County of Santa Cruz

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OGEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
(831) 454-2580 Fax: (831)454-2131
KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR
www.sccoplanning.com

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

NOTICE OF PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT PERIOD

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

Public review periods are provided for these Environmental Determinations according to the requirements of
the County Environmental Review Guidelines. The environmental document is available for review at the
County Planning Department located at 701 Ocean Street, in Santa Cruz. You may also view the
environmental document on the web at www.sccoplanning.com under the Planning Department menu. if you
have questions or comments about this Notice of Intent, please contact 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: DISCRETION BREWING
APP #: 161034
APN(S): 025-161-06

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: This is a proposal to demolish two of the three existing buildings and construct
a 17,050 square foot brewery and related improvements such as a parking lot and signs. The brewery would
have no public tasting. Requires a Development Permit and a Grading Permit.

PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed project is located on the west side of Chanticleer Avenue north of
Highway 1 and within the community of Live Oak in the unincorporated portion of 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.
EXISTING ZONE DISTRICT: C-4

APPLICANT: David Rhodes, MAD! Group, Inc.

OWNER: Margaret Kaysen Doerksen, et.al.

PROJECT PLANNER: Annette Olson

EMAIL: Annette Olson@santacruzcounty.us

ACTION: Negative Declaration with Mitigations ,

REVIEW PERIOD: March 24, 2017 through April 12, 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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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Project: Discretion Brewing APN(S): 025-161-06
Project Description: This is a proposal to demolish two of the three existing buildings and construct a
17,050 square foot brewery and related improvements such as a parking lot and signs. The brewery would
have no public tasting. Requires a Development Permit and a Grading Permit.

Project Location: The proposed project is located on the west side of Chanticleer Avenue north of
Highway 1 and within the community of Live Qak in the unincorporated portion of 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: Margaret Kaysen Doerksen, et.al.

Applicant: David Rhodes, MADI Group, Inc.

Staff Planner: Annette Olson, (831) 454-3134

Email: Annette. Olson@santacruzcounty.us

This project will be considered at a public hearing by the Planning Commission. 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" Fioor,
Santa Cruz, California.

Review Period Ends: Aprit 12, 2017

Date:

TODD SEXAUER, Environmental Coordinator
(831) 454-3511
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
INITIAL STUDY/ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Date: January 9, 2017 A Ppiication 161034
Project Name: Discretion Brewing Staff Planner: Annette Olson

l. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

David Rhodes, MADI Group,
nc.

OWHNER: Doerksen SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT:  First

PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed project is located at 2725 Chanticleer Avenue north of
Highway 1 and within the community of Live Oak in the unincorporated portion of 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.

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This is a proposal to demolish two of the three existing buildings and construct a 17,050 square
foot brewery and related improvements such as a parking lot and signs. The brewery would
have no public tasting.

APPLICANT: APN(s}): 025-161-06

Mineral Resources

Aesthetics and Visual Resources
Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Hydrology/Water Supply/Water Quality

Noise

Population and Housing
Public Services

Recreation
Transportation/Traffic
Utilities and Service Systems
Tribal Cultural Resources

Mandatory Findings of Significance

U D UOO0o0oon
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Land Use and Planning




[[1 General Plan Amendment [] Coastal Development Permit

[ ] Land Division IX] Grading Permit

[] Rezoning [[] Riparian Exception

<] Development Permit [[] LAFCO Annexation

[] Sewer Connection Permit [] Other:

Permit Type/Action Agency

SWPPP Regional Water Quality Control Board

]

<]

L]
L

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

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

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

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

| 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.

TODD SEXAUER, Environmental Coordinator Date

Discretion Brewery Application Number: 161034
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Figure 3 Rendering

161034

Appiication Number.

Discretion Brewery
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Il. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS:

Parcel Size (acres):
Existing Land Use:

Vegetation:

1.177 acres (51,253 square feet)
Light Industrial
Eight trees, mowed grass at rear of parcel

Slope in area affected by project: X 0 - 30% [_] 31 - 100% [_] N/A

Nearby Watercourse:

Distance To:

Rodeo Creek Gulch, Arana Gulch
72,320 feet to Rodeo Creek; 72,970 to Arana Gulch

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS:

Water Supply
Watershed:

Groundwater
Recharge:

Timber or Mineral:

Agricultural Resource:

Biologically Sensitive

Habitat:
Fire Hazard:

Floodplain:

Erosion:
Landslide:

Liquefaction:

SERVICES:

Fire Protection:
School District:

Sewage Disposal:

Not mapped or
identified on site
Not mapped or
identified on site
Not mapped or
identified on site
Not mapped or
identified on site
Not mapped or
identified on site
Not mapped or
identified on site
Not mapped or
identified on site
Low erosion potential
Not mapped or
identified on site
Low liquefaction
potential

Central FPD
Soquel Elementary
Santa Cruz High
School

County of Santa Cruz

Fauit Zone:
Scenic Corridor:
Historic:
Archaeology:
Noise Constraint:
Electric Power
Lines:

Solar Access:

Solar Orientation:

Hazardous
Materials:

Drainage District:

Project Access:

Water Supply:

Not mapped or
identified on site
Highway 1 Scenic
Corridor

No historic
structure on-site
Not mapped or
identified on site
Not mapped or
identified on site
No high voltage
transmission lines
Available

Level
None listed

Zone 3
Chanticleer
Avenue

City of Santa
Cruz

Discretion Brewery

Application Number: 161034



PLANNING POLICIES:

Zone District: C-4 Special Designation: None
(Commercial Services)
General Plan. C-S

- (Community Service)

Urban Services Line: DX inside  [] Outside
Coastal Zone: [Jinside  [X] Outside

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND SURRQOUNDING LAND USES:
Natural 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 Site

The subject parcel is located on the west side of Chanticleer Avenue about 350 feet north of
Highway 1 in Live Oak. Currently, the project site is developed with three structures arranged
in a U-shape around a parking lot. On the north side is a metal building that has been divided
up into spaces that are rented to trades people/contractors. On the west side of the parking lot,
there is a wooden barn-like structure constructed in 1948 that is being used similarly. On the
south side is a 4,000 square foot shop building which was constructed in 1965. This building
operates as a machine shop and is proposed to be retained while the other two buildings would
be demolished.

At the front of parcel where the existing buildings are located, the land is level but, at the back,
the parcel slopes to the west at an approximately 6% grade (page 4, Geotechnical Report by

Discretion Brewery Application Number: 161034



Butano Geotechnical Engineering, Inc, August 2016, Attachment 1). There are no structures
on this grassy slope which appears to be regularly mowed. An aerial photo from 2007 shows
that this sloped area was used for truck and other vehicle parking.

There are a variety of land uses along this portion of Chanticleer Avenue, including medical
offices and a surgery center at the northern end, three animal-related business (a veterinary
clinic, SPCA and grooming/boarding business), Grey Bears thrift store, warehouses, offices, a
plumbing supply store, motorcycle repair, Mission Tile and a nonconforming dwelling.
Directly west of the subject parcel is another area with a mixture of uses, including warehouse
and mini storage facilities. More distantly, Pacific Family Mobile Home Park is located about
160 feet to the west and Good Shepherd Catholic School is located 1,125 feet to the east.

PROJECT BACKGROUND:

Discretion Brewery is a local brewery that is located on 41* Avenue. The brewery owners now
wish to expand production; and therefore, have proposed to construct a new brewery on the
subject parcel that would be devoted to beer production. There would be no public tasting or
restaurant at this location as there is at the 41% Avenue location (Attachment 2 Program
Statement).

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

As noted above, the current proposal is to demolition two of the three existing buildings,
retaining the machine shop building located along the southern property line. The two
demolished buildings total approximately 5,600 square feet. In addition, a seven-inch in
diameter coast live oak, six acacia trees, and possibly a 39-inch in diameter Linden tree would
be removed. A 17,050 square foot beer brewing facility would then be constructed. Brewery
offices would be included within the brewery building.

The maximum brewery capacity would be 775,000 gallons per year. However, it is anticipated
that reaching that capacity would take several years with the initial year production being
93,000 gallons. By the fifth year, 310,000 gallons is the projected production. Production would
initially be limited to daytime hours (7 AM to 6PM) Monday through Friday, with weekend
production occurring between 11 Am and 5 PM. Over time, production would extend to 11
PM and, eventually, 24-hour production would occur. At full production, approximately 15
employees would work the first shift and fewer than 10 would work the second shift.
Production would require about 10 deliveries a week, including FedEx and UPS deliveries. A
loading dock is located on the southern side of the front of the building. Currently, the delivery
of beer occurs six times per week by two box vans (Ford E-250 and Nissan NV200). At full
production level, the brewer anticipates that three larger vehicles (box trucks) would be
needed six times per week.

The construction of the brewery would require about 350 cubic yards of grading and 4,650
cubic yards of fill in order to establish finish building grades. From Chanticleer, the brewery
would increase from the approximately 13 foot tall entrance at the front of the building to its

Discretion Brewery Application Number; 161034



full height of 35 feet at the back of the parcel. A trellis and two large silos would create visual
interest at the front of the building. The distinctive Discretion Brewery sign would be located
between the two silos. Other signs include a small monument sign and the existing 4.5 square
foot “Doerksen Precision Products” sign.

