspection or other source, and, to hold harmless and without prejudice, the
reviewer and reviewing agency.

Should you have any additional concerns, you may contact our office at (831) 335-6748.

Routing No: 3 | Review Date: 10/14/2015
SHEILA MCDANIEL (SMCDANIEL) : Complete

Project Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 05/07/2015
SHEILA MCDANIEL (SMCDANIEL) : Incomplete

see incompleteness letter

Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 08/21/2015
SHEILA MCDANIEL (SMCDANIEL) : Incomplete

see letter
Routing No: 3 | Review Date: 12/03/2015
SHEILA MCDANIEL (SMCDANIEL) ; Complete

Print Date: 01/08/2016
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County of Santa Cruz, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Application Comments
APN 107-111-79

151101

Road Engineering Review

Reutiﬂg No: 1 | Review Date: 05/01/2015
RODOLFO RIVAS (RRIVAS) : Not Required

Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 12/03/2015
SHEILA MCDANIEL (SMCDANIEL) : Complete

Surveyor Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 07/30/2015
GREG MARTIN (GMARTIN) : Complete

Print Date: 01/06/20186
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Central Water District Will Serve Letter

Lester Winery Application Number: 151101



CENTRAL WATER BISTRICT
400 Cox Road — Post Office Box 1869
Aptos, Catifornia 950011869

{831) 688-2767

July 14, 2015

C/Q Lori Johnson

Lester Company

1950 Pleasant Valley Road
Aptos, CA 95003

Water Availability RE: 1950 Pleasant Valley Road (107-111.79)

To whom it may concem,

This letter is to confirm 1950 Pleasant Valley Road (# 107-111.79) is an active customer.
Central Water District allows no more than one service connection per premises, except for
fire service connection, in accordance with the rules and regulations of the Central Water

District.
Account ¥ 381016 will serve only parcel ¥107-111-79

The District will continue to serve parcel #107-111-79 as long as all conditions arc met:
Conditions
» Install an approved backflow device at the meter location within 90 days of the date on this
letter.

s Service will continue to be served as long as the premise abides by all the rules and
regulations of Central Watey District.

Sincerely,

Ralph Bracamonte
District Manager
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Noise Studies

Lester Winery Application Number: 151101



EDWARD L. PACK ASSOCIATES. INC.

1975 HAMILTON AVENUE Acoustical Consultants TEL: 408-371-1195
SUITE 28 FAX: 408-371-1196
SAN JOSE, CA 95125

www.packassociates.com

ACQUSTICAL ANALYSIS OF OUTDOOR MUSIC EVENTS
LESTER WINERY

2000 PLEASANT VALLEY ROAD
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY

Prepared for
Lester Winery

Prepared by
Jeffrey K. Pack

June 30, 2012

Project No. 47-051

ACOUSTICAL SOCIETY OF AMERICA NATIONAL COUNCIL OF ACOUSICAL CONSULTANTS
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L Executive Summary

This report presents the results of an acoustical analysis of outdoor wedding reception
music at the Lester Winery at 2000 Pleasant Valley Road in Santa Cruz County, as shown
in the Site Plan, Ref, (a). The measured and calculated noise exposures and noise levels
were evaluated against the standards of the Santa Cruz County Noise Element, Ref. (b)
and the Santa Cruz County Noise Ordinance, Ref. (c). The purpose of the analysis was to
determine the project-generated noise exposures and noise level impacts from amplified
music at the existing and future event areas to the adjacent and nearby residential land
uses. The noise standards are applied at the subject property boundaries. The results of
the analysis reveal that the project-generated noise exposures and noise levels will be in
compliance with the standards. Mitigation measures will not be required.



. Background Information on Acoustics

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Airborne sound is a rapid fluctuation of air
pressure above and below atmospheric pressure. Sound levels are usually measured and
expressed in decibels (dB) with 0 dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of hearing.

Most of the sounds which we hear in our normal environment do not consist of a
single frequency, but rather a broad range of frequencies. As humans do not have perfect
hearing, environmental sound measuring instruments have an electrical filter built in so
that the instrument's detector replicates human hearing. This filter is called the "A-
weighting” network and filters out low and very high frequencies. All environmental
noise is reported in terms of A-weighted decibels, notated as “dBA”. All sound levels
used in this report are A-weighted unless otherwise noted. Table 1, below, shows the
typical human response and noise sources for A-weighted noise levels.

Although the A-weighted noise level may adequately indicate the level of noise at
any instant in time, community noise levels vary continuously. Most environmenta] noise
includes a mixture of noise from distant sources that create a relatively steady background
noise from which no particular source is identifiable. To describe the time-varying
character of environmental noise, the statistical noise descriptors, L, Lo, Lso and 10 are
commonly used. They are the A-weighted noise levels exceeded for 1%, 10%, 50% and
90% of a stated time period. The continuous equivalent-energy level (Leg) 1s that level of
a steady state noise which has the same sound energy as a time-varying noise. It is often

considered the average noise level.



TABLEI

The A-Weighted Decibel Scale, Human Response,

and Common Noise Sources

Noise Level, dBA Human Response Noise Source
120-150+ Painfuily Loud Sonic Boom (140 dBA)
100-120 Physical Discomfort Motoreycle at 20 fi. (110 dBA)
Nightclub Music (105 dBA)
70-100 Annoying Diesel Pump at 100 1. (95 dBA)
Freight Train at 50 ft. (90 dBA)
Food Blender (90 dBA)

Jet Plane at 1000 fi. (85 dBA)
Freeway at 50 ft. (80 dBA)
Alarm Clock (80 dBA)

50-70 Intrusive Average Traffic at 100 ft. (70 dBA)
Pags. Car, 30 mph @ 25 ft. (65 dBA)
Vacuum Cleaner (60 dBA)
Suburban Background (55 dBA)

0-50 Quiet Normal Conversation (50 dBA)
Light Traffic at 100 fi. (45 dBA)
Refrigerator (45 dBA)
Desktop Computer (40 dBA)
Whispering (35 dBA)
Leaves Rustling (20 dBA)
Threshold of Hearing (0 dBA)




The effects of noise on people can be listed in three general categories:
- subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction;
- interference with activities such as speech, sleep, learning, relaxing;

- physiological effects such as startling, hearing loss.

The levels associated with environmental noise, in almost every case, produce
effects only in the first two categories. Workers in industrial plants, airports, etc., can
experience noise in the last category. Unfortunately, there is, as yet, no completely
satisfactory way to measure the subjective effects of noise, or of the corresponding
reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction. This is primarily due to the wide variation in
individual thresholds of annoyance and differing individual past experiences with noise.

