14TH DISTRICT AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION

Mitigated Negative Declaration
The 14th District Agricultural Association has prepared this Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
following described project:
Project: Agricultural History Project (AHP) Expansion
Project Location: Santa Cruz County Fairgrounds (APN 051-491-01) along State Route 152 (Hecker
Pass Road) in southern Santa Cruz County (see Figure 1 in the attached Initial Study)
Project Description: The proposed project consists of expansion of the Agricultural History Project
(AHP) facilities near the Fairgrounds entrance to include outdoor animal and agricultural facilities, as
well as future construction of approximately 10,000 square feet of new buildings to support the
AHP’s mission that “honors and promotes knowledge about agriculture on the Central California
Coast.” Outdoor animal and agricultural facilities would include an orchard, a garden, and 4,200
square feet of livestock pens. New buildings would include a carriage house to display and store
antique carriages, an interpretive center, and a small restroom building.
Applicant: 14th District Agricultural Association, Santa Cruz County Fair
Applicant Address: 2601 East Lake Avenue, Watsonville, CA 95076

The 14th District Agricultural Association has reviewed the proposed project and has determined that
the project, based on the Initial Study attached hereto, will not have a significant effect on the
environment. An Environmental Impact Report is not required pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970. This environmental review process and Mitigated Negative
Declaration is done in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines.
The following mitigation measure will be incorporated into the project design or as conditions of
approval, to ensure that any potential environmental impacts will not be significant.
Impact
Biological Resources. The proposed
project may require the removal of
trees along the perimeter of the site,
which could result in the loss of an
active bird nest. Additionally,
construction noise would have the
potential to disturb nesting birds
potentially occurring in nearby areas.
The loss of an active bird nest
protected by the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act and/or California Fish and
Game Code would be considered a
potentially significant impact.

Mitigation
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Schedule grading and tree
removal outside of the nesting/breeding season (typically
February through August in the project region) unless a
pre-construction survey for nesting birds conducted by a
qualified biologist within two weeks of commencement
of construction activities finds no evidence of nesting
birds. If active nests are found in areas that would be
directly affected or would be within 200 feet of
construction and would be subject to prolonged
construction-related noise, a no-disturbance buffer zone
shall be created around active nests during the breeding
season as determined by a qualified biologist or until a
qualified biologist determines that all young have
fledged.
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
Background and Project Description
1.

Project Title: Agricultural History Project Expansion

2.

Lead Agency Name and Address:

3.

Contact Person and Phone Number: David Kegebein, 831-724-5671

4.

Project Location: Santa Cruz County Fairgrounds (APN 051-491-01) along State Route 152
(Hecker Pass Road) in southern Santa Cruz County (see Figure 1)

5.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: Same as Lead Agency

6.

General Plan Designation: O-R: Parks, Recreation, and Open Space

7.

Zoning: PF-L: Public and Community Facilities – Historic Landmark Combining District

8.

Environmental Setting and Surrounding Land Uses:

14th District Agricultural Association
Santa Cruz County Fair
2601 East Lake Avenue
Watsonville, CA 95076

The 105-acre Santa Cruz County Fairgrounds site is located in southern Santa Cruz County,
east of the city of Watsonville (see Figure 1). The site is located on State Route (SR) 152,
commonly referred to as Highway 152 and/or Hecker Pass Road, which provides access to
Gilroy, Highway 101, and other locations to the north and east. The Fairgrounds is located
north of Holohan Road and south of Casserly Road.
The Fairgrounds site is bounded by SR 152 on the east, single-family homes on the north,
agricultural uses and single-family residences on the west, and agricultural uses and College
Lake on the south. The surrounding area is primarily agricultural with mixed residential uses.
The residential neighborhood adjacent to the Fairgrounds to the north is an older
subdivision, while the homes to the west are newer homes on larger lots, located off of
Whiting Road. There are also a couple of homes adjacent to the Fairgrounds on the south. A
public middle school and private high school are located on SR 152 south of the Fairgrounds
site and north of Holohan Road.
Project Site

The Agricultural History Project (AHP) project site is located within the Fairgrounds site at
the entrance of the Fairgrounds, east of Watsonville, at the corner of the Fairgrounds
Entrance Road and SR 152. The project site is bounded by the Fairgrounds Entrance Road to
the southwest, SR 152 to the east and southeast, the Ocean Speedway race track within the
Fairgrounds to the north, and other Fairgrounds facilities to the west.
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The AHP site encompasses approximately 3 acres and is developed with four existing
buildings constructed starting in the 1990s, totaling approximately 20,640 square feet. The
existing buildings include: the Codiga Museum Building, Porter Building, Snyder Building,
and a tractor barn; other existing structures include a gazebo, bleachers, paved areas, and
grass and landscaped areas. The project site and its regional location are shown on Figure 2.
An existing race track is located adjacent to the site to the east. Five planted trees are
located on the perimeter of the site adjacent to SR 152, including three redwoods (Sequoia
sempervirens).