Frontage improvements that conform to the Chanticleer Avenue plan line are proposed as a
part of the project. The brewery would be set back from the road to accommodate the existing
building and the parking lot. The 41-space parking lot has been sized to provide parking for
both the machine shop and the employees of the brewery, as well as to accommodate delivery,
trash and recycling trucks. No public tasting is proposed at the brewery.

Discretion Brewery Application Number: 161034



Less than

Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact incorporated impact HNo Impact
Il. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST
A. AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESQURCES
Would the project:
1.  Have a substantial adverse effect on a ' D D Iﬁ D

scenic vista?

Discussion: Although Highway One is a designated scenic resource in the County’s
General Plan, buildings and vegetation would obscure the view of the proposed brewery from
the highway. The only views of the brewery that would be affected are those from nearby
private property. County visual resource protection regulations only apply to public
viewsheds.

2. Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock D D D IE
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

Discussion. Although Highway One is a County scenic road, it is not officially designated

as a state scenic highway. Therefore, the project would have no impact on a state scenic
highway. Regardless of its designation, the project would not be visible from Highway One.

3. Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its D D IZ} [
surroundings?

Discussion. The existing visual setting is a mixture of commercial buildings of various
architectural styles and in varied states of maintenance. The project site is currently
developed with three buildings, two of which are proposed to be demolished. The proposed
brewery building and general site improvements are anticipated to substantially upgrade the
visual character of the project site. Improvements include a new sidewalk, landscaping,
formalized parking and an architect-designed building that would be compatible with
surrounding development.

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

Discussion: The project would create an incremental increase in night lighting. However,
this increase would be small, and would be similar in character to the lighting associated with
the surrounding existing uses. The project would be required to comply with County Code,
which calls for shielded light sources and light standards no higher than 15 feet (County Code
13.11.074(D)(1)b).

Discretion Brewing Application Number: 161034



Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
impaet incorporated Impact No Impact

B. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES ,
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 modef to
use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmiand. In determining whether impacts to
forest resources, including timberfand, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project, and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board. Would the project:
1. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique

Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide D D E] @

Importance (Farmlfand), as shown on the

maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland

Mapping and Monitoring Program of the

California Resources Agency, to non-

agricultural use?

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

2. Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act D D D E]

contract?
Discussiomn: The project site is zoned C-4 (Commercial Services) which is not an agricultural
zone. Additionally, the project site’s land is not under a Williamson Act Contract. Therefore,
the project does not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
Contract. No impact is anticipated.

3. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause ] ] ] X
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code Section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code Section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production

Discretion Brewing Application Number: 161034
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Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
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(as defined by Government Code Section
51104(g))?

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. Resuitin the loss of forest fand or
conversion of forest land to non-forest L L] L] X
use?
Discussion: No forest land occurs on the project site or in the immediate vicinity. See
discussion under B-3 above. No impact is anticipated.

5. Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location D D D &
or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Discussion: The project site and surrounding area within a radius of 1.5 miles does not
contain any lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance or Farmland of Local Importance as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency. Therefore,
no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide, or Farmland of Local
Importance would be converted to a non-agricultural use. In addition, the project site
contains no forest land, and no forest land occurs within 2.2 miles of the proposed project
site. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

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

1. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 4

the applicable air quality pgn? D D A D
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

Discretion Brewing Appflication Number: 161034
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Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Ingorporated impact No Impact

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 N
contribute substantially to an existing or L] L] = L]
projected air quality violation?
Discussion: The North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB) does not meet state standards for
ozone and particulate matter (PMio) (MBUAPCD, 2013a). These pollutants are both emitted
during construction activities.

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).

PMic 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 sea salt is
often the main factor causing exceedance (MBUAPCD, 2005). In 2005 daily emissions of PMie
were estimated at 102 tons per day. Of this, entrained road dust represented 35 percent of all
PMio 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).

Emissions from construction activities represent temporary impacts that are typically short
in duration, depending on the size, phasing, and type of project. Air quality impacts can

Discretion Brewing Applicationt Number: 161034
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nevertheless be acute during construction periods, resulting in significant localized impacts
to air quality. Table 1 summarizes the threshold of significance for construction activities.

i Construction site with minimal eéarthmaving : 1 8.1 acres per day
i

Based on Midwest Research Institute, Improvement of Specific Emission Factors (1995), Assumes 21,75 working weekdays per month and daily
| watering of site.

% Note:  Construction projects below the screening level threshoids shown above are assumed to be below the 82 Ibiday threshold of significance,
1 white projects with activity ievels higher than those above may have a significant impact on air quality. Adgditicnal mitigation and analysis
of the project impact may be necessary for those construction activities.

Scurce: Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, 2008.

Impacts

As required by the MBUAPCD, construction activities (e.g., excavation, grading, on-site
vehicles) which directly generate 82 pounds per day or more of PMio would have a significant
impact on local air quality when they are located nearby and upwind of sensitive receptors
such as the community of Live Oak (Table 1). Construction projects below the screening
level thresholds shown in Table 1 are assumed to be below the 82 lb/day threshold of
significance, while projects with activity levels higher than those thresholds may have a
significant impact on air quality. The proposed project would require minimal grading.
Although the project would produce PMuo, it would be far below the 82 pounds per day
threshold. This would result in less than significant impacts on air quality from the
generation of PMuo.

Construction projects using typical construction equipment such as dump trucks, scrapers,
bulldozers, compactors and front-end loaders that temporarily emit precursors of ozone [i.e.,
volatile organic compounds (VOC) or oxides of nitrogen (NOx)], are accommaodated in the
emission inventories of state- and federally-required air plans and would not have a
significant impact on the attainment and maintenance of ozone AAQS (MBUAPCD 2008).

Although not a mitigation measure per se (i.e., required by law), California ultralow sulfur
diesel fuel with a maximum sulfur content of 15 ppm by weight will be used in all diesel-
powered equipment, which minimizes sulfur dioxide and particulate matter.

The following Best Management Practices (BMPs) and Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) will be implemented during all site excavation and grading.

Discretion Brewing ' Application Number: 161034
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Best Management Practices (BMPs) and Best Available Control Technologies (BACTSs)

AQ-1 Contracted Diesel Control Measures: In addition to the use of Tiered engines and
California ultralow sulfur diesel fuel, the following requirements will be incorporated
into contract specifications:

¢ To minimize potential diesel odor impacts on nearby receptors (pursuant to
MBUAPCD Rule 402, Nuisances), construction equipment will be properly tuned.
A schedule of tune-ups will be developed and performed for all equipment
operating within the project area. A written log of required tune-ups will be
maintained and a copy of the log will be submitted to the County of Santa Cruz
Department of Public Works (DPW) Planning Director for review every 2,000
service hours.

e Fixed temporary sources of air emissions (such as portable pumps, compressors,
generators, etc.) will be electrically powered unless the contractor submits
documentation and receives written approval from the County of Santa Cruz DPW
that the use of such equipment is not practical, feasible, or available (generally
contingent upon power line proximity, capacity, and accessibility). California
ultralow sulfur diesel fuel with maximum sulfur content of 15 ppm by weight
(ppmw S), or an approved alternative fuel, will be used for on-site fixed equipment
not using line power.

¢ To minimize diesel emission impacts, construction contracts will require off-road
compression ignition equipment operators to reduce unnecessary idling with a 2-
minute time limit, subject to monitoring and written documentation.

¢ On-road material hauling vehicles will shut off engines while queuing for loading
and unloading for time periods longer than 2 minutes, subject to monitoring and
written documentation.

e Off-road diesel equipment will be fitted with verified diesel emission control
systems (e.g., diesel oxidation catalysts) to the extent reasonably and economically
feasible.

e Utilize alternative fuel equipment (i.e., compressed or liquefied natural gas,
biodiesel, electric) to the extent reasonably and economically feasible.

Feasibility will be determined consistent with Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) general criteria: 1) achieved in practice; 2) contained in adopted control
measures; 3) technologically feasible; and 4) cost-effective.

AQ-2 Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions Control Measures: In addition, the project will
implement the following measures to reduce particulate matter emissions from diesel
exhaust:
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Grid power will be used instead of diesel generators where it is feasible to connect
to grid power (generally contingent upon power line proximity, capacity, and
accessibility).

The project specifications will include 13 CCR Sections 2480 and 2485, which limit
the idling of all diesel-fueled commercial vehicles (weighing over 10,000 pounds,
both California- or non-California-based trucks) to 30 seconds at a school or 5
minutes at any location. In addition, the use of diesel auxiliary power systems and
main engines will be limited to 5 minutes when within 100 feet of homes or
schools while the driver is resting.

The project specifications will include 17 CCR Section 93115, Airborne Toxic
Control Measure for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines, which specifies fuel
and fuel additive requirements; emission standards for operation of any stationary,
diesel-fueled, compression-ignition engines; and operation restrictions within 500
feet of school grounds when school is in session.

A schedule of low-emissions tune-ups will be developed and such tune-ups will be
performed on all equipment, particularly for haul and delivery trucks.
Low-sulfur (< 15 ppmw S) fuels will be used in all stationary and mobile
equipment.