The adding or subtracting of sound levels is not simply arithmetic. The sound
levels, in decibels, must be converted to Bels, the anti-logarithm’s of which are then
calculated. The manipulation is then performed (arithmetic addition or subtraction), the
logarithm of the sum or difference is calculated. The final number js then multiplied by
10 to convert Bels to decibels. The formula for adding decibels is as follows:

Sum = 10log(10 510 + 10 5119 where, SL is the Sound Level in decibels.

For example, 60 dB + 60 dB = 63 dB, and 60 dB + 50 dB = 60 dB. Two sound
sources of the same level are barely noisier than Just one of the sources by itself. When
one source is 10 dB higher than the other, the less noisy source does not add to the noisier

source.



Ifi.  Noise Standards, Goals & Policies
A, Santa Cruz County General Plan

The Santa Cruz County Noise Element of the General Plan, Figure 6-2 “Maximum
Allowable Noise Exposure Stationary Noise Sources” imposes limits on stationary noise

sources. These limits are:

Daytime Nighttime
(7:06 am. - 10:00 p.m.) (10:00 p.m. - 7:00 a.m.)
Maximum (Imay) = 70 dBA 65 dBA
Hourly Average (Legq) 45 dBA 40 dBA

Note that the Leqg) limits have been reduced by 5 dB as the ambient noise levels
are more than 10 dB lower than the regular 50 and 45 dBA Legny limits, per the Noise

Element standards.

B. Santa Cruz County Code

The County of Santa Cruz County Code, Section 13. 10.637.B(5) states:

Noise Control. The application for a use approval shall include information
regarding the anticipated noise levels of the winery operation. For Level H] approvals:
the following sound schedule limitations shail apply:

(a) A maximum noise standard of 85 dBA for a cumulative period of 15 minutes in
any hour (Ls),
(b) A maximum noise standards of 90 dBA for a cumulative period of five minutes in
any hour (Lg),
(¢) A maximum (L) noise level of 100 dBA.
These values shall apply during the day period and shall be reduced by 10 dBA for
the night period (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 am.).

Amplified music events will occur only during daytime hours. Thus, the
nighttime noise limits do not apply.



Iv. Site and Project Descriptions

The Lester Winery is a 210 acre property consisting of five parcels located at 2000
Pleasant Valley Road in the Corralitos community of Santa Cruz County. The wedding
event site is located on one of the five parcels, APN 107-11-79, which is on the east side
of Pleasant Valley Road and north of Del Valle Road. The event area slopes gently to the
south from the hillside to the creek that is contiguous with Del Valle Road. Surrounding
land uses are primarily rural residential and agricultural. The greatest concentration of
homes is to the south along Del Valle Road. A map showing the event areas is shown

below.

FIGURE 1~ Event Areas

The project Site Plan is shown on Figure 2 on page 7.



—

FIGURE 2 — Site Plan



The planned project, as it relates to noise, includes a conversion of the existing
barn to a winery and tasting room and the application for a use permit for events, such as
weddings, at the existing and future event areas. Weddings are expected to have DJ’s or
live bands playing amplified music. No amplified music will be played at the
winery/tasting room. The existing event area is a large grassy field with a permanent
stage that faces south. The future event area has not yet been precisely determined.
However, it is planned to be located approximately 185 ft. to the east of the existing event
stage. The future event area is a vacant field. Weddings and receptions are expected to
occur during daytime hours. Information on the project description and events was

provided by the project sponsor, Ref. (d).

V., Ambient Neise Environment

To determine the existing ambient noise environment in the vicinity of the site,
continuous recordings of the sound levels were made at three property boundary
Jocations. Location | was at the westerly property boundary near Pleasant Valley Road
at the residence to the west closest to the event areas. Location 2 was at the property
boundary along Del Valle Road directly in line (on-axis) to the speakers/stage at the
existing event area. Location 3 was along Del Valle Road at the driveway to 760/765 Del
Valle Road. The property boundary in this location is in the creek bed approximately 20-
30 ft. from the sound meter. The noise level measurement locations are shown on Figure
3 on the following page. The measurements were made on June 20-21, 2015 using
Larson-Davis 812 Precision Integrating Sound Level Meters. The meters yield, by direct
readout, a series of descriptors of the sound levels versus time. The measured descriptors
included the L;, Lip, Lso, and Log, i.e., those levels that are exceeded 1%, 10%, 50%, and
90% of the time. Also measured were the maximum and minimum levels, and the
continuous equivalent-energy levels (Leg), which are used to calculate the DNL. The
measurements were made for a total period of 24 hours at each location and included
recordings of the noise levels during representative hours of the daytime and nighttime
periods of the DNL index. The results of the measurements are shown in the data tables

in Appendix C.



FIGURE 3 - Noise Level Measurement Locations
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As shown in the tables, the L.,'s at Location 1 along the westerly property
boundary ranged from 37.9 to 45.0 dBA during the daytime and from 34.0 to 39.4 dBA at

night.

The Leg's at Location 2 along the southern property boundary ranged from 40.5 to
47.9 dBA during the daytime and from 23.7 to 45.5 dBA at night.

The Le's at Location 3 along the easterly property boundary ranged from 30.5 to
53.2 dBA during the daytime and from 21.1 to 36.8 dBA at night.

To calculate the existing ambient noise exposures at the property boundaries for a
comparison of the project-generated noise exposures to the existing ambient, the DNL's
for the survey locations were calculated by decibel averaging of the Le;'s as they apply to
the daily sub-periods of the DNL index. A 10 decibel nighttime weighting factor was
applied to account for the increased human sensitivity to noise at night. The DNL

calculation tables are provided in Appendix C.

The results of the calculations indicate that the existing noise exposure at Location
1 was 44 dB DNL. The noise exposure at Location 2 was 46 dB DNL. The noise
exposure at Location 3 was 44 dB DNL.

VI.  Project-Generated Noise Levels and Noise Exposures

As weddings are not currently taking place at the winery, a short replication of a
wedding reception was conducted to calculate the worst-case noise levels at the most
impacted property boundaries. The music sound tests were conducted on a Saturday
afternoon on June 20, 2015 at 11:00 a.m. The weather was clear and mild with a slight
breeze blowing from the northwest, indicative of the prevailing winds in the area.
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The testing methodology included setting up the “DJ Booth™ on the existing event
area stage, which faces south and measuring the sound levels at three most impacted
winery property boundaries, corresponding io the 24-hour measurement locations
described in the previous section. Subsequently, the “DJ booth” was set up at the
proposed future event area, which is approximately 185 1. to the east of the existing event
area. For the purpose of mapping sound transmission over a wide area with intervening
topography, the speakers at the future event area were set up facing north for the second
set of measurements. The music sound levels were set the same as the first set of tests.
The sound measurements at the property boundaries were then repeated. The DJ booth
set up and measurement locations are shown on Figure 2.