9.

Project Description:
Existing Operations

The AHP preserves, exhibits, and collects a wide range of antique farm equipment,
implements, and artifacts, including a historic caboose which is located behind the Codiga
Museum Building. The AHP also builds community awareness of the economic, cultural, and
ethnic aspects of agriculture in the area through displays, exhibits, and interactive activities
that help visitors experience daily life on farms and ranches on the Central Coast during the
1800s and early 1900s.
The AHP hosts several community events throughout the year and is open to the public
every second Saturday from 11:00 AM to 3:00 PM and by appointment Tuesdays through
Saturdays. Existing operations include school field trips as well as public and private tours
focused on the farming history and industries of the Central Coast. The AHP also hosts
special community events (e.g., Easter on the farm). Attendance at the AHP’s events ranges
from approximately 20 to 800 people.
Project Components

The proposed project consists of expansion of the AHP facilities to include outdoor animal
and agricultural facilities, as well as future construction of new buildings, as shown in Figure
3. The expansion would occur in the existing undeveloped grassy field area on the site and a
grassy area adjacent to the existing race track to the east.
The proposed facilities would support the AHP’s mission that “honors and promotes
knowledge about agriculture on the Central California Coast, both past and present.”
Outdoor animal and agricultural facilities would include an orchard, a garden, and 4,200
square feet of livestock pens with a covered manure bunker. The livestock pens would
house goats, sheep, geese, and chickens in accordance with 4-H guidelines for speciesspecific animal capacity requirements. The manure bunker would provide covered storage
to collect manure for off-site transport and disposal. In addition, the existing bleachers
would be removed and the existing gazebo would be relocated to the northwest of its
current location.
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New buildings would include a 7,000-square-foot carriage house, a 2,688-square-foot interpretive
center, and a small, approximate 500 square foot restroom building. The carriage house would be
used to display and store antique carriages and associated equipment. The interpretive center
would be used for displays and would include a commercial kitchen to support the AHP’s
operations. Table 1 summarizes the project components.
Table 1. Project Components
Project Component
Carriage house
Interpretive center
Restroom building
Livestock pens
Garden / Orchard

Size (square feet)
7,000
2,688
500
4,200
8,000

Source: Skinner 2018.

Construction

Construction activities would entail removal of an existing retaining wall, grading of an
approximately 0.75-acre portion of the project site, and construction of a new wall along the
eastern perimeter of the site to provide separation from the adjacent race track. All cut and fill
material would be re-used on site, and excess material would be placed on the existing race track;
therefore, the project would not involve the import or export of material. Excavation would extend
up to 2-6 feet in depth, with an average of 3 feet across the site. The five trees on the perimeter of
the site may be removed.
Grading and site preparation is planned for fall 2018, with an expected construction duration of two
to three months. Construction of the new retaining wall and installation and extension of utilities to
support future buildings is anticipated to occur in summer 2019. Subsequently, the livestock pens
and garden would be installed. Construction of the three buildings would occur in the future at an
unknown time as funds become available.
Operations

Existing operations on the project site would continue with implementation of the project and
would be expanded to include a “living history farm” to educate the public about farm animals and
the history of agriculture in the Central Coast region. It is not expected that the AHP hours of
operation or attendance would substantially change.
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the
following pages.
Aesthetics

Agriculture and
Forestry Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse
Gas Emissions

Hazards and
Hazardous Materials

Hydrology and
Water Quality

Land Use and Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population and Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation and
Traffic

Tribal Cultural
Resources

Utilities and
Service Systems

Mandatory Findings
of Significance
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Determination
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I 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 by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2)
has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only
the effects that remain to be addressed.
I 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
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is
required.

David Kegebein, CEO

Date
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts
1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g.,
the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific
screening analysis).
2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as onsite, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts.
3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one
or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.
4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where
the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant
Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation
measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level
(mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described in (5) below, may be crossreferenced).
5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:
a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis.
c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or
refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific
conditions for the project.
6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
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7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.
8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however,
lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to
a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.
9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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I.