AQ-3 Dust Control Measures: The following controls will be implemented at the
construction and staging sites as applicable:

Water all active construction areas at least twice daily as necessary and indicated
by soil and air conditions.

Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks
to maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard.

Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (nontoxic) soil stabilizers on all
unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites.

Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas and staging
areas at construction sites.

Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto
adjacent public streets.

All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized
for construction purposes, will be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using
water, chemical stabilizer/suppressant, covered with a tarp or other suitable cover
or vegetative ground cover.

All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads will be effectively
stabilized of dust emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.
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¢ All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut & fill,
and demolition activities will be effectively controlled of fugitive dust emissions
utilizing application of water or by presoaking.

e When materials are transported off site, all material will be covered, or effectively
wetted to limit visible dust emissions, and at least 6 inches of freeboard space from
the top of the container will be maintained.

e All operations will limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt
from adjacent public streets at the end of each workday. (The use of dry rotary
brushes is expressly prohibited except where preceded or accompanied by
sufficient wetting to limit the visible dust emissions. Use of blower devices is
expressly forbidden.)

e TFollowing the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the
surface of outdoor storage piles, said piles will be effectively stabilized of fugitive
dust emissions utilizing sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.

e Within urban areas, trackout will be immediately removed when it extends 50 or
more feet from the site and at the end of each workday.

¢ Any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day will prevent carryout and trackout.

¢ Hydroseed or apply (nontoxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas
{(previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more).

¢ Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (nontoxic) soil binders to exposed
stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.).

e Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour.

e Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways from sites with a slope greater than 1 percent.

* Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

» Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off all trucks and equipment
leaving the site.

+ Install wind breaks at windward side(s) of construction areas.

* Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed
20 miles per hour.

¢ Limit the area subject to excavation, grading, and other construction activity at
any one time,

Implementation of the above BMPs and BACT would ensure that emissions of diesel
particulate matter (DPM) and fugitive dust from project excavation and grading would be
consistent with the MBUAPCD emissions inventories, Impacts would be less than significant.
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3. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net D D < D

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

Discussion: Project construction would have a limited and temporary potential to
contribute to existing violations of California air quality standards for ozone and PMio
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 regeptors to substantial D D S D
pollutant concentrations?

Discussion: The proposed 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 objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people? D D & D

Discussion: The proposed brewery would be anticipated to emit a yeasty smell. Smells are
subjective making it difficult to anticipate whether the smell of brewing beer would be
offensive to people in the vicinity. California Health and Safety Code Section 41700 states
that no person can discharge air contaminants that cause injury, nuisance or annoyance to
any considerable number of persons or the public. To enforce this, the Monterey Bay Air
Resources District (MBARD) has a nuisance complaints process. Once a certain number of
nuisance complaints are received, MBARD issues a Notice of Violation. The business is then
required to take action to correct the violation. Typically, control equipment is required to
be installed to minimize the offending smell. Given that smells are subjective and the a
process exists to address offending odors, the odor from brewing beer is anticipated to be less
than significant.

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 with the proposed
project, and no mitigation measures would be required. The proposed project would not
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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
directly or through habitat modifications, D D D &
on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish
and 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 project site is mapped as having the
potential to support the white-rayed pentachaeta (Pentachaeta bellidiflora). Given the
disturbed nature of this site, however, and the fact that this species is found on serpentine
soils and none are present on the subject parcel, conditions on-site are not suitable for the
white-rayed pentachaeta. When Environmental Planning staff visited the site, there were no
special status species observed in the project area. The lack of suitable habitat and the
disturbed nature of the site make it unlikely that any special status plant or animal species
occur in the area.

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

Discussion: There is no riparian habitat in the immediate vicinity and no mapped or
designated sensitive biotic communities on or adjacent to the project site. Therefore, no
impact to these biological resources is anticipated.

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

4 Interfere substantially with the movement N
of any native resident or migratory fish or L] L] L] =
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 ] ] ] X
ordinances protecting biological resources
(such as the Sensitive Habitat Ordinance,
Riparian and Wetland Protection
Ordinance, and the Significant Tree
Protection Ordinance)?

Discussion: The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources. Although County Code 13.11.075(2) requires that trees over six inches
in diameter at five feet above ground level be retained, the ordinance also provides exceptions
such as when a tree obstructs a prime building spot or is a nuisance tree. In this, the project
arborist evaluated the eight trees located on the subject parcel (Attachment 3). The oak tree
obstructs the prime building site as it is located in the middle of the parcel where the brewery
is proposed. The Linden tree which is located on the northern property line, may not survive
construction of the frontage improvements. The arborist did provide construction
recommendation and the project will be conditioned to comply with these recommendations.
The acacia trees are considered to be nuisance trees. Given this, the proposed removals would
be in conformance with County Code. No impact would occur.

6.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted ; Y
Habitat Conservation Plan, Naturaf D L D X
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.
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7. Produce nighttime lighting that would D D D X

substantially illuminate wildlife habitats?

Discussion: The subject property is located in an urbanized area and is surrounded by
existing commercial development that currently generates nighttime lighting. There are no
sensitive animal habitats within or adjacent to the project site.

E. CULTURAL RESQURCES
Would the project:

1. Cause a substantial adverse change in 4
the significance of a historical resource as D D D
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5?

Discussion. The existing structures on the property are not designated as a historic resource
on any federal, state or local inventory. As a result, no impacts to historical resources would
occur from project implementation, The barn located on the west side of the parking lot,
which was constructed in 1948, was evaluated by the Planning Department’s historic resource
planner (Attachment 9), Annie Murphy. Ms. Murphy observed the large cracks in the exterior
walls, the roof's poor condition, and the fact that the setting of the barn is now
commercial/industrial instead of rural. Further, the structure is not representative of a distinct
architectural style, and is not known to be associated with a person or historic event or theme
of local, state or national importance. Ms. Murphy concludes, “...the demolition of the barn
would not result in an impact to historic resources under CEQA. No further historic
evaluation is required” (Attachment 9). Given this, the demolition of the barn would be less
than significant.

2. Cause a substantial adverse change in . 4
the significance of an archaeological D I:J D
resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.57

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

3. Disturb any human remains, including 4 |
those interred outside of dedicated o [ X [
cemeteries?
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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.

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

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

F. GECLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:

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

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

B.  Strong seismic ground shaking?

C. Seismic-refated ground failure, D D &
including liguefaction?

D. Landslides? ] ] 4 ]
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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 8.6 miles
southwest of the San Andreas fault zone, and approximately 5.75 miles southwest of 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, 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.

All of Santa Cruz County is subject to some hazard from earthquakes. However, the project
site is not located within or adjacent to a county or state mapped fault zone. A geotechnical
investigation for the proposed project was performed by Greg Bloom, Butano Geotechnical
Engineering, Inc., August 24, 2016 (Attachment 1). The report identifies intense seismic
shaking and collateral seismic hazards (e.g. fault ground surface rupture, coseismic ground
cracking, etc.) as the primary geotechnical hazards that could affect the proposed project. The
report concludes that the potential for collateral seismic hazards is low. The report also
concludes that construction in conformance with the 2013 California Building Code would
minimize impacts from intense seismic shaking. The reports overall conclusion is, “Based on
the results of our filed investigation, laboratory testing, and engineering analysis it is our
opinion that from the geotechnical standpoint, the subject site will be suitable for the
proposed construction” (page 6). The report was accepted on by Rick Parks, County Civil
Engineer, on October 7, 2016 (Attachment 4). Therefore, impacts are expected to be less than
significant.

2.  Be located on a geofogic unit or soif that is 4
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 geotechnical report cited above (see Discussion under F-1) did not identify
a significant potential for damage caused by any of these hazards. Therefore, impacts are

expected to be less than significant.
3. Develop land with a slope exceeding D D D &
30%7?

Discussion. There are no slopes that exceed 30% on the property. No impacts are
anticipated.
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4.  Result in substantial soil erosion or the D D & D

loss of topsoil?

Discussion: Some potential for erosion exists during the construction phase of the project,
however, this potential is minimal because the sight has only a 6% slope and standard erosion
controls are a required condition of the project. The project proposes 350 cubic yards of
excavation and 4,650 cubic yards of fill to establish finish building grades. Prior to approval
of a grading or building permit, the project must have an approved Erosion Control Plan
(Section 16.22.060 of the County 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 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 . U [ R 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 D D D |Z|
supporting the use of septic tanks, leach
fields, or alternative waste water disposal
systemns where sewers are not avaifable
for the disposal of waste water?
Discussion: No septic systems are proposed. The project would connect to the Santa Cruz
County Sanitation District, and the applicant would be required to pay standard sewer
connection and service fees that fund sanitation improvements within the district as a

Condition of Approval for the project.

7. Result in coastal cliff erosion? D D D |X!

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.

. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:

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

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

2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or ] ] ] X
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?

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

H. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:

1. Create a significant hazard to the public or |
the environment as a result of the routine L] L] ] [
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. 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 W4
the environment through reasonably [ [ X [
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 D D D 24
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
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one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Discussion: The Good Shepherd Catholic School is located 2727 Mattison Lane,
approximately 1,125 feet to the east of the project site. Although fueling of equipment is
likely to occur within the staging area, best management practices would be implemented.
No impacts are anticipated.