The sound level measurements were made using a Larson Davis 812 Precision
Integrating Sound Level Meter coupled to a Tascam DR-40 Digital PCM Linear Recorder
for post-processing using a Larson-Davis 2900 Real Time Analyzer, which provides
sound level data over 1/3-octave bands in real time.

The DJ equipment consisted of:

JBL two-way bi-amplified speakers with 15 drivers and bi-radial horns in vented
boxes (B4 time-aligned) mounted on stands,

Crown D-75 and Crown Power Base 1 amplifiers

Sundholm active crossover,

Studiomaster mixer w/parametric equalization,

Digital Music Player - the music samples were uncompressed .wav files,

Shure SM57 microphone.

A 7% minute program of popular wedding reception dance music consisting of
Glen Miller’s In The Mood (blaring horns) and the Black Eyed Peas’ Let's Get It Started
(heavy bass, drums, male and female vocals) were played, with a DJ vocal announcement
between the songs. The sound levels were set at an average of 85 dBA for In the Mood
and at 90 dBA for Let’s Get It Started at 20 fi. from the speakers. These levels are
slightly higher than what a DJ would typically play. However, live bands play with a
wider range of sound levels such that spurious levels of 90 dBA or higher are common.
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During a reception, music played during dinner and the toasts is also usually softer
background music. Music is often played softly or not at all during other reception
ceremonies, such as the cake cutting, bouquet toss and garter toss, although the latter of
which often generates shouts and cheers from the guests.

Table 11, below, provides the calculated hourly statistical sound levels and the

hourly average levels. The maximum sound levels were measured directly at the
measurement locations.

TABLE 11
Wedding Reception Sound Levels, dBA
Noise Ordinance General Plan
Las Ls Limax Leg Linax
Noise Limits Daytime 85 90 100 45 70
Receptor Location Stage / Dist.
Exist./ 783 fi. 32 37 38 34 38
Westerly Prop. Line
Future / 966 ft. NA NA NA NA NA
Exist./ 1,076 ft. 42 47 48 44 48
Southerly Prop. Line :
Future / 1,050 ft. 33 38 42 39 42
Exist./ 830 ft. 34 36 39 36 39
Easterly Prop. Line
Future / 660 fi. 33 35 42 35 42

NA = Not Audible

As shown above, the music sound levels of a worst-case scenario wedding and
reception will be within the limits of the Santa Cruz County General Plan Noise Element

and the Santa Cruz County Noise Ordinance. Noise mitigation measures will not be
required.
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To compare the project-generated noise exposures to the existing ambient noise
environment, the hourly average sound levels for a wedding and reception were
calculated. A worst-case event could include a six hour wedding and reception. The first
hour of the event is the wedding ceremony, which is typically quiet. its hourly average of
the loudest hour minus 20 dB was used. The second hour is the cocktail hour/dinner with
soft background music. Its hourly average sound level of the loudest hour minus 13 dB
was used. Hours three, four and five consist of dancing and the reception events, which
are the loudest hours of the event. The loudest music program average minus 2 dB was
used to account for a short break and a few slow songs. Hour six is a winding down of
the reception when many of the guest leave and the music tones down. The clean-up
process usually begins during this last period. The loudest hour minus 8 dB was used for

the final hour.

Table 11, below, provides the existing noise exposures and predicted project-
generated noise exposures at each of the three property boundary locations.

TABLE I
Existing and Project-Generated Noise Exposures, dB DNL
. . Project-Generated Noise Exposures
Location Existing Noise Exposures .
(Exist. Event Area/Future Event Area)
Westerly Prop. Line 44 25/NA
Southerly Prop. Line 46 35/30
Easterly Prop. Line 44 27/26

NA = Not Audible
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The project-generated noise exposure of an expected worst-case wedding event
will be approximately 11 to more than 20 dB lower than the existing noise environments
in the area. As the project-generated noise exposures will be more than 10 dB below the
existing ambient, the project will not add to the ambient.

VII. Conclusions

In conclusion, wedding and reception sound levels will be within the standards of the
Santa Cruz County Noise Element of the General Plan and the Santa Cruz County Noise
Ordinance for winery operations. The use of DJ’s or live bands will be acceptable. Noise
mitigation measures will not be required for outdoor music events.

This report presents the results of an acoustical analysis of outdoor music events for the
Lester Winery at 2000 Pleasant Valley Road in Santa Cruz County. The study findings
are based on field measurements and other data and are correct to the best of our
knowledge. However, changes in the operational scenario, operational hours, types of
entertainment, entertainer locations, noise regulations or other future changes beyond our
control may result in long-term noise results different from our estimates

Report Prepared By:
EDWARD L. PACK ASSOC., INC.

Jeffrey K. Pack
President
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APPENDIX B

Noise Standards, Terminology, Instmmen&ation,

I. Noise Standards

A, Santa Cruz County “Noise Element” Standards

The noise section of the Santa Cruz County General Plan, adopted May 24, 1994,
identifies an exterior limit of 60 dB Day-Night Level (DNL) at outdoor living or
recreation areas of residential developments, as shown in Figure 6-1 under Policy 6.9.1.
This standard applies at the property line of residential areas impacted by transportation
related noise sources. At interior living spaces of residential area, the standards
established an interior limit of 45 dB DNL for noise levels due to exterior sources.

Figure 6-2 identifies limits on maximum allowable noise exposure for stationary
noise sources under Policy 9.6.4 “Commercial and Industrial Development”.

Daytime Nighttime
7 AM to 10 PM 10 PM to 7 AM
Hourly Leg~ average hourly noise level, dB 50 45
Maximum Level, dB 70 65
Maximum Level dB - Impulsive Noise 65 60

The allowable sound levels shall be raised to the ambient level where the ambient
levels exceed the allowable levels. Allowable levels shall be reduced by 5 dB if the
ambient hourly L., is at Jeast 10 dB lower than the allowable level.



2. Terminology

A. Statistical Noise Levels

Due to the fluctuating character of urban traffic noise, statistical procedures are
needed to provide an adequate description of the environment. A series of statistical
descriptors have been developed which represent the noise levels exceeded a given
percentage of the time. These descriptors are obtained by direct readout of the Sound
Level Meters and Noise Analyzers. Some of the statistical levels used to describe

community noise are defined as follows:

Ly - A noise level exceeded for 1% of the time.

L, - A noise level exceeded for 10% of the time, considered to be an
“intrusive” level.

L, - The noise level exceeded 50% of the time representing an
“average” sound level.

L510 - The noise level exceeded 90 % of the time, designated as a
“background” noise level.

Leg - The continuous equivalent-energy level is that level of a steady-

state noise having the same sound energy as a given time-varying
noise. The L, represents the decibel level of the time-averaged
value of sound energy or sound pressure squared and is used to
calculate the DNL and CNEL.