AESTHETICS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?
Setting

The project site is located along SR 152 in a rural area of southern Santa Cruz County. SR 152 is an
eligible state scenic highway, though not officially designated (Caltrans 2011), and is a Countydesignated scenic road (Santa Cruz County 1994). The County General Plan (General Plan) defines
visual resources as areas having regional public importance for their natural beauty or rural
agricultural character, including, but not limited to, vistas from designated scenic roads, ocean
views, agricultural fields, wooded forests, open meadows, and mountain hillside views, although as
a state agency, the Fairgrounds is not subject to local plans or regulations.
The project site and surrounding area are characterized by rural agricultural and residential uses.
Surrounding agricultural fields with relatively flat topography provide wide vistas with a sense of
openness. Views of the Santa Cruz Mountains are available to the north. The project site is visible
between sporadic trees lining SR 152. Views of the site by motorists traveling along SR 152 are of
relatively short duration due to vehicle speed. The site contains four agricultural/farm style
buildings, scattered farm equipment, and an undeveloped grassy field, contributing to its rural
agricultural visual character, consistent with the visual character of the surrounding area.
a)

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (No Impact)

Scenic vistas are areas that provide the public with clear, panoramic views of significant regional
features, including beaches, water bodies, mountains, or pastoral lands that comprise the overall
visual essence of a region. According to the General Plan Scenic Areas map, no scenic vistas are
located within the vicinity of the project site (Santa Cruz County 2017). Therefore, the project would
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have no impact on scenic vistas. Furthermore, Structures and facilities constructed on the project
site would be similar to existing buildings and facilities on the site and would not obstruct the
distant view of the Santa Cruz Mountains to the north or views of agricultural fields to the east for
travelers on SR 152.
b)

Would the project substantially damage scenic resources including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway? (No Impact)

There are no officially designated state scenic highways within Santa Cruz County. As described
above, SR 152 runs adjacent to the project site and is a County-designated scenic road, offering
views of the Santa Cruz Mountains to the north and open fields to the east. Open fields, as well as
the project site and trees along the roadway are visible to the west and south.
The project does not include demolition of any existing buildings. Project grading may remove 5
trees at the edge of the site near SR 152, including one aging pine in poor condition. While any tree
may be considered to have aesthetic attributes, none of the trees are a prominent feature of the
surrounding landscape and do no exhibit exceptional or unique characteristics that would be
distinguish the trees as scenic resources. Therefore, the project would not result in impacts to
scenic resources within a state scenic highway corridor.
c)

Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its surroundings? (Less than Significant)

The proposed buildings and outdoor facilities would be consistent with the visual character of the
project site and would be similar to existing conditions, as the buildings and outdoor agricultural
and animal facilities would be consistent with the rural agricultural character of the project site and
its surroundings. The future buildings would be the same scale or less than existing surrounding
buildings. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on existing visual
character and quality and no mitigation would be required.
d)

Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? (Less than Significant)

Sources of light and glare within the project area are primarily from headlights of vehicular traffic
traveling on SR 152. External lighting from existing buildings on the site contribute low levels of light
and glare. The project would include one new lamppost and exterior nighttime lighting for new
buildings, which would create negligible new sources of light and glare. Moreover, the AHP’s hours
of operation are primarily limited to daytime hours. Therefore, the project would have a less-thansignificant impact related to substantial new sources of light or glare and no mitigation would be
required.
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II.

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use, or a Williamson Act contract?
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code Section 51104(g))?
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
Setting

The project site is located within an agricultural area of southern Santa Cruz County. The
Fairgrounds site does not contain prime farmland or other agricultural lands as mapped on the
California Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (DOC
2016), and is not designated for agricultural uses in the Santa Cruz County General Plan. Although
agricultural lands are located in the vicinity, the project site is classified as “Urban and Built-Up
Land.” The project site is not zoned as forest land or Timberland Production, and is not located
adjacent to forest land or timberland.