4. Be focated on a site which is included on D D L_.J g
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 9/27/16 list of hazardous sites in Santa
Cruz County compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. No impacts are
anticipated from project implementation.

5. For a project located within an airport land ] 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
airstrip, would the project result in a safety I:J L] b L]
hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

Discussion: The proposed project is located about 1,500 feet southeast of the Dominican
Hospital helipad which is located in a parking lot behind the hospital. The infrequency of
emergency helicopter use coupled with the nature of helicopter take-offs and landings which
are more targeted than those of airplanes means that the helipad would be unlikely to be a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area. Therefore, the impact would
be less than significant.

7. Impairimplementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency D D D &
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?
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Discussion: The proposed project would not conflict with implementation of the County
of Santa Cruz Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 2015-2020 (County of Santa Cruz, 2020).
Therefore, no impacts to an adopted emergency response plan or evacuation Plan would
occur from project implementation.

8.  Expose people or structures to a N
significant risk of loss, injury or death L] L] L] X
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

Discussion: The proposed project is not located in a Fire Hazard Area. However, the
prop Pro)

project design incorporates all applicable fire safety code requirements and includes fire

protection devices as required by the local fire agency. No impact would occur.

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

1. Violate any water quality standards or ~
waste discharge requirements? [ [ - [

Discussion: The project would not discharge runoff either directly or indirectly into a
public or private water supply. No commercial or industrial activities are proposed that
would generate a substantial amount of contaminants. The parking and driveway associated
with the project would incrementally contribute urban pollutants to the environment;
however, the contribution would be minimal given the size of the driveway and parking area
and the fact that a similarly sized parking lot currently exists. Potential siltation from the
proposed project would be addressed through implementation of erosion control best
management practices (BMPs). In addition, the project would be required to complete a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in conformance with the Central Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board standards. No water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements would be violated. Impacts would be less than significant.

2. Substantially deplete groundwater ] ] ] X
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or
a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.qg., 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)?
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Discussion: The project would obtain water from the City of Santa Cruz Water Department
and would not rely on private well water. Beer production is anticipated to require 3,425
gallons on average per work day. Although the project would increase water demand, the
City of Santa Cruz Water Department is willing to serve the project (Attachment 5). The
project is not located in a mapped groundwater recharge area.

3. Substantially alter the existing drainage 4

pattern of th}; site or area, intgluding g L] D X D

through the alteration of the course of a

stream or river, in a manner which would

result in substantial erosion or siftation on-

or off-site?
Discussion: The proposed project is not located near any watercourses, and would not alter
the existing overall drainage pattern of the site. Department of Public Works Drainage
Section staff has reviewed and approved the proposed drainage plan. The Central Coast Water
Quality Control Board would require a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan prior to
commencement of construction. The purpose of a SWPPP is to minimize sediment and other
pollutants that become mobilized by stormwater runoff. The SWPPP would insure that
erosion and siltation on and off-site would be minimized. This project would result in a less

than significant impact.

4.  Substantially alter the existing drainage :
pattern of the site or area, including D D 3 L]
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding, on-
or off-site?

Discussion: The proposed project is not located near any watercourses, and would not alter
the existing overall drainage pattern of the site. Department of Public Works Drainage
Section staff has reviewed and approved the proposed drainage plan. Impacts from project
construction would be less than significant.

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

Discussion: Drainage Calculations prepared Rodney Cahill, P.E. of Mesiti-Miller
Engineering, Inc., dated August 25, 2016, have been reviewed for potential drainage impacts
and accepted by the Department of Public Works (DPW) Drainage Section staff (Attachment
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6). The calculations show the pre-development runoff rate for the 10-year 15 minute storm
will be maintained. The runoff rate from the property would be controlled by a detention
system located along the western property line. The drainage study also provided a
downstream analysis. Department of Public Works staff have determined that existing storm
water facilities are adequate to handle the 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 B ] X ]
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 S
hazard area gs mapped on Ja/ federal D D D 2
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, the subject parcel is not located within a 100-

year flood hazard area. In addition, no housing is proposed as a part of the project. Given

this, no impact would result from this project.

8.  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 4
structures which would impede or redirect D D D
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 to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death L] [ [ >

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.
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10. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or D [:] D E

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 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 1.8 miles inland and approximately 0.8 miles beyond
the effects of a tsunami (County of Santa Cruz GIS map). 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? I:I D D I

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, 4
policy, or regulation of an agency with D D s D
Jjurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?

Discussion: The proposed project does not conflict with any regulations or policies adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Although County Code
13.11.075(2) requires that trees over six inches in diameter at five feet above ground level be
retained, the ordinance also provides exceptions such as when a tree obstructs a prime
building spot or is a nuisance tree. In this, the project arborist evaluated the eight trees located
on the subject parcel (Attachment 3). The oak treé obstructs the prime building site as it is
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located in the middle of the parcel where the brewery is proposed. The Linden tree which is
located on the northern property line, may not survive construction of the frontage
improvements. The arborist did provide construction recommendation and the project will
be conditioned to comply with these recommendations. The acacia trees are considered to be
nuisance trees. Given this, the proposed removals would be in conformance with County
Code.

In addition, County Code 13.10.587 (Sign Exceptions) allows for more than 50 square feet of
signs and three signs when a sign exception is obtained. The intent of limiting sign size and
the number of signs is to limit visual impacts. In this case, three signs totaling about 55 square
feet would be installed (Attachment 7, Sign Design). Because the brewery building is large, a
larger sign is considered appropriate. Further, a monument sign located at the front of the
parcel would facilitate the orderly access of the property. The 4.5 square foot sign for the
existing precision grinding business is necessary to allow customers and deliveries to locate
the business. Given that the proposed signs would conform to the requirements of the Sign
Exceptions ordinance, then visual impact of the three signs would be less than significant.

3. Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community D D D g
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 D D I'_"] X
mineral resource that would be of value to
the region and the residents of the state?

Discussion: The site does not contain any known mineral resources that would be of value

to the region and the residents of the state. Therefore, no impact is anticipated from project
implementation.

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

Discussion: The project site is zoned C-4 (Commercial Services), which is not considered
to be an Extractive Use Zone (M-3) nor does it have a Land Use Designation with a Quarry

Designation Overlay (Q) (County of Santa Cruz 1994). Therefore, no potentially significant
loss of availability of a known mineral resource of locally important mineral resource
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recovery (extraction) site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use
plan would occur as a result of this project.

L. NCISE
Would the project result in:

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

Discussion: The project would generate two categories of noise impacts: construction and
operational. Both are addressed below.

Construction Impacts

Although construction activities would likely occur during daytime hours, noise may be
audible to the nearby residents. However, periods of noise exposure would be temporary.
Noise from construction activity may vary substantially on a day-to-day basis, however the
construction hours would be limited as a condition of approval for the brewery. County Code
section 8.30 further limits any offensive noise to the hours between 8 AM to 10 PM.

Operational Impacts

Jeffrey K. Pack, President of Edward L. Pack Associates, Inc., prepared a noise assessment
study for the proposed brewery, evaluating the ambient noise level as well as calculating the
anticipated noise from project operations (Attachment 8). The County’s General Plan states
that allowable noise levels shall be raised to the ambient noise levels where the ambient level
exceeds the allowable levels. In this case the ambient noise level exceeds the General Plan
average maximum of 50 dBA L., (daytime) and 45 dBA L« (nighttime). The General Plan limits
the maximum level to 70 dBA during the daytime and 65 dBA during the nighttime (which
is unchanged by the ambient noise level). Mr. Pack determined that the applicable noise
limits with adjustments for the ambient noise level as being:

Table 3 Applicable Noise Limits

North PI"OPEITY Line 52 dBA Leq 70 dBA Lmax
West Property Line 56 dBA Leg 70 dBA Lumax
70 dBA L

South Property Line 57 dBA Leg
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Nonconformin 56 dBA LeqDa
Residence ’ T 70 dBA Lana
45 dBA LegNight 65 dBA Lxa

on Chanticleer

Mr. Pack then calculated the anticipated noise resulting from the project and found that the
equipment in the outdoor yard (glycol chiller, air compressor, and refrigeration compressors)
would exceed the noise limits (above table) for the southern property line between the
existing sheet metal shop building and the project building. The air compressor would also
exceed the limits of the standards at the northern property line. In addition, the semi-tractor
trailer truck which delivers grain would exceed the noise limits at the northern property
line, southern property line and at the nonconforming residence on Chanticleer Avenue. The
following mitigations would mitigate the excesses to a less than significant level in almost all
cases.

NOI-1 Select an air compressor rated at no more than 93 dBA at three feet.
NOI-2 Select refrigeration compressors rated at no more than 81 dBA at five feet each.

NOI-3 Construct a 10-foot high acoustically-effective barrier along the south side of the
outdoor mechanical equipment yard. The barrier height is in reference to the nearest
mechanical equipment yard pad elevation. A gate may be incorporated into this
barrier. The gate shall fit tight when closed. Stops or astrals shall be placed over the
gaps at the strike jamb and at the hinge jamb. The gap at the bottom of the gate shall
be no more than one inch high.