B. Day-Night Level (DNL)

Noise levels utilized in the standards are described in terms of the Day-Night
Level (DNL). The DNL rating is determined by the cumulative noise exposures
occurring over a 24-hour day in terms of A-Weighted sound energy. The 24-hour day is
divided into two sub-periods for the DNL index, i.e., the daytime period from 7:00 a.m.
to 10:00 p.m., and the nighttime period from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 am. A 10 dBA
weighting factor is applied (added) to the noise levels occurring during the nighttime
period to account for the greater sensitivity of people to noise during these hours. The
DNL is calculated from the measured Lq, in accordance with the following mathematical

formula:

DNL = [[(10logio( 1024719 x 15] +[((10log;0( 102510y +10) x 9]]r24

C. A-Weighted Sound Level

The decibel measure of the sound level utilizing the "A" weighted network of a
sound level meter is referred to as "dBA". The "A" weighting is the accepted standard
weighting system used when noise is measured and recorded for the purpose of
determining total noise levels and conducting statistical analyses of the environment so
that the output correlates well with the response of the human ear.



3. Instrumentation

The on-site field measurement data were acquired by the use of one or more of the
precision acoustical instruments shown below. The acoustical instrumentation provides a
direct readout of the L exceedance statistical levels including the equivalent-energy level
(Leg). Input to the meters was provided by a microphone extended to a height of 5 ft,
above the ground. The meter conforms to ANSI S1.4 for Type 1 instruments. The "A"
weighting network and the "Fast" response setting of the meter were used in conformance
with the applicable ISO and IEC standards. All instrumentation was acoustically
calibrated before and after field tests to assure accuracy.

Bruei & Kjaer 2231 Precision Integrating Sound Level Meter
Larson Davis LDL 812 Precision Integrating Sound Level Meter
Larson Davis 2900 Real Time Analyzer

Tascam DR-40 Linear PCM Digital Audio Recorder



APPENDIX C

Noise Level Measurement Data and Calculation Tables
=tz LtVel Measurement pais and {aiculation Tables
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EDWARD L. PACK ASSOCIATES. INC.

1975 HAMILTON AVENUE Acoustical Consultants TEL: 408-371-1185

SUITE 26 : FAX: 408-371-1196
SAN JOSE, CA 85125 www.packassociatles.com

November 10, 2016
Project No. 47-051-1

Ms. Lori Johnson
Lester Company

151 Westridge Drive
Watsonville, CA 95076

Subject: Evaluation of Music Sound Levels in Terms of the Santa Cruz County
Noise Ordinance, Lester Winery, 2000 Pleasant Valley Road, Santa Cruz
County

Dear Ms. Johnson:

This letter has been prepared to address music sound levels in relation to the provisions of
the Santa Cruz County Noise Ordinance 4001 (1989) Chapter 8.30 and the newly adopted
Ordinance 5205 (2016) Chapter 8.30. Neither versions of the Ordinance mandate sound
level limits on a sound source, rather they define “Offensive Noise” and place
limits/standards on sound sources that may be determined to be offensive. Note that the
new Noise Ordinance may not yet be applicable due to legal issues. Thus, it is our
understanding that the 1989 Noise Ordinance is the one to be applied to the project.

However, we are providing both herein, for informational purposes.

Note that subsection 8.30.020 (Subsequent offense within 48 hours) and subsection
8.30.030 (Exceptions) were not changed from Ord. 4001 to Ord. 5205. Only subsection
8.30.010 was changed.

The old and new Ordinances are presented on the following pages.

ACOQUSTICAL SOCIETY OF AMERICA - NATIONAL COUNCIL OF ACOUSTICAL CONSULTANTS



Ordinance 4001 — 1989

8.30.010 Curfew—Offensive noise.

(A) No persons shall, between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m., make, cause, suffer, or permit to

be made any offensive noise:

{1} Which is made within 100 feet of any building or place regularly used for sleeping

purposes; or

(2) Which disturbs any person of ordinary sensitivities within his or her place of

residence.

(B) *Offensive noise” means any noise which is loud, boisterous, irritating, penetrating, or unusual, or
that is unreasonably distracting in any other manner such that it is likely to disturb people of ordinary
sensitivities in the vicinity of such noise, and includes, but is not limited to, noise made by an individual
alone or by a group of people engaged in any business, meeting, gathering, game, dance, or
amusement, or by any appliance, contrivance, device, structure, construction, ride, machine,

implement, instrument or vehicle. [Ord. 4001 § 1, 1989].

8.30.020 Subsequent offense within 48 hours, (Same as Ord. 5205)

Any person who violates any section of this chapter and is cited for such a violation, and who within 48
hours after receiving such a citation again violates the same section, is guilty of a misdemeanor. A
person is cited for a violation when he or she is issued and signs an infraction or misdemeanor
citation, or when he or she is arrested and booked, or when a complaint is filed and the person is

notified of the filing of such a complaint. [Crd. 4001 § 1, 1989].

8.30.030 Exceptions. (Same as Ord. 5205)

(A) The provisions of this chapter shall not apply to any noise from any specific type of activity for

which special noise regulations are provided by any other provision of the County Code.



{B) The provisions of this chapter shall not apply to any ncise caused by farming operations carried out
on any land designated within the Santa Cruz County General Plan for commercial agricultural use.

[Ord. 4001 § 1, 1989].

Ordinance 5205 - 2016

8.30.010 Offensive noise.

(A) No person shall make, cause, suffer, or permit to be made any offensive noise.

(B) Offensive noise” means any noise which is loud, boisterous, irfitating, penetrating, or unusual, or
that is unreasonably distracting in any other manner such that it is likely o disturb people of ordinary
sensitivities in the vicinity of such noise, and includes, but is not limited to, noise made by an individual
alone or by a group of people engaged in any business, activity, meeting, gathering, game, dance, or
amusement, or by any appliance, contrivance, device, tool, structure, construction, vehicle, ride,

machine, implement, or instrument.

{C) The following factors shall be considered when determining whether a violation of the provisions of

this section exists:
(1) Loudness {intensity) of the Sound.

(a) Day and Evening Hours. For purposes of this factor, a noise shall be
automatically considered offensive if it occurs between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and

10:00 p.m. and it is:

(i) Clearly discernible at a distance of 150 feet from the propertly line of the

property from which it is broadcast; or

(i) In excess of 75 decibels at the edge of the property line of the property
from which the sound is broadcast, as registered on a sound measuring
instrument meeting the American National Standard Institute's Standard
$51.4-1971 {or more recent revision thereof) for Type 1 or Type 2 sound

level meters, or an instrument which provides equivatent data.



A noise not reaching this intensity of volume may still be found to be

offensive depending on consideration of the other factors outlined below.