14

11056
June 2018

Agricultural History Project Expansion

a)

Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency,
to non-agricultural use? (No Impact)

The project site is not located in an area designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. The project
would not convert agricultural land to a non-agricultural use. Therefore, the project would have no
impact on Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.
b)

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract? (No Impact)

The project site is not within or adjacent to lands subject to a Williamson Act contract (DOC 2015).
Therefore, the project would have no impact on existing agricultural zoning or Williamson Act
contracts and no mitigation would be required.
c)

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? (No Impact)

and
d)

Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use? (No Impact)

As described above, the project site is not zoned as forest land or Timberland Production, and is not
located adjacent to forest land or timberland. Therefore, the project would have no impact on
forest land or timberland.
e)

Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? (No Impact)

The project would include the addition of outdoor agricultural facilities and the construction of
new, small building on the site to support existing agricultural displays and operations and create a
“living history farm.” No farmland or forest land is located on the project site. Therefore, the project
would have no impact on farmland or forest land conversion.
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III.

AIR QUALITY

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?
Setting

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) have
established ambient air quality standards that are the maximum levels of ambient (background) air
pollutants considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety to protect public health and welfare.
Criteria pollutants include ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide
(SO2), inhalable particulates (PM10), fine particulates (PM2.5), and lead. High O3 levels are caused by
the cumulative emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx), which react
under certain meteorological conditions to form O3. In California, sulfates, vinyl chloride, hydrogen
sulfide, and visibility-reducing particles are also regulated as criteria air pollutants. An area is
designated as “in attainment” when it is in compliance with the federal and/or state standards, as
further discussed below.
The project site is located within the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB), which is under the
jurisdiction of the Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD) and includes Santa Cruz, Monterey,
and San Benito Counties. The NCCAB is designated attainment for the federal PM10 and SO2
standards, and is designated attainment/unclassified for the other federal standards. The NCCAB is
designated attainment for the state PM2.5, NO2, SO2, and lead standards, and is designated
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unclassified for CO in Santa Cruz County. The NCCAB has nonattainment designations for state O3
and PM10 standards (CARB 2017b).
The MBARD 2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP; adopted March 15, 2017) identifies a
continued trend of declining O3 emissions in the NCCAB primarily related to lower vehicle miles
traveled (VMT), showing that the region is continuing to make progress toward meeting the state
O3 standard during the three-year period reviewed (MBARD 2017).
a)

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan? (No Impact)

The MBARD 2012-2015 AQMP is the most recent applicable air quality plan for the NCCAB. The
AQMP’s emission reduction strategy prioritizes reducing mobile-source emissions of O3 precursors.
A project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP if it would be inconsistent
with the regional growth assumptions developed by the Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments (AMBAG) in terms of population and housing. The proposed project does not include
construction of new housing or employment that would result in an increase in population.
Therefore, the project would have no impact related to conflicts with or implementation of the
AQMP.
b)

Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation? (Less than Significant)

and
c)

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

As described above, the NCCAB is designated as nonattainment for state O3 and PM10 standards. As
part of an effort to attain ambient air quality standards, MBARD has established thresholds of
significance for these pollutants and their precursors, which apply to both construction-period and
operational-period emissions. MBARD developed screening criteria to provide a conservative
indication of whether a project could result in potentially significant air quality impacts.
Construction Emissions. For O3, construction projects using typical construction equipment such as
dump trucks, scrappers, bulldozers, compactors, and front-end loaders that temporarily emit O3
precursors are accommodated in the emission inventories of state- and federally required air plans
and would not have a significant impact on the attainment and maintenance of O3 standards. For
PM10, MBARD’s threshold of significance is 82 pounds per day. MBARD developed screening criteria
for the level of construction activity that could result in significant temporary impacts if not
mitigated. Construction projects below the screening level thresholds are assumed to be below the
82-pound-per-day threshold of significance. For a construction site with earthmoving (e.g., grading,
excavation), the potential threshold is 2.2 acres per day (MBUAPCD 2008).
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Construction activities, particularly during site preparation and grading, would temporarily generate
fugitive dust in the form of PM10 and PM2.5. However, the project would include earthmoving
activities on approximately 0.75 acres, which is below the threshold for a construction site with
earthmoving.
Operational Emissions. Operational-period thresholds for O3 precursors and PM10 are 137 pounds
per day and 82 pounds per day, respectively, with a screening criteria for different sized projects.
Although there is not a directly comparable use to those proposed, the Guidelines indicate that a
government office building of 112,000 square feet typically would not result in significant emissions
that would exceed air thresholds (MBUAPCD 1 2008). The project would add approximately 10,000
square feet of building space, which is below this threshold. Furthermore, as described above in
Section 0, Background and Project Description, the project would not be expected to substantially
increase attendance at AHP events and, hence, indirect emissions from vehicular trips would not be
significant. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to
contributing to a violation of any air quality standard or cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant and no mitigation would be required.
d)