NOI-4 Construct an eight-foot high acoustically-effective barrier along the south property
line extending from the southwesterly corner of the remaining building on the site
for a distance of 56 feet to the west. Connect the barrier to the southwest corner of
the remaining sheet metal shop building. The barrier height is in reference to the
nearest loading area at the roll-up door driveway grade.

NOI-5 Delivery truck drivers shall be instructed to turn off their engines during unloading
and loading activities.

While these mitigations would mitigate most of the project noise impacts to a less than
significant level, the noise assessment notes that, even with the mitigations, once a month for
approximately an hour, there would be a one decibel excess resulting from the semi-tractor
grain deliveries. Without the mitigation requiring the truck to be turned off during
deliveries, at the Chanticleer Avenue residence, the truck generates 62 dBA L., With the
implementation of the mitigation (i.e. turning off the truck), the noise drops to 57 dBA L
(i.e. one decibel over the ambient average of 56 dBA Le). Given the infrequency of the
deliveries and the fact that the residence is nonconforming since it is located in the C-4 zone
district (Commercial Services), this excess does not constitute a significant impact.
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2. Exposure of persons to or generation of D ] K’ ]

excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Discussion: The use of construction and grading equipment would potentially generate
vibration in the project area. This impact would be temporary; and therefore, impacts would
be considered less than significant

3. A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity D L D L]
above levels existing without the project?

Discussion: In general, the noise generated by the project would not exceed the existing
ambient noise level. However, once a month for approximately an hour, there would be a
one decibel excess resulting from the semi-tractor grain deliveries. Given that the impact is
infrequent and only one decibel over the limit, this impact is not considered to be significant.
The project noise engineer provided mitigations to address the noise impacts of the project.
Impacts are expected to be less than significant with the implementation of the mitigations
described in L-1 above.

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

Discussion: 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.

5. For a project located within an airport fand ] ] ] 5]
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 ] ] X ]

airstrip, 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 private airstrip. It is, however,
within about 1,500 feet of Dominican Hospital’s helipad. Flights to/from this helipad are
relatively infrequent and therefore would result in a less than significant impact to people
residing or working in the project area.

M. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:

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

Discussion: The proposed project 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. The project proposes only
to construct a brewery and would not induce population growth. No impact would occur.

2. Displace substantial numbers of existing ] [] ] [E
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 numbers of people, ] ] ] ]
necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion: The proposed project would not displace any people since the project is
intended to construct a brewery on commercially-zoned land. 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
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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?

OO0
O0O0od

XX X K
OO0

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 L] [ at 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
considered less than significant.

2. Does the project include recreational |:| D ] Ei
facilities or require the construction or '
expansion of recreational facilfities 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.
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P, TRANSPORTATIONITRAFFIC
Would the project:
1.  Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance D D & D

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

Discussion: The project would create a small incremental increase in traffic on nearby roads
and intersections. Based upon the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ data, the County’s
traffic engineering staff concluded that there were will be fewer than 20 trips during the peak
traffic period. This trip calculation accounts for all trips, including employees and in- and
out-bound deliveries. Given this, this increase would be less than significant, Further, the
increase 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 D D D %
management program, including, but not
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 and do
not already exist in other documents may be incorporated into those documents.
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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. Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, ] ] ] X
including either an increase in traffic
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. Sub_stantia!ly increase hazards due to a M M ] X
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
Discussion: The proposed project consists of the construction on an existing commercial
lot. No increase in hazards would occur from project design or from incompatible uses. No
impact would occur from project implementation.

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

Discussion: The project’s road access meets County standards and has been approved by
the local fire agency or California Department of Forestry, as appropriate.

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?

Discussiom: The proposed project design would comply with current road requirements to
prevent potential hazards to motorists, bicyclists, and/or pedestrians. The project would
construct frontage improvements (sidewalk) in conformance with the Chanticleer Avenue
plan line. This would enhance pedestrian safety. No impact would occur.

Q. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

1.  Would the project cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, defined in Public
Resources Code section 21074 as either
a site, feature, place, cultural landscape
that is geographically defined in terms of
the size and scope of the landscape,
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sacred place, or object with cultural value
to a California Native American tribe, and
that is:
A. Listed or eligible for listing in the M [] X []

California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources Code section
5020.1(k}, or

B. A resource determined by the lead ' <
agency, in its discretion and D D X D
supported by substantial evidence, to
be significant pursuant to criteria set

-forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In
applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance
of the resource to a California Native
American fribe.

Discussion: The project proposes to establish a brewery. Section 21080.3.1(b) of the
California Public Resources Code (AB 52) requires a lead agency formally notify a California
Native American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated within the geographic area
of the discretionary project when formally requested. As of this writing, no California Native
American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the Santa Cruz County region
have formally requested a consultation with the County of Santa Cruz (as Lead Agency under
CEQA) regarding Tribal Cultural Resources. As a result, no Tribal Cultural Resources are
known to occur in or near the project area. Therefore, no impact to the significance of a
Tribal Cultural Resource is anticipated from project implementation.

R. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:

1. Exceed wastewater treatment _ ] ] ] X
requirements of the appficable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?
Discussion: The proposed project’s wastewater flows would not violate any wastewater
treatment standards. The proposed project would release wastewater into the sewer system.
The Department of Public Works, Sanitation section has reviewed and accepted the project
as complying with their standards. Therefore, wastewater treatment requirements would not
be exceeded. No impacts would occur.
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2. Require or result in the construction of D D D g

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

Discussion: The project would connect to an existing municipal water supply. The City of
Santa Cruz has determined that adequate supplies are available to serve the project
(Attachment 5). No impact would occur from project implementation.

3. Require or result in the construction of ] ] ] 4
new sform water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Discussion: Drainage analysis of the project drainage calculations prepared Rodney Cahill,
P.E. of Mesiti-Miller Engineering, Inc., dated August 25, 2016 concluded that the project
would maintain the pre-development runoff rate of the site for the 10-year 15 minutes storm
and that the downstream facilities were adequate to receive the project’s runoff. Department
of Public Works Drainage staff have reviewed the drainage information and accepted the
project engineer’s conclusion that downstream storm facilities are adequate to handle the
increase in drainage associated with the project (Attachment 6). Therefore, no additional
drainage facilities would be required for the proposed project. No impacts are expected to
occur from the proposed project.

4.  Have sufficient water supplies available to D D x []
serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

Discussion: The City of Santa Cruz 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 5). The brewer
anticipates that the brewery facility would require about 5,425 gallons per day. 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 D D
treatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate
capacity to serve the project’s projected

X L]

>
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demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?

Discussion: The County of Santa Cruz Sanitation District has indicated that adequate
capacity is 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
5). The brewer anticipates that the brewery would generate about 1,061 gallons of wastewater
per day. Based upon the Sanitation District’s review of the project, the existing wastewater
treatment capacity would be sufficient to serve the proposed project. Please see discussion
under Q-2 above. No impact would occur from project implementation,

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

Discussion: The majority of the solid waste generated by the brewery is in the form of
spent grains and yeast. This waste is hauled to an organic pig farm in Hollister, CA twice a
week in a truck with an eight foot wide by 16 foot long cargo container. The remaining solid
waste generated during operations represents a small incremental increase in solid waste
generation. During construction, there will be the short-term generation of construction-
related solid waste. However, the impact would not be significant.

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

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

5. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

1. Does the project have the potential to D D D %
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population fo drop befow self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory?
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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 4

indfvidualﬁl Ii{‘nited, but cc?mulaz‘fvely D A D D

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 potentially significant cumulative effects related to
the project’s impact on ambient noise. However, mitigation has been included that clearly
reduces these cumulative effects to a level below significance (see L.1. for construction and
operational mitigations, pages 33-35). This mitigation includes measures to reduce these
impacts to a less than significant level. 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 Ez L_'I
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

Discussiom: In the evaluation of environmental impacts in this Initial Study, the potential
for adverse direct or indirect impacts to human beings were considered in the response to
specific questions in Section II (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. As a result of this evaluation, there is no substantial evidence that, after

Discretion Brewing Application Number: 161034



Less than

Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact incorporated Impact Mo impact

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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BUTANO GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING, INC.

231 GREEN VALLEY ROAD, SUITE E, FREEDOM, CALIFORNIA 95019
PHONE: 831.724.2612

WWW.BUTANOGEQTECH.COM
August 24, 2016
Project No. 16-144-SC
Bogard Construction
350 Coral Street, #A
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
SUBJECT: GEOTEC'HNICAL INVESTIGATION - DESIGN PHASE

Proposed Residential Addition

Proposed Brewery Project

2725 Chanticleer Avenue (APN 025-161-06)
Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz County, California

Dear Bogard Construction:

In accordance with your authorization, we have completed a geotechnical investigation
for the subject project. This report summarizes the findings, conclusions, and
recommendations from our field exploration, laboratory testing, and engineering
analysis. It is a pieasure being associated with you on this project. If you have any
questions, or if we may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact our
office.

Sincerely,

BUTANO GEOTECHNICAL Eﬁg_[N_E_gR!NG, INC.