(b) Night Hours. For purposes of this factor, a noise shall be automatically
considered offensive if it occurs between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m.

and it is:

(i) Clearly discernible at a distance of 100 feet from the property line of the

property from which it is broadcast; or

(i) In excess of 60 decibels at the edge of the property line of the property
from which the sound is broadcast, as registered on a sound measuring
instrument meeting the American National Standard Institute's Standard
$1.4-1971 (or more recent revision thereof) for Type 1 or Type 2 sound

level meters, or an instrument which provides equivalent data.

A noise not reaching this intensity of volume may still be found to be

offensive depending on consideration of the other factors outlined below.
(2) Pitch {frequency) of the sound, e.g., very low bass or high screech;
(3) Duration of the sound,;
" (4} Time of day or night;

(5) Necessity of the noise, e.g., garbage collecting, street repair, permitted construction

activities;

(6) The level of customary background noise, e.g., residential neighborhood,

commercial zoning district, elc.; and

(7) The proximity to any building regularly used for sleeping purposes.



(D) Prior to issuing a citation for this section, the responsible person or persons will be warned by a
law enforcement officer or other designated official that the noise at issue is offensive and constitutes
a violation of this chapter. A citation may be issued if, after receiving the warning, the responsible
person(s) continues to make or resumes making the same or similar offensive noise(s) within three
months of the warning. Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (C)(1) of this section,

enforcement of violations under this chapter shall not require the use of a sound level meter,

(1) For purposes of this section “responsible person or persons” means a persoen of
persons with a right of possession in the property from which the offensive noise is
emanating, including, but not limited to, an owner or a tenant of the property if the
offensive noise is coming from private property, or a permitiee if the offensive noise is
coming from a permitted gathering on public property, or any person accepting
responsibility for such offensive noise. "Responsible person or persons” shall
additionatly include the landlord of another responsible party and the parents and/or
legal guardians of a responsible person under the age of 18 years. {Ord. 5205 § 1,

2015; Ord. 4001 § 1, 1989].

Of particular importance is the Exception section, 8.30.030, whereby the provisions of
Chapter 8.30 shall not apply to any noise from any specific type of activity for which
special noise regulations are provided by any other provision of the County Code. Since
the project is a winery, the noise regulations of Chapter 13.10.637 of the County Code
take precedent over Chapter 8.30, as described and used in the original noise study. The
noise study demonstrated that the project will be in compliance with the applicable

provisions of the County Code.

If Chapter 8.30 (Ord. 4001) of the County Code was used for this project, the provisions
of the Ordinance are subjective as the Ordinance limits annoyance from offensive noise.
This type of ordinance cannot be used for design purposes as there is no satisfactory way
to quantify an annoyance. Annoyance can only be determined upon exposure of the

project’s noise to the neighbors.



In terms the expectation of annoyance, the project will not generate noise between 10:00
PM and &:00 AM that occurs within 100 ft. of a sleeping space and the music is not
expected to disturb any person of ordinary sensitivities within their place of residence.

The noise study demonstrated that the project sound levels will not be extraordinarily
high (loud), beisterous, irritating, penetrating or unusual.

The charts on the following pages provide a list of past events at the Lester Winery. The
project sponsor has indicated that there have been no complaints of noise from any of
these events over the past 18 years. If this is true, there is reason to believe that

annoyance from outdoor events does not occur.

If Chapter 8.30 of the new Noise Ordinance 5205 of the County Code is applied to the
project, like with the previous Ordinance, the project is not expected to generate noise
that is offensive (boisterous, irritating, penetrating or unusual).

Additionally, under subsection (C) (1) (ii), noise from the project will not exceed 50 dBA
at the parcel boundaries as shown in Table II of the noise study. Thus, per the definitions
of “offensive noise” of 75 dBA daytime, 60 dBA nighttime, noise from the project will

not meet the definition of “offensive”.

Other provisions of either Ordinance for determining if a noise is offensive or otherwise
violates the Ordinance are to be evaluated at the time of the “offense” by the Code
Enforcement personnel. This can only occur when the project (noise source) is in
operation. Therefore, much of the Ordinance would not apply to a project before it is
constructed. This appears to conflict with the spirit of the Ordinance(s).



Deer Park Ranch Events

Date Hours Event Attendance Type
Dec 6-11 pm Dave Paul . 75 60rh Birthday Party
Un. Notre Dame 125 ~ Fund Raiser
May 24,1998 28pm Alaga Wedding 125 wedding
September 13,1998 3-6pm:  SnoCatparly 50
Byecember 12, 1998 36pm AA Party
2001 _
2-4 pm Deer Park Party 25
o0 N L
July 13, 2002 2-5pm - SamtaClaraPienic . 125
. . 2903 D . R . - . BT L
August 2, 2003 #4-9 pin Shaeff Wedding 200 wedding
2008 _
May 14, 2005 2-8pm  Kappy & Ben 260 wedding
July 11,2009 3-9pm  Guenther Wedding 75 wedding
4-8pm  Darcey Wedding 60 - wedding
B L R
hime . 2-8pm  50th Wedding Ann. 200 ) o
Amgust ~° li4pm  Vino Tabi 50 wine club
September 25,2010 - 4-7pm  Harvest Parly 75-100 - vinters celebration
December . 6-9pm -PacCom Christrhas 75 Company Christimas
Lo : e _
May 7, 2011 15 pm  Pleasant Valley 75  wine
June 25, 2011 12-4 p Soguel Vineyard 150 wine




Deer Park Ranch Events

August 13, 2011 I-5 pm Pleasant Valley 85 wing
December 3-4,2011 Fi-4 pm Jowelry Show 100 art

2012
June 10,2012 246 pm "Graduation Party - 50 grad party
March 12,2002 ) BBO st Ranch - '
June 30, 2012 12-4 pm " Soguel Vineyard 150 wine
Auguit 18,2012 13 pm _ Pleasant Valiey 100 wine
Seprember 23, 2012 1.4 pm Vino Tabi _ 50 _wine
Dre8 &9 123 pm Jewelry Show 100 ea éa‘\? o ar
December 13,2012 36pm  AAPary 60 Chrisimas party
Decerber 18, 2012 2-5 pm_ Pleasant Valley 100 wine