Would the project expose sensitive
concentrations? (Less than Significant)

receptors

to

substantial

pollutant

Sensitive receptors are groups of people who are more susceptible to air pollution impacts than
others. These include children 16 and under, the elderly over 65, athletes, and people with
cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. Locations that may contain a high concentration of
sensitive receptors include, but are not limited to, residential areas, hospitals, daycare facilities,
elder care facilities, elementary schools, and parks. The nearest sensitive receptors to the project
site are residential areas located approximately 0.25 miles to the west and residential areas,
including a child development center, located approximately 0.2 miles to the north. As described
above, the project is well below MBARD’s screening threshold sizes. Therefore, the project would
have a less-than-significant impact related to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations and no mitigation would be required.
e)

Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people? (Less than Significant)

Potential odor sources generated by the project would include manure in the area of the proposed
livestock pens. The livestock pens would include a covered manure bunker and manure would be
transported and disposed of off site with manure generated on other portions of the Fairgrounds
property. Odors associated with manure and agricultural operations on the project site would be
similar to those already present within the Fairgrounds property and surrounding area. Therefore,
the project would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to creation of objectionable odors
and no mitigation would be required.

1

The MBARD was formerly named the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD),
and some documents still have this name.
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IV.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance?
f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?
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Setting

The project site is located within the developed Fairgrounds property and is developed with four
existing buildings, a gazebo, bleachers, paved areas, landscaping, and a disturbed grassy area. Five
trees are located on the perimeter of the site adjacent to SR 152. The site is adjacent to an existing
race track, which is heavily disturbed. However, the project site is disturbed and does not contain
areas of natural habitat. No riparian or wetland areas are located on or near the site.
a)

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? (Less
than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated)

The project site is located within a developed area of the Fairgrounds property and contains
buildings, landscaping and open non-native grassy areas with little cover. Salsipuedes Creek passes
through the upper portion Fairgrounds property and flows off the Fairgrounds property to the
southwest of the proposed market project site. The creek is mostly unvegetated in the segment in
the northern portion of the Fairgrounds site, but supports riparian habitat in the segment that is
located to the southwest of the existing Fairgrounds parking area. The proposed AHP location is not
located adjacent to or near this riparian area. Although, special status species have been reported
in the general area (steelhead and California red-legged frog) 2, no special status species have been
identified on the Fairgrounds property or Salsipuedes Creek adjacent to the Fairgrounds. The
proposed project would not directly impact adjacent habitat areas and would be sufficiently
buffered from Salsipuedes Creek riparian habitat to prevent indirect impacts. Thus, the project
would not result in impacts to special status species as none exist on the site.
b)

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service? (No Impact)

No riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities are located on the project site. Therefore, the
project would have no impact on riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities.
c)

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means? (No Impact)

No federally or state-protected wetlands are located on or near the project site. Therefore, the
project would have no impact on wetlands.

2

Harding ESE. September 11, 2001. “Biological Assessment, Pajaro River and Salsipuedes and Corralitos
Creeks Management and Restoration Plan, Santa Cruz County, California.”
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d)

Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? (No
Impact)

Wildlife corridors are pathways or habitat linkages that connect discrete areas of natural open
space otherwise separated or fragmented by topography, changes in vegetation, other natural
obstacles, or obstacles such as urbanization. The project site is within the developed Fairgrounds
property and does not connect to areas of natural open space or riparian areas. The project site is
not part of an expected wildlife movement corridor and would not impede the use of native wildlife
nursey sites. Therefore, the project would have no impact on the movement of wildlife species or
impede the use of wildlife nursey.
Trees on and near the project site provide potential nesting habitat for bird species protected by
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC). The proposed
project may require the removal of trees along the perimeter of the site, which could result in the
loss of an active bird nest. Additionally, construction noise would have the potential to disturb
nesting birds potentially occurring in nearby areas. The loss of an active bird nest protected by the
MBTA and/or CFGC would be considered a potentially significant impact. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce the potentially significant impact to a less-than-significant
level.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Schedule grading and tree removal outside of the
nesting/breeding season (typically February through August in the project region) unless a
pre-construction survey for nesting birds conducted by a qualified biologist within two
weeks of commencement of construction activities finds no evidence of nesting birds.
•

e)

If active nests are found in areas that would be directly affected or would be within
200 feet of construction and would be subject to prolonged construction-related
noise, a no-disturbance buffer zone shall be created around active nests during the
breeding season as determined by a qualified biologist or until a qualified biologist
determines that all young have fledged.

Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? (No Impact)

The Fairgrounds is a state agency that is not subject to local regulations; therefore the Santa Cruz
County Significant Trees Protection ordinance (Santa Cruz County Code Chapter 16.34) does not
apply to the proposed project. Therefore, the project would have no impact with regard to conflicts
with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.
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f)

Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan? (No Impact)

There are no known adopted habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans
in the project area. Therefore, the project would have no impact with regard to conflicts with the
provisions of such plans and no mitigation would be required.

V.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as
defined in §15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?
Setting

The Fairgrounds property has been in use since 1935 when the State purchased the property. The
property is zoned Public and Community Facilities with a Historic Landmark Combining District (PFL), although as a state agency, the Fairgrounds are subject to local regulations. The Historic
Landmark “L” Combining District denotes those properties which have been designated by the
Board of Supervisors as Historic Resources (County Code section 13.10.452). The Santa Cruz County
GIS data base identifies the Fairgrounds site as being located within an area of archaeological
sensitivity (Santa Cruz County 2017).
The project site is located on a portion of the Fairgrounds property and contains four existing
buildings constructed in the 1990s. No historic structures (i.e., listings of the California Register of
Historical Resources [CRHR], California State Historical Landmarks, California State Points of
Historical Interest, and the National Register of Historic Places) are located within the proposed
project area. The AHP preserves, exhibits, and collects a wide range of antique farm equipment,
implements, and artifacts, including a historic caboose which is located behind the Codiga Museum
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Building. The AHP also builds community awareness of the economic, cultural, and ethnic aspects of
agriculture in the area through displays, exhibits, and interactive activities that help visitors
experience daily life on farms and ranches on the Central Coast during the 1800s and early 1900s.
a)

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in §15064.5? (No Impact)

The proposed project does not include alteration or demolition of existing structures. Therefore,
the project would have no impact on historical resources.
b)

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

An archaeological investigation was conducted for the project that included a records search and
site reconnaissance (Dudek 2018). No evidence of archaeological resources were encountered, and
the records search or site survey suggest that cultural resources are present. The resources
inventory suggest that there is a low potential for inadvertent discovery of intact cultural deposits
during grading. Therefore, the project would not result in a significant impact to archaeological
resources. Furthermore, the ground was previously disturbed during the construction of the
existing buildings and adjacent racetrack facility. While no mitigation measures are required
because a significant impact has not been identified, the following measure is recommended.
Recommended Construction Specification: Should unknown archaeological features be
discovered during grading, grading shall be halted in the vicinity of the find until it can be
evaluated by a professional archaeologist to review the find Should the potential for loss or
damage to a resource as defined in CEQA be detected, additional protective measures or
further action (e.g., resource removal), as determined by a professional archaeologist, shall
be implemented to minimize the impact.
c)

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource
or site or unique geologic feature? (Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated)

The project site does not contain any unique geologic features. Furthermore, the ground was
previously disturbed during the construction of the existing buildings and adjacent racetrack
operations. Moreover, the site is reported to be within an area of artificial fill. Construction of the
project would not require deep excavations. Nonetheless, unknown paleontological resources could
be encountered during construction, which is considered a less-than-significant impact. While no
mitigation measures are required because a significant impact has not been identified, the
following measure is recommended..
Recommended Construction Specification: A discovery of a paleontological specimen
during any phase of the project shall result in a work stoppage in the vicinity of the find until
it can be evaluated by a professional paleontologist. Should the potential for loss or damage
be detected, additional protective measures or further action (e.g., resource removal), as
determined by a professional paleontologist, shall be implemented to minimize the impact.
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d)

Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
dedicated cemeteries? (Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated)

There was no evidence of prehistoric resources at the project site based on the results of the
archaeological investigation, and potential impacts to archaeological resources are considered less
than significant. However, it is possible that an unknown burial site could be located under the
existing previously disturbed surfaces. Potential ground disturbing activities therefore have the
potential to disturb unknown human remains. Although this is highly unlikely, as the project site has
already been previously disturbed, and no mitigation is required, the following measure is
recommended.
Recommended Construction Specification:: In the event that human remains are
discovered during excavation and/or grading of the site, all activity within a 50-foot radius
of the find shall be halted. The Santa Cruz County Coroner shall be notified and shall make a
determination as to whether the remains are of Native American origin or whether an
investigation into the cause of death is required. If the remains are determined to be Native
American, the Coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
immediately. Once NAHC identifies the most likely descendants, the descendants shall make
recommendations regarding proper burial, which shall be implemented in accordance with
Section 15064.5(e) of the CEQA Guidelines.