S T,

‘4 Amy Power

Greg Bloom, PE, GE
Principal Engineer
R.C.E. 58819

Staff Engineer
E.LT. 150450

Appendices: 1. Appendix Eures and Standard Details
Appendix B Field Exploration Program
Appendix C Laboratory Testing Program
Appendix D Percolation Testing Program

B wn

Distribution: (4)  Addressee
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

parameters and recommendations for the construction of the proposed brewery and
associated improvements. Conclusions and recommendations related to site grading,
drainage, and foundations are presented herein.

Anticipated site work consists of the construction of a single story brewery and
associated improvements.

This work included site reconnaissance, subsurface exploration, soil sampling,
laboratory testing, engineering analyses, and preparation of this report. The scope of
services for this investigation is outlined in our agreement dated May 25, 2016.

The recommendations contained in this report are subject to the fimitations presented in
Section 8.0 of this report. The Association of Engineering Firms Practicing the

2.0 FIELD EXPLORATION AND LABORATORY TESTING PROGRAMS

Our field exploration program included drilfing, logging, and interval sampling of four
borings on August 2. 2016 with truck-mounted equipment. The borings were advanced
to depths ranging from 16 % 1o 26 ¥ feet below existing grade. Details of the field
exploration program, including the Boring Logs, and the Key to the Logs are presented
in Appendix B, Figures B-3 through B-7.

Representative samples obtained during the field investigation were taken to the
laboratory for testing. Laboratory tests were used to determine physical and

presented in Appendix C. Test results are presented on the Boring Logs and in
Appendix C.

Six percolation tests were conducted throughout the site. The locations of the
percolations tests are shown on the Boring Site Plan, Figure B-2. The percolation
testing methods and resuits are shown in Appendix D.
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Boring B4 encountered non-engineered fill consisting of loose clayey sand to a
depth of approximately 2 % feet below existing grade, and stiff sandy lean clay
from a depth of approximately 2 % to 16 1 feet below existing grade.

No groundwater was encountered during drilling; however, water table depths

- may vary seasonally.

Complete soil profiles are presented on the Boring Logs, Appendix B, Figures B-
through B-7. The boring locations are shown on the Boring Site Plan, Figure B-
2.

4.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Anticipated construction will consist of a new 17,738 square foot brewery and
associated improvements.

5.1

. 5.0 GEOTECHNICAL HAZARDS
General

in our opinion the geotechnical hazards that could potentially affect the proposed
project are: :

. Intense seismic shaking
. Collateral seismic hazards

5.1.1 Intense Seismic Shaking

The hazard of intense seismic shaking is present throughout central
California.  Intense seismic shaking may occur at the site during the
design lifetime of the proposed structure from an earthquake along one of
the regions many faults. Generally, the intensity of shaking will increase
the closer the site is to the epicenter of an earthquake, however, seismic
shaking is a complex phenomenon and may be modified by local
topography and soil conditions. The transmission of earthquake vibrations
from the ground into the structure may cause structural damage.

The County of Santa Cruz has adopted the seismic provisions set forth in
the 2013 California Building Code to address seismic shaking. The
seismic provisions in the 2013 CBC are minimum load requirements for
the seismic design for the proposed structure. The provisions set forth in
the 2013 CBC will not prevent structural and nonstructural damage from
direct fault ground surface rupture, coseismic ground cracking, liquefaction
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7.2 Site Grading

7.21

7.22

Site Clearing

The site should be cleared of loose soil. non-engineered fill, organics, and
debris within the project limits.

Preparation of On-Site Soils

Areas to receive fill should be scarified, moisture conditioned, and
compacted to @ minimum of 90 percent relative compaction.

Paved Areas

The upper 6 inches of subgrade and aggregate baserock should be
compacted to a minimum of 95 percent relative compaction. This should
extend a minimum of 2 feet laterally of all paved areas.

Site Grading-General

The on-site soil may be re-used as engineered fill once it is processed to
remove the majority of the deleterious material.

Imported fill material should be approved by a representative of Butano
Geotechnical Engineering, Inc. prior to importing. Imported fill should be
primarily granular with no material greater than 2% inches in diameter and
no more than 20 percent of the material passing the #200 sieve. The fines
fraction of the fili should not consist of expansive material. The
Geotechnical Engineer should be notified not less than 5 working days in
advance of placing any fill or base course material proposed for import.
Each proposed source of import material should be sampled, tested, and
approved by the Geotechnical Engineer prior to delivery of any soils
imported for use on the site.

Engineered fill should be compacted to a minimum of 90 percent relative
compaction per ASTM1557.

Any surface or subsurface obstruction, or questionable material
encountered during grading, should be brought immediately to the
attention of the Geotechnical Engineer for proper processing as required.
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Utility trenches that are parallel to the sides of a building should be placed
so that they do not extend below a line sloping down and away at an
inclination of 2:1 H:V from the bottom outside edge of all footings.

Trenches should be capped with 1 1/2 feet of relatively impermeable
material. Import material must be approved by the Geotechnical Engineer
prior to its use.

Trenches must be shored as required by the local regulatory agency, the
State of California Division of Industrial Safety Construction Safety Orders,
and Federal OSHA requirements.

7.3 Foundations

7.3.1 Conventional Shallow Foundations

General

Conventional shallow foundations may be used bearing on in-situ stiff
sandy lean clay or engineered fill per section 7.2.2. Portions of the site are
underlain by up to 3 feet of non-engineered fill which wili either need to be
penetrated through or over-excavated and replaced as engineered fill.

Footing Dimensions

Footing widths should be based on the allowable bearing value but not
less than 15 inches. The recommended depth of embedment is 12 inches
if the footings are underlain by in-situ stiff sandy lean clay or engineered
fill. The footings should be embedded so that there is a minimum of 8
feet of cover measured horizontally from the base of the footing to
daylight. Embedment depths should not be allowed to be affected
adversely, such as through erosion, softening, digging, etc. Should local
building codes require deeper embedment of the footings or wider
footings, the local codes must apply.

Bearing Capacity

The allowable bearing capacity used should not exceed 4,300 psf for
footings bearing on stiff in-situ soil or engineered fill. The allowable
bearing capacity may be increased by one-third in the case of short
duration loads, such as those induced by wind or seismic forces. In the
event that footings are founded in structural fill consisting of imported
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not limited to specifications for: concrete mix design, puncture resistance
of vapor barrier, permeance of vapor barrier, soil flatness, capillary break
section, structural section, and testing recommendations.

7.3.3 Settlements

Total and differential settlements beneath are expected to be within
tolerable limits under static conditions. Vertical movements are not
expected to exceed 1 inch. Differential movements are expected to be
within the normal range (% inch) for the anticipated loads.

7.4 Retaining Structures

7.4.1 Lateral Earth Pressures

The lateral earth pressures presented in Table 2 are recommended for the
design of retaining structures with native backfill. Should the slope behind
the retaining walls be other than level, supplemental design criteria will be
provided for the active earth or at-rest pressures for the particular slope

angle.
Table 2. Lateral Earth Pressures
Soil Pressure (psf/ft
Soii Profile P )
Active At-rest
Level 37 56
2:1 60 80

If desired, an earthquake load (ultimate) may be considered for critical
walls. A seismic load of 10H? and 15H2 may be applied at a height of
0.6H from the base of the wall for unrestrained and restrained walls
respectively. A factor of safety of 1.1 is considered appropriate with
respect to earthquake loading.

Pressure due to any surcharge loads from adjacent footings, traffic, etc.,
should be analyzed separately. Pressures due to these loading can be
supplied upon receipt of the appropriate plans and loads. Refer to
Appendix A, Figure A-1-Surcharge Pressure Diagram.
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submitting the plans and contract bidding.  Additional field exploration and
laboratory testing may be required upon review of the final project design plans.

7.6 QObservation and Testing

Field observation and testing should be provided by a representative of Butano
Geotechnical Engineering, Inc. to enable them to form an opinion regarding the
adegquacy of the site preparation, the adequacy of fill materials, and the extent to
which the earthwork is performed in accordance with the geotechnical conditions
present, the requirements of the regulating agencies, the project specifications
and the recommendations presented in this report.

Butano Geotechnical Engineering, Inc. should be notified at least 5 working
days prior to any site clearing or other earthwork operations on the subject
project in order to observe the stripping and disposal of unsuitable materials and
to ensure coordination with the grading contractor. During this period, a
preconstruction meeting should be held on the site to discuss project
specifications, observation and testing requirements and responsibilities, and
scheduling.

8.0 LIMITATIONS

The recommendations contained in this report are based on our field explorations,
laboratory testing, and our understanding of the proposed construction. The subsurface
data used in the preparation of this report was obtained from the borings drilied during
our field investigation. Variation in soil, geologic, and groundwater conditions can vary
significantly between sample locations. As in most projects, conditions revealed during
construction excavation may be at variance with preliminary findings. If this occurs, the
changed conditions must be evalyated by the Project Geotechnical Engineer, and
revised recommendations be provided as required. In addition, if the scope of the
proposed construction changes from the described in this report, our firm should also be

notified.

Our investigation was performed in accordance with the usual and current standards of
the profession, as they relate to this and similar localities. No other warranty, expressed
or implied, is provided as to the conclusions and professional advice presented in this
report.