2013 o R
June 29, 2013 ¥4 pm Soque! Vineysrd 126 wine
August 3,2013 1S pm © Pleasant Valtey %0 art& Wine
September 28,2013 . 2-6 pm Cianabar [20 wire
August 16,2013 2-8pm . 30-50-60 Anniverswry - 150 © fumily
December 7& & 12-5pm Jewelry Show 100 ea day art
Becember 14,2013 14 pm Pleasant Valley 160 wine
December 15,2013 3-6 pm AA Party 60 ~ Christmas party
April 6-9 pivs Hospice 73 fund raiser
May 24, 2014 . 1-5em - Lester Wedding 225 wedding
fuly 17,7014 S-S pm Pleasant Valfey e art & wine
August-14 _  38pm  Gotcher Wedding . 200 . wedding
September 12, 2014 2.5 pm : La Rochelle 90 wine
Seplember-14 117 pm " Dan's Memorial - 420 fumeral
Drecenmiber 6.7, 2014 ' 12-5 pm Jewelry Show 100 each day art
December 13,2014 2-5pm ‘Pleasant Valley ~ *~ 125 wine
Decamber. 14 3.6 pm ~ AABBQ 40 non-profit
June 13,2015 37 pm Byer's Wedding . - 73 weilding
duly 11,2015 1-4 pm * Sante Arcengeh Event g5 wine
July 13,2015 “1-5pm Pleasant Valley 129 wing
(August 29,2015 SamtoSpm St Francis School 20 board retreat
[December 10, 2015 8amto S pm  Vistage Meeting 15 board meeting
December 5.4, 2015 125pm  Jewelry Show - 100 per day art

2016 ; .
25-Jun-16 1-Spm Sante Areangell Winery ‘B5:  wine club event
1-0ct-16 1-5pm  ©  LaRochelle ' 75 wing club event




In conclusion, Chapter 8.30 of the County Code does not apply to noise generation at a
winery. Noise from events at the Lester Winery is not expected to qualify for the
definition of offensive noise and there are indications that past events have not generated

annoyance to the neighbors.

Subjective limitations on projects cannot be feasibly enforced before the project is
constructed and operated as there is no method for quantifying what might be offensive or
annoying. Some reasonable estimates can be made under certain circumstances where it
is evident that a project will likely be a problem. In these cases, conditions are usually
placed on the project and it is given a chance. But, attempting to preclude subjective
evaluations through engineering designs could be over burdensome and would be

considered un-wise.

If you have any questions, please call me.

Sincerely,

EDWARD L. PACK ASSOC., INC.

T L
’ ;fﬁ; “;? {fg@’{ /{ﬁ\“_\.&gﬂ-‘w
/ g a"{;‘f

K #

Jeffrey K. Pack
President
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Kimley»Horn
MEMORANDUM

From:  Frederik Venter and Jacob Mirabella, Kimley-Horn and Associates
To: Lori lohnson, Lester Company
Date: August 15, 2016

Re: Lester Winery — Traffic Volume and Trip Generation Analysis

Introduction

This memorandum provides the traffic volume and trip generation analysis results for the proposed
winery to be located at 2000 Pleasant Valley Road in Santa Cruz, California. Existing uses using the project
driveway include one single-family residential unit, an approximately 14-acre vineyard, and several
auxiliary buildings. The proposed development will convert 752 square feet of the existing barn into a
tasting room and will construct a 500 square foot external deck for wine tasting. The proposed tasting
room and external deck wilt typically be open from 12:00pm to 5:00pm on Fridays {by appointment only)
and weekends (by appointment only on Passport Saturdays and to the general public on all other
Saturdays and Sundays). Wine tasting by appointment only on Fridays and Passport Saturdays will be
limited to up to 10 guests per day. It will also host up to 10 special events (i.e. weddings, corporate
meetings, private parties, etc.) per year between June and October on either Saturdays or Sundays. A
maximum of two special events will occur per month and will be typically held between 12:00pm and
9:00pm. A maximum of 200 guests will attend each special event. Up to 16 small events which will include
club days, dinners, and wine releases will also be held by appointment only. The small events will be
capped at 50 guests per event and will typically occur between 12:00pm and 8:00pm on Fridays,
Saturdays, and Sundays. Throughout the entire year this winery is not expected to participate in Passport
Saturdays, however, smail appointment only wine tasting events (capped at 10 guests per day)} are
expected to occur on some Passport Saturdays.

The attached site plan shows the proposed building floor plan and includes a tasting room, an exterior
deck, a barrel/case storage room, a winery crush pad, two bathrooms, and an existing agricultural barn
area. The proposed site plan is shown in the Appendix.

Main access to the site will be obtained via a driveway on Pleasant Valley Road. Local access to the site
will be obtained via Pieasant Valley Road, which will be an undivided, two-lane roadway; and regional
access to Pleasant Valley Road, and therefore the project site, is obtained via Hames Road and Freedom
Boulevard south of the project site. Existing Pleasant Valley Road users typically include tocal residents,
farm/orchard employees, Saint Joseph’s Monastery {(a convent north of Storrs Winery), Pleasant Valley
Horse Club on Del Valle, and visitors of the various local wineries. An evaluation of existing traffic volumes
as well as the expected trip generation for the proposed project have been prepared and are discussed in
the following sections.

Lester Winery - Traffic Volume and Trip Generation Analysis Page 1
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Traffic Volumes

24-hour traffic volumes were collected on Pleasant Valley Road Thursday April 14, 2016 through Sunday
April 17, 2016. These counts were collected to develop baseline conditions as well as an understanding of
existing traffic conditions on Pleasant Valley Road during weekdays, weekends, and Passport Saturdays.

Figure 2 shows existing traffic volumes on Pleasant Valley Road, Thursday through Sunday. Weekday
volumes peak at 8:00am on Thursday and Friday mornings (62 vehicles per hour {vph) on Thursday, or
8.2% of the daily volume; 71 vph on Friday, or 8.3% of daily traffic). In the afternoon, traffic peaks at
5:00pm on Thursday (66 vph, or 8.8% of daily traffic), and at 3:00pm on Friday (79 vph, or 9.3% of daily
traffic). The Sunday peak was 68 vph, occurred in the afternoon at 1:00pm, and was approximately 11.5%
of daily traffic.

Volumes were collected on a Passport Saturday, which typically attracts visitors from throughout the
Monterey Bay Area and results in increased traffic on Pleasant Valley Road. Typical Saturdays (non-
Passport) are expected to experience lower volumes than Passport Saturdays. Figure 2 shows that on a
Passport Saturday, volumes first peak at 12:00pm (90 vph, or 10.3% of daily traffic}, and then again at
3:00pm (91 vph, or 10.3% of daily traffic). 91 vehicles per hour was the maximum observed two-way
volume on Pleasant Valley Road, which equates to an average of less than two vehicles per minute.

Measant Vally Road

Totat Tratfic Volumes
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Fiéure 2: Pleasant Valley Road Yraffic Volumes
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Trip Generation Analysis

For the purposes of estimating the number of trips from the existing land uses, The Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 9 Edition (2012) was utilized to estimate the trip
generation for the existing single-family residential unit {{TE LU #210). ITE does not include standard
vineyard empioyee and winery visitor trip generation rates.

Trip rates were developed using data supplied by the Lester Company for land uses and typical activity.
These rates were also developed using similar winery/vineyard studies conducted in Monterey, Soledad,
Calistoga, Sonoma, and Napa, in California. The Western Riverside Council of Governments’ Fee
Calculation Handbook was also referenced for winery trip generation rates. The proposed winery's hours
of operations are from 12:00pm to 5:00pm.