VI.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent AlquistPriolo 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.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
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Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

iv) Landslides?
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss
of topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?
Setting

The project site is located in the Coast Ranges geomorphic province, in the Pajaro Valley in the
southeastern part of Santa Cruz County and is located within a seismically active area of California.
The project site is less than 1 mile from the San Andreas fault zone. Other active or potentially
active fault zones that could affect the project site include the San Gregorio fault offshore to the
west, the Zayante and Corralitos faults zones located in the Pajaro Valley, and the Monterey Bay
fault zone located to the west.
The Pajaro Valley has rich alluvial soils deposited mainly by the Pajaro River (SCS 1980). Soils on the
project site consist of Watsonville loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, and Watsonville loam, 2 to 15
percent slopes (NRCS 2018). The Watsonville series consists of deep, somewhat poorly drained soils
on old coastal terraces, with a slight to moderate erosion hazard and high shrink-swell potential
(SCS 1980).

25

11056
June 2018

Agricultural History Project Expansion

a)

Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. (No Impact)

While the project site is location within a seismically active area due to proximity to regional faults,
there are no mapped fault zones through the Fairgrounds property or project site (Santa Cruz
County 2017). Therefore, the project would have no impact related to rupture of a known
earthquake fault and no mitigation would be required.
ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking? (Less than Significant)

Because the project site is in close proximity to major fault zones, the project site would have the
potential to be subject to strong seismic ground shaking during a seismic event. While the potential
for seismic ground shaking cannot be eliminated, the project would be required to comply with the
2016 California Building Standards Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24). Compliance with
the California Building Standards Code would reduce risks associated with strong seismic ground
shaking at the project site. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact with
regard to exposure to strong seismic ground shaking and no mitigation would be required.
iii)

Seismic-related
Significant)

ground

failure,

including

liquefaction?

(Less

than

Liquefaction is the transformation of water-saturated soil from a solid to a liquid state during
ground shaking. The entire southern portion of Santa Cruz County, including the project site, is
located in an area at risk for liquefaction (Santa Cruz County 2017). As described above, the project
would be required to comply with the 2016 California Building Standards Code, which would reduce
potential risks associated with settlement from seismically induced liquefaction. Therefore, the
project would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to seismic-related ground failure and
no mitigation would be required.
iv)

Landslides? (No Impact)

The project site is located on the floor of the Pajaro Valley and has gently sloping topography (less
than 15 percent). No steep or unstable slopes are located in the vicinity of the project site.
Therefore, the project would have no impact with regard to susceptibility to landslides and no
mitigation would be required.
b)

Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? (Less
than Significant)

As described above, soils on the project site have a slight to moderate erosion potential. Therefore,
the project would have a less-than-significant impact related to substantial soil erosion once the
project is constructed. See Section IX (f) regarding potential erosion during grading.
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c)

Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? (Less
than Significant)

The project site has gently sloping topography and the site would be graded to be made level.
Because the project does not contain areas of steep or unstable slopes, landslides and lateral
spreading would not be expected. As described above, the project site is located in an area at risk of
liquefaction; however, adherence to the 2016 California Building Standards Code would minimize
associated risks. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact related to
unstable geologic units and no mitigation would be required.
d)

Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? (Less
than Significant)

Expansive soils can undergo significant volume change with changes in moisture content. They
shrink and harden when dried and expand and soften when wetted. As described above, the project
site contains Watsonville loam, which has a high shrink-swell potential. While soils on the project
site are expansive, adherence to the 2016 California Building Standards Code would minimize
impacts associated with expansive soil. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant
impact related to expansive soil and no mitigation would be required.
e)

Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water? (No Impact)

The project site is connected to a sanitary sewer system and does not use septic systems.
Therefore, the project would have no impact related to the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems and no mitigation would be required.