This report is issued with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the Owner, or
of his Representative, to ensure that the information and recommendations contained
herein are brought to the attention of the Engineer for the project and incorporated into
the plans, and that it is ensured that the Contractor and Subcontractors implement such




APPENDIX A

- FIGURES AND STANDARD DETAILS

Surcharge Pressure Diagram Figure A-1
Retaining Wall Backdrain Detail Figure A-2

Key and Bench Detail ' ~ Figure A-3
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APPENDIX B

FIELD EXPLORATION PROGRAM

Field Exploration Procedures

Site Location Plan

Boring Site Plan

Key to the Logs

Logs of the Borings

Page B-1

Figure B-1

Figure B-2

Figure B-3

Figures B-4 through B-7
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LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

Project No.:  16-144-SC Boring: Bl
Project: 2725 Chanticleer Ave. Location:
Elevation:

Date: August 2, 2016 Method of Drilling: 6 inch solid stem truck mounted auger

Logged By: AP
2" Ring 2.5" Ring Bulk PN S “gv: Atterberg

- . |7 n Sample N Sample Sample = é %” ;5; é_’ s Limits

AP Slelzlzl:1812

s E 3 ] Terzaghi Split (7 Static Water e [Z2] 2 18] ¢ 2 |3

8] & {E Spoon Samypie = Table 2 it £ 5 E E : i

= = < I - = N O
a g ) g
Description ~
r | 2172" AC over 4 1/2" baserock.
-~ CL Brown sandy LEAN CLAY, trace gravel, very stiff, 34 17 1 940 | 278
- - moist. 13 ] 10 30.8 v
B 8
- A 35 1 17| 928 [ 279 6.100
10
- = I Coarsening sand grains. 20 | i6 21.5
- 15 '
- - I Stiff, 3 1 10 29.0
- 20-
F I i 1o 223
251 SP-5C Poorly-graded SAND with clay, very dense, damp
- T (Purisima Formation sandstone - Tp). 69 | 63 9.1 v
- Drilling terminated at a depth of 26 1/2 feet,
- No groundwater was encountered during drilling.
- 3
- 35
BUTANO GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING, INC. FIGURE
B-4




LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING
Project No.:  16-144-SC Boring: B3
Project: 2725 Chanticleer Ave. Location:
Elevation:
Date: August 2, 2016 Method of Drilting: 6 inch solid stem truck mounted auger
logged By: AP
i 2" Ring 2.5" Ring \ /] Bulk o~ g " :C;_i Other Tests
* - . < Sample Sample M Sample ,g :5:, ;"-:; _52) g_ .
A -NEI sl 2lzlzlsle
£l £ |2 E m Terzaghi Split 7 Static Water g z| 2190 &8 3% =
e 2 E o 'E_; E 0
% 5 3 5 Spoen Sample Tahle _&? g g g ':_:f 5 :3-
St w3 ¥
= = 7
Description -
-~ SC \-— Black-brown clayey SAND with gravel (FILL). 32 i2 22.8
- = CL ;Ij Brown sandy LEAN CLAY, stiff, moist. i5 12 19.2
- 5.....
- - ’]: Very stiff. 27 | 23 23.1
- 101
- L Coarsening sand, some gravel. 14 5 11 26.8
- 15+
- - T 2t |17 18.6
- | |Boring terminated at a depth of 16 1/2 feet,
- No groundwater encountered during drilling.
- 20
- 25+
- 3]
- 35+
BUTANO GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING, INC, FIGURE
B-6




APPENDIX C
'LABORATORY TESTING PROGRAM

Laboratory Testing Procedures Page C-1

Particle Size Analysis Figure C-1 and C-2
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APPENDIX D

'-PERCQM‘T!‘QN TESTING PROCEDURES

Constant head percolation tests were performed at six locations on the parcel (P1
through P8). The holes were filled with water to a height of approximately 12 inches
from the base of the hole. The approximate lacations of the test holes are shown on the
boring site plan in Appendix B, Figure B-2

The holes were logged in:the field during the drilling process.

Test holes were drilled with 5-inch diameter solid stem tractor mounted equipment.
Perforated pipe was inserted to prevent potential collapse of the test holes and
approximately 2 10 3 inchiesef .clean, crushed 7" gravel was placed at the bottom of the
holes as well as around the annulus of the pipe. The test holes were pre-soaked 24
hours prior to percolation testing.

The percolation rates for P1 through P6 were recorded every 30 minutes.

The following rate reports the average of 3 consecutive measurements within 10% of
each other.

Infiltration was calculated using the infiltration reduction factor as defined by the
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments Low Impact Development Manual, The
reduction factor is defined as:

(Zxd1—-AD) 1

Rf =
Where: Rf = Reduction Factor

d1 =Initial Water Depth {in)

AD = Percolation Rate (in‘hr)

@ = Hole Diameter (in)

. Depth Soil Percolation Rate Infiltration Rate
Percolation Test Hole (fi:) (USCS) (in/hr) (in/hr)

P1 1 SM (silty sand). |} 8.7 : 4.19
P2 z SM-(silty sand} | 3.8 .97
P3 2 CL {sandy lean clay} 0.13 0.02
P4 4 - CL (sandy lean clay) | 1.0 0.17
PS5 2 CL (sandy lean clay) 1.3 0.32
P6 4 CL (sandy lean clay) 0.50 0.05




PROGRAM STATEMENT

Discretion Brewing - Development Permitting
2725 Chanticleer Ave, Santa Cruz, CA 95065-1841
APN 025-161-06

1. What different functions will there be on site?
Response:
This project consists of an approximately 17,739 square foot high bay steel building with 5,435
SF of mezzanine storage space. Functions include: office/admin work, receiving raw materials,
dry storage, cold storage, milling grain, steeping milled grain with hot water, separating steeped
liquid from grain, boiling the resulting liquid with hops, cooling the boiled liguid, fermenting the
liquid with yeast to make beer, filtering beer, cleaning of equipment, packaging beer in kegs,
cans and bottles, loading delivery truck(s), delivering beer to customers. The hrewery will be for
production only, with no tasting room. The break room will be used by brewery staff for meal
breaks. The new structure will be located at 2725 Chanticleer Avenue, Santa Cruz, California APN
02516106 (51,253 SF), to the west of the existing buildings and parking lot. This will be an
independent structure, there will be no modification of existing buildings. The existing building
to remain is used by Doerksen Precision Products.

2. Will the general public be on site on a regular basis, or just production-related personnel such as
employees, vendors, etc.?
Response:
This will be a production facility with no retail space. Occasionally, invited guests will visit the
facility. The current tasting room and restaurant located on 41% Avenue is to remain and will
maintain the beer tasting function.

3. What will be the days and hours of operation?
Response:
Hours wilt initially be Mon-Fri 7.00 AM - 6:00 PM; Sat-Sun 11:00AM - 5:00PM eventually, Mon-
Sun 7:00 AM - 11:00 PM. We do not anticipate the need, nor have any desire to, but want to
reserve the right to operate 24 hrs/7 days per week. All work will be indoors. The building will
be designed to contain noise under the limits outlined in County code ‘8.30.010 Offensive noise’

4. How many employees will there be, will they all be there at the same time, and where will they
park?
Response: ,
Approximately 15 on 1st shift and less than 10 on 2nd shift. Many of our employees ride bicycles
to work. The rest will park at the off-street parking spaces provided.

5. How many deliveries will there be per week?
Response:
Approximately 10 deliveries per week, including FedEx, UPS etc.

6. Whatis the largest truck that will enter the site, and how many times per week?

Response:

Most deliveries will be by typical box truck, but the largest would be an occasional delivery by a
tractor-semitrailer (single trailer).The design includes a uniform siope that will allow a semi to
reverse in from the road to the rear receiving roll up door.




7. How many visitors will there be per week, and where will they park?
Response:
We don’t anticipate many visitors at any given time. They would park at the off-street parking
space provided.

8. What function will the existing building to remain have?
Response:
The current business, Doerksen Precision Products will remain. This business is involved in
machining and fabricating parts for muitiple industries.

9. How many employees and/or visitors will be there at the existing building? And where will they
park?
Response:
Doerksen Precision Products currently has eight employees and an occasional customer that will
park on site.

10. How much waste as a result of the brewing process will be produced on site, and how will it be
removed from the site?
Response:
The most significant byproduct of the brewing process is spent grains. At full production (year 3
or later), approx 9,400 lbs/week of spent grain held onsite in a silo designed for this purpose to
be removed by truck and delivered to local organic farmers in the county. In the first year,
estimated amount will be substantially less: approx 2,800 lbs/week of spent grain,

11. How much paper waste and recycling will be produced per week?
Response:
1 standard size dumpster each for paper waste and recycling. No significant glass waste will be
produced.

12. What sort of emissions, and approximate volumes, will be released into theair? | =~ .
Response:
Steam from boiling beer vented through 10” pipe intermittently for a total of about 8 hrs/day.
An insignificant amount of CO2 produced by the natural fermentation of beer.

13. What are noise levels dB Iikély to be sustained duringmﬁudﬁfgbf opefations?

Response:

All factory functions will be indoors except for shipping and receiving. Noise exterior to the
insulated building should be nominal. inside the building, our goal is less than 85 decibels. Noise
will be kept under the limits stated in the County code: ‘8.30.010 Offensive noise’.