Existing Uses:

Currently, the project driveway serves a 14-acre vineyard, one single-family residence, and various
auxiliary buildings. The vineyard has one fulltime employee. Net total existing use trips is anticipated to
include 14 daily weekday trips (ten residential trips and four employee trips), two weekday PM peak hour
trips (one residential trip and one employee trip), 10 daily weekend trips (ten residential trips), and one
weekend midday peak hour trip (one residential trip). These existing activities will not change during
tasting room operations, special events, or small events.

Proposed Typical Tasting Room and Vineyard Use:

New project trips will be generated due to winery employees and tasting room visitors on typical wine
tasting days. The winery will have the capacity to produce 20,000 gallons annually, but intends to produce
less than 5,000 gallons annually, with most tonnage being contracted to offsite wineries. The proposed
tasting room and exterior deck will be a total of 1,252 square feet. The tasting room will be open on
Fridays by appointment only, Saturdays, and Sundays from 12:00pm to 5:00pm.

Research of previous traffic impact studies was conducted and wineries typical to the proposed project
were selected for comparison. Average trip generation rates were evaluated in these studies and are used
to determine Lester Winery project trip generation rates. These are summarized in Table 1: Trip
Generation Rates from Previous Studies.
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Table 1: Trip Generation Rates from Previous Studies

1 Talbott Vineyards 500 26.64 356
2 Hahn Family Wines 2,500 400 2.00
3 Sitver Rose Winery 1,005 52.74 4.98
4 WRCOG 1,000 83.46 2683
5 Best Family Winery 5,000 16.00 592
3] Joseph Cellars 6,711 8.34 1.49

Totaf Average Trip Rates: 31.86 8.30

Lester Winery Trip Generation: 1,252 40 10

1. Talbott Vineyards Wine Tasting Facility Trip Generation Study {Hatch Mott Macdonald, 2010)

2. Traffic Study for the Hahn Family Wines Culinary Center in Soledad, CA (Hexagon Transportation Consultants, 2011)
3, Traffic Impact Study for the Silver Rose Winery and Resort Project in Calistoga, CA (W-Trans, 2012)

4. WRCOG Fee Calculation Handbook, Medium Size Winery Fee Calculation (2012)

5. Traffic impact Study for the Best Family Winery Project, Sonoma County {W-Trans, 2009)

6. Joseph Cellars Winery Traffic impact Study, Napa County, CA {Crane Transportation Group, 2009)

Based on the average trip rates for similar projects, the proposed winery is expected to generate up to 40
new daily weekend trips, 10 being new weekend mid-day peak hour trips as a standalone winery open to
the public. These trips and rates are summarized in Table 2: Proposed Lester Winery Trip Generation.

Table 2: Proposed Lester Winery Trip Generation

[ . . o - Datly Trip-
PO C Qwantity | Units :
Generator | Quamfw VS Rate

Proposed
Project

Net Totol New Project Trips:

The proposed winery will only be open for tastings on Fridays and Passport Saturdays by appointment
only. However, it will not participate in Passport Saturday activities. The winery will limit wine tasting on
Fridays and Passport Saturdays to @ maximum of 10 guests per day, which would be significantly below
the expected number of guests expected during typicai weekends {when open to the public).

Proposed Small Event Use:

Up to 16 small events per year, occurring throughout the year, will be held and could include exclusive
wine club members only events, dinners, rehearsals, and wine releases. These events will vary in
beginning and ending times, duration, number of guests, number of staff, and number of deliveries. These
events could occur on Fridays, Saturdays, and/or Sundays. Up to 50 guests per small event are expected
and the maximum expected trip generation representing the peak conditions is presented below.
Assumptions and expected trip generation totals are shown in Table 3: Small Event Trip Generation Rates.
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“Attachment A", provided by the Applicant and included in the Appendix, provides additional detail for

expected small events.

Guests: A maximum of 50 guests will attend each small event and average vehicle occupancy is
assumed to be two guests per vehicle. Guests are assumed to arrive and depart the project site
on the same day. Therefore, @ maximum total of 50 guest trips (25 trips each way assuming 2
people per vehicle) will occur per special event. Up to 60% of guests will arrive and depart during
event peaks and a maximum of 15 guest trips are expected to occur during each peak.

Staff: Similar events hosted by the applicant and catering companies (Chef Evan Presents and Le
Papillon Distinctive Catering} typically require one staff member for food and wine service for
every 15 guests (this includes servers, bartenders/captains, and kitchen staff}. Therefore, based
on the information provided by the applicant and caterers (see Appendix), it is assumed that up
1o 4 staff members will arrive and depart the project site on the event day for each event. Staff
will arrive and depart the project site on the same day and are assumed to carpool with an average
of 4 staff members per catering vehicle {see Appendix). Therefore, a maximum total of 2 staff
trips will occur per special event. A maximum of 1 staff trip is expected to occur during each peak.
Delivery Trucks: A maximum of 2 delivery trucks per event are assumed to bring food, drinks,
tables, decorations, and/or miscellaneous items. Trucks will arrive at the project site the day
before each event and will depart the project site the day after each event. Therefore, a maximum
total of 4 delivery truck trips will occur per special event, however, trucks will not arrive or depart
the project site during event days or during event peaks.

Tabie 3: Small Event Trip Generation Rates

nd Use Description

Arip Gerorato

Event Guests 50 Guests 50 25 25
Event Staff 4 Employees 1 1 1
Event Delivery Trucks 2 Trucks 0 0 0
Net Total Trips: 51 26 26

1. Trips on day of event assurmes vehicle occupancy of two guests per vehicle and four staff members per vehicle.
2. Percentage of trips arriving/departing during each event peak.

3. Trips occurring during gach event peak (peak before event begins and peak after event ends}.

4. Alf event guests and event staff are assumed to arrive and depart on the day of event.

Proposed Large Special Event Use:
Up to 10 special events, occurring between June and October, will be held on-site per year and could

include weddings, corporate meetings, and private parties. Up to 200 guests per special event are

expected. Assumptions are discussed below and trip generation rates and totals based on these
assumptions are shown in Table 4: Special Large Event Trip Generation Rates. “Attachment A", provided
by the Applicant and included in the Appendix, provides additional detail for expected large events.

Guests: A maximum of 200 guests will attend each event and average vehicle occupancy is
assumed to average two guests per vehicle. Guests are assumed to arrive and depart the project
site on the same day. Therefore, a maximum total of 200 guest trips {100 trips each way assuming
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2 people per vehicle) wilt occur per special event. Up to 60% of guests are expected arrive and
depart during event peaks, resulting in a maximum of 60 guest trips during each peak.

»  Staff: Similar events hosted by the applicant and catering companies (Chef Evan Presents and Le
Papitlon Distinctive Catering) typically require one staff member for food and wine service for
every 15 guests {this includes servers, bartenders/captains, and kitchen staff). Based on the
information provided by the applicant and caterers {see Appendix}, it is assumed that up to 14
staff members will arrive and depart the project site for each event. Staff will arrive and depart
the project site on the same day and are assumed to carpocl with an average of 4 staff members
per catering vehicle (see Appendix). Therefore, a maximum total of 8 staff trips will occur per
special event. Up to 50% of staff will arrive and depart during event peaks and a maximum of 2
staff trips are expected to occur during each peak.

s Delivery Trucks: A maximum of five delivery trucks per event are assumed to bring food, drinks,
tables, decorations, and/or miscellaneous items. The types of trucks used for delivery will be
either pick up or box type trucks not to exceed 16’ in length, similar to mid-size UPS or Fed Ex
trucks. Trucks will arrive at the project site the day before each event and will depart the project
site the day after each event. As part of event packages, the applicant will make the project site
available the day before and the day after for deliveries. Therefore, a maximum total of 10
delivery truck trips will occur per special event, however, trucks will not arrive or depart the
project site during event days or during event peaks.

Table 4: Large Special Event Trip Generation Rates

£ $
Event Guests 200 Guests 200 100 100 60% 690
Event Staff 14 Emptoyees g 4 4 50% 2
Event Delivery Trucks 5 Trucks 0 0 0 0% 0
' Net Total Trips: 208 104 104 _ 62

1. Trips on day of event assumes vehicle occupancy of two guests per vehicle and four staff members per vehicle.
2. Percentage of trips arriving/departing during each event peak.

3. Trips occurring during each event peak (peak before event begins and peak after event ends).

4. All event guests and event staff are assumed to arrive and depart on the day of event.

Figure 3: Pleasant Valley Road Special Event Trips and Existing Traffic Volumes below shows a “worst
case” scenario of special event peak and local traffic peaks occurring at the same time on Pleasant Valley
Road for Eriday, Passport Saturday, and Sunday. Should the peaks coincide, a maximum of 141 vph on
typical Fridays {averages approximately 2 vehicles per minute), 153 vph on typical Passport Saturdays
(averages approximately 3 vehicles per minute), and 130 vph on typical Sundays (averages approximately
2 vehicles per minute) are expected to occur; 153 vph is the maximum expected two-way traffic expected
to occur on Pleasant Valley Road due to a combination of local peak hour traffic and large special event
peak trips. However, large special events will not be held and the proposed winery will not be open to the
general public on Passport Saturdays. Therefore, the 153 vph peak volume represents a maximum worst
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case scenario not likely to be reached. Additionally, 3 vehicles per minute (total in both directions) on
undivided, two-lane roadways similar to Pleasant Valley Road is generally considered a low volume,

Pleasan Vally Ros

Snwctal Byirds (6 poak b ripsy & Yotsd Traffie Vel

; wenf ik eweltassport Saturday  selunday f

Flgure 3 Pleasant \.léllé\)..lidad S.b.ec.ial. EventITrips and Existing Traffic Volumes

Summary of Findings
The proposed project will convert a portion of an existing barn located at 2000 Pleasant Valley Road in

Santa Cruz, California to a winery. The project proposes to host special events with up to 10 special events
per year and a maximum of 200 guests per event. Special events will occur between June and October
and will be limited to a maximum of two events per month. Up to 16 small events will accur throughout
the year and will be limited to a maximum of 50 guests on Fridays, Saturdays, and Sundays. The proposed
winery would generate 40 new daily weekend trips (20 in and 20 out), 10 being new weekend mid-day
peak hour trips as a standalone operation when open to the public on non-Passport Saturdays and
Sundays. New trips associated with large special events will include up to 62 new trips during each event
peak hour. New trips associated with small events will include up to 16 new trips during each event peak
hour. Trip generation was calculated based on existing and proposed site specific information supplied by
Lester Company, local caterers, and similar winery and vineyard studies throughout California. Peak two-
way traffic volumes on Pleasant Vailey Road, which would be due to combined existing traffic peak hours
and large special event peaks, are expected to average between 2 and 3 vehicles per minute, which is
considered a relatively low volume.
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APPENDIX
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presents...

Setting up and running the event calls for many hands. We generally staff events
with a 1-to-20 staff-to-guest ratio for the front of the house and a 1-to0-75 ratio
for the back of the house, not including the setup crew.

We stagger work teams — for example, a 250-person outdoor wedding reception
would require 17 staff. A five-person crew would arrive 3 hours prior to service,
spend the first hour setting up the kitchen tent and equipment; the next hour
handling tables and chairs; and the third hour setting the tables. Half of the
remaining crew (6 staff) begin two hours before the start time and the other half
start 30 minutes out. The first shift will generally leave after we’re done serving
dinner and 6 staff will remain to clean up and break down. They typically depart
1 hour after the event closes. All our staff carpootl to the event at 4 per car to
ensure that everyone arrives together and can start on time.

Chef Evan Presents...

Culinary Activist

chefevanpresents.com

"Without love in a dream it'll never come true"
Garcia/Hunter



LE PAPILLON

DISTINCTIVE CATERING

As a general rule, we provide one server for every 25 people at a buffet. We provide one
server for every twenty people at a sit down dinner. Qur staff carpools to offsite
locations. For an event for 250 we will typically staff with 10 servers, 1 bartender or
captain, and 6 Kitchen staff for a total of 16.

The kitchen staff and 2 servers will arrive 2-3 hours prior to the dinner service for set up
and prep. They will carpool in the catering vans. Our remaining servers will arrive 1 hour
prior to service in 2 additional vehicles.

Piease feel free to give us a call with any questions {408) 296-3730.
Sincerely,

Tamera Corbella
Catering Manager

Le Papilion Restaurant and Catering
410 Saratoga Ave. San jose C.A, 95129 408-296-3730 Fax: 408-247-7812
wwlepapillon.com




ATTACHMENT A
General Small and Large event characteristics Detail:

Club event/release parties:

« Typically 1-4pm, 3hours max

« light food and wine samples poured

* rsvp only, private invitation only

« no fixed start, event occurs over a range of hours

- usually 40-50 attendees over duration, most carpool 2 per car

dinners: farm to table, rehearsal, wine, corporate
« typical hours 5-8pm

+ catered events

private hosted with firm guest counts

firm start and stop

usually 25-35 people

most attendees carpool at 2 per car

*

Large events:

+ typically 5-6 hour guest participation window
- private, rsvp guest list with firm guest count
« firm start and stop

parking attendant and gate security required
usually 100-200 people

catered & hosted

most attendees carpool at 2-4 per car

L]