Annette Olson

From:
Sent;
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Hi Annette,

David Rhodes <David@madi-arch.com>
Menday, December 19, 2016 3:14 PM
Annette Olson

Andrew Fullerton

RE: Discretion Brewers Planning Approval

Please see response from brewmaster Michael Demers regarding beer production:

For reference, 1 barref of beer (BBL} = 31 gallons.

in the first year, we should produce 3,000 BBL.

By vear 5, we hope to produce 10,000 BBL.

The maximum annual capacity of the brewery will be 25,000 BBL.

- Let me know if you need anything else.

David




Michael L. Bench
Consulting Arborist

L o (831) 594-5151
\v"k
Sy, 5 7327 Langley Canyon Road
Prunedale, California 93907

A Cursory Evaluation of the Existing Trees
2725 Chanticleer Avenue
Santa Cruz, California

Assignment

I was asked by Mr. David Rhodes, Architect, MADI Architecture, to inventory and to
evaluate the existing trees on the property located at 2725 Chanticleer Avenue, Santa
Cruz, California.

Methods

I measured the trunks of the trees using a diameter tape at 4 ' feet above soil grade
(referred to as DBH or Diameter at Breast Height), according to the International Society
of Arboriculture (ISA) standards. The canopy height and spread were estimated using
visual references only. Trunk measurements were rounded up to the nearest inch.

Observations
I inspected the trees on August 4, 2016.

There are 8 existing trees on this property. These trees are listed by number on the
attached List of Trees, which follows this text. This Data Sheet provides the basic data
about each tree, including the species, the trunk diameter(s), height, spread, health,
structural integrity. The health and structure of each specimen is rated on a scale of 1-5:
(1) Excellent, (2) Good, (3) Fair, (4) Poor, (5) Extremely Poor.

The locations of the trees are shown on the attached two Site Plan mark-ups:
1. The Topographic Survey Map, prepared by Edmundson and Associates, t1-4-15.
2. The Site Plan of the Proposed New Structures, prepared by MADI, Al1.1, 1-7-15.

Tree # 1, a 39 inch DBH (Diameter at Breast Height = 54 inches above grade) Linden
(Liriodendron tulipifera), is located on the property boundary, but approximately 90% of
the trunk is located on the adjacent property toward the north. The roots of this tree have
raised the paving around the trunk. This indicates that a percentage of the roots of this
tree are located just under the surface of the existing paving.

Tree # 2, a 7 inch diameter DBH Coast Live Oak (Quercus agrifolia) would be removed
during the construction of the proposed plan.

Prepared by Michael L. Bench, Site Observations: 1
Consulting Arborist August 4, 2016




2725 Chanticleer Avenue
Santa Cruz, CA

Trees # 3-8, are all Silver wattle (4cacia dealbata), located in a cluster at the northwest
corner of the property. This species, Acacia dealbata, produces viable seeds, which tend
to propagate profusely. For this reason, it is often regarded as an invasive species. It
grows rapidly and can out compete with our indigenous oak species. At some locations it
is regarded as a nuisance tree.

Risks to the Existing Trees by Proposed Construction

It appears that a percentage of the surface roots of Tree # 1 would be removed or
damaged by construction of the proposed adjacent parking lot and the Trash Enclosure. It
is not known whether or not all of the roots of Tree # 1 are located near the surface. The
roots of most trees typically exist in the top 24 inches of soil but occasionally in the top
12 inches of soil. The depth of roots is often determined by the soil profile rather than the
growth habit of the tree. However, roots of virtually all species grow lateral not vertical,
except in rare unusual locations. The root systems of trees tend to look like the bottom of
a wine glass, only wider.

The concrete pad for a Trash Enclosure tends to require a deeper footing than other slab
construction because of the abuse the concrete must endure when the heavy garbage
binds are set down. I have seen the footings of trash enclosures with a 24 inch footing or
more. Concerning Tree # 1, I expect all of the roots would be severed in the area of the
Trash Enclosure to construct the footing. For this reason, | recommend that the nearest
edge of the trash enclosure footing be a minimum of 20 feet from the trunk of Tree # 1.

The impact to the roots of Tree # 1 posed by the grading and construction of the adjacent
parking lot would depend on the depth of the root mass. I suggest one of the following
options.

Option A ~Tree # 1

This alternative would be simply to maintain a safe distance from the trunk for any
grading or excavation, which would result in root losses. For a tree of this size using this
method, I recommend a distance of 18 feet from the nearest edge of the trunk. Even at
this distance some root damage would be expected, and for that reason, it would be
essential to irrigate the tree thoroughly and regularly for at least 1 year. Paving could be
layed inside of this {8 foot area, but the sub-surface stabilization within this area would
have to be eliminated. Also, the compaction within this area would have to be limited to
80%.

Option B —Tree # 1

This alternative would be to locate the extent of the root mass under the existing paving
using an “Air Spade” or a “Water jet Spade™ combined with hand digging. This would
require that the existing paving be peeled off of the surface without disturbing the
material (containing roots) below the existing paving for the area within 20 feet of the
trunk. Then perform exploratory excavation using one of the two methods (Air Spade or
Water Jet), which would remove the soil without significantly damaging the existing
roots. Once the roots in this are would be exposed, they would require inspection by the
project arborist.
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The objective would be to determine which roots could be severed and which roots must
be preserved. Procedures for preservation would also be required. By this method, the
planned features near this tree would be determined by the design team following this
exploratory excavation. Roots are often not located where we presume. | have had some
projects, in which no significant roots existed in the area of proposed construction, but
this could not be anticipated by visual inspection alone. In my opinion, ground
penetrating radar has not been developed to a level sophisticated enough to be used for
this purpose,

Trees #2-8
Tree # 2 would be removed by the proposed plan.

It appears that Acacia Trees # 3-8 would suffer some root losses by grading for the new
Brewery building. Should the grading be kept a minimum of § feet from the trunks of
individual trees, they should all survive. However, the urban forest in this area would be
better served over the long term, in my opinion, by removing these Acacia trees and
replacing them with Coast live oak (Q. agrifolia) specimens.

Tree Protection Plan
L. If Tree # 1 would be expected to survive in good condition, its root zone and

canopy must be protected during demolition and construction. The most effective

way to achieve this objective would be to install Tree Protective Fencing. It would

be essential to install tree protective fencing prior to the arrivat of demolition

equipment. The location of the Tree Protective Fencing must be directed by the

project arborist, but located at or near the drip line of Tree # 1 to the extent

feasible. This fencing must protect a sufficient portion of the root zone to be

effective. In my experience, the protective fencing must:

¢ Consist of chain link fencing and having 2 minimum height of 6 feet.

¢ Be mounted on steel posts driven approximately 18-24 inches into the soil.

¢ Fencing posts must be located a maximum of 10 feet on center.

¢ Protective fencing must be installed prior to the arrival of materials, vehicles,
Or equipment,

¢ Protective fencing must not be moved, even temporarily, and must remain in
place until all canstruction is completed, unless approved and directed by the
Project Arborist.

Note: Depending on the construction schedule, the Tree Protective Fencing may

require removal (or partial removal) at the supervision of the Project
Arborist and replacement one or more times during construction.

2. There must be no grading, trenching, or surface scraping inside the dripline of
protected trees, unless specifically approved by the Project Arborist.

3. Ifany underground utilities would be replaced or upgraded within the drip line of
Tree # 1, the tree may be adversely impacted. It would be preferred that no
trenching for utilities be done inside the dripline of Tree # 1. However, if
trenching for utilities must be done inside the dripline of Tree # 1, the root
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4.

damage must be inspected and documented by the Project Arborist.

I recommend that Tree # 1 must be irrigated throughout the entire construction
period during the dry months (any month receiving less than 1 inch of rainfail ).
irrigate a minimum of 10 gallons for each inch of trunk diameter every two
weeks. A soaker hose or a drip line is preferred for this purpose, but the soaker
hose(s) must be located near the dripline (not near the trunk) to be effective.

I recommend that the entire area inside the Tree Protective Fencing for Trees # 1
must be mulched. Mulching consists of a protective material (wood chips, gravel )
being spread over the root zone inside the dripline. This material must be 4 inches

_in depth after spreading, which must be done by hand. I prefer course wood chips

because it is organic, and degrades naturally over time.

Any pruning must be done by an arborist certified by the ISA (International
Society of Arboriculture) and the pruning must be done according to ISA ANSI
A300 standards (2008} and according to Western Chapter Standards, 1998.

Sprinkler irrigation if planned in the Landscape Plan, must not be designed to
strike the trunks of Tree # 1, because of potential high risk of disease infection.

Landscape irrigation trenches must be a minimum distance of 10 times the trunk
diameter from the trunks of protected trees.

Landscape materials (cobbles, decorative bark, stones, fencing, etc.) must not be
instatled directly in contact with the bark of trees because of the risk of serious
disease infection.

Respectfully submitted,

O

Michael L. Bench, Consulting Arborist
International Society of Arboricuiture Certification # WE 1897A
American Society of Consulting Arborists Member

Attachments: List of Trees

Tree Map - Existing Buildings and Topography
Tree Map — Proposed New Buildings and Hardscape
Assumptions and Limiting Conditions Declaration
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