VII.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?
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Setting

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate, such as average
temperature, precipitation, or wind patterns over a period of time. Climate change may result from
natural factors, natural processes, and human activities that change the composition of the
atmosphere and alter the surface and features of the land. Significant changes in global climate
patterns have recently been associated with global warming, an average increase in the
temperature of the atmosphere near the Earth’s surface, attributed to accumulation of greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions in the atmosphere. Greenhouse gases trap heat in the atmosphere, which in
turn heats the surface of the Earth. Some GHGs occur naturally and are emitted to the atmosphere
through natural processes, while others are created and emitted solely through human activities
(OPR 2008). The most common GHG that results from human activity is carbon dioxide (84 percent),
followed by methane (9 percent) and nitrous oxide (2.7 percent; CARB 2017a).
The State of California passed the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), which seeks to
reduce GHG emissions generated by California. The Governor’s Executive Order S-3-05 and AB 32
(Health & Safety Code, § 38501 et seq.) both seek to achieve 1990 emissions levels by the year
2020. Executive Order S-3-05 further requires that California’s GHG emissions be 80 percent below
1990 levels by the year 2050. AB 32 defines GHGs to include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous
oxide, hydrocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride.
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is the lead agency for implementing AB 32. In accordance
with provisions of AB 32, CARB conducts an annual statewide GHG Emission Inventory that provides
estimates of the amount of GHGs emitted to the atmosphere by human activities within California.
As of 2015, the primary contributors to GHG emissions in California by economic sector are
transportation (37 percent), industrial (21 percent), and electricity generation (19 percent; CARB
2017c).
In accordance with requirements of AB 32, CARB adopted an Initial Scoping Plan in 2008 and is
required to update the scoping plan at least every five years. The First Update to the Scoping Plan,
approved in 2014, established a 2030 emissions target of 40 percent below 1990 levels. The current
(2017) Scoping Plan identifies a balanced mix of strategies to meet the State’s 2030 GHG limit.
a)

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment? (Less than Significant)

The project site is located within the jurisdiction of the MBUAPCD which, to date, has not adopted
significance criteria or thresholds related to GHG emissions. In June 2011, the MBUAPCD initiated a
process to develop GHG emission thresholds for project- and plan-level impact analyses. In April
2012, MBUAPCD staff recommended a threshold of 10,000 metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide
equivalent (CO2e) per year for stationary source projects and a threshold of 2,000 MT CO2e per year
for land-use projects; however, review of the thresholds is ongoing and the MBUAPCD has not
officially adopted GHG thresholds (MBUAPCD 2013, 2014).
The proposed project would generate short-term GHG emissions during construction activities,
consisting primarily of emissions from equipment exhaust and construction worker trips. All project
construction equipment would be required to comply with the Regional Air Quality Control Board
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emissions requirements for construction equipment. Therefore, temporary GHG emissions during
construction would not constitute a significant contribution to GHG emissions. Existing operations
on the project site would continue with implementation of the project, and the project would not
be expected to substantially change attendance at the project site. Manure generated by farm
animals on the project site would be transported and disposed of off site along with manure
generated on other portions of the Fairgrounds property and, therefore, would not require
additional vehicle trips over existing conditions. Given the above, the project would have a lessthan-significant impact related to generation of GHG emissions and no mitigation would be
required.
b)

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? (No Impact)

Statewide efforts outlined in the 2017 Scoping Plan to reduce GHG emissions include strategies
aimed at longer-term reductions in energy consumption, such as increasing building efficiency, the
use of renewable energy, zero- or near-zero-emission vehicles, and transit and alternative modes of
transportation in communities. The proposed project would continue existing operations on the
project site. Therefore, the project would have no impact with regard to conflicts with plans to
reduce GHG emissions.

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment?
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile
of an existing or proposed school?
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Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

d) Be located on a site that is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
e) For a project located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?
f)

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

g) Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent
to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?
Setting

According to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker database, the
Fairgrounds property is a case-closed leaking underground storage tank (LUST) site. A closure/no
further action letter was issued in 1993 indicating that remedial action had satisfied clean-up
standards at the time. The LUST site on the Fairgrounds property is located approximately 1,000
feet west of the project site.
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a)

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? (Less than
Significant)

During construction, paint, building material finishing products, and automotive oil would be used.
However, the use of these materials would be temporary and they typically do not generate
hazardous emissions or pose a long-term threat to human health or the environment. The project
would continue the existing operations on the site. Agricultural activities on the site could include
the application of fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides. Other common hazardous materials that
may be used on site would include motor oil, batteries, and paints. Use of these routine products
would not involve substantial transport, use, or disposal activities. Any hazardous materials
transport, use, or disposal as part of the project would be subject to state and federal hazardous
materials laws and regulations. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact
related to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials and no mitigation would be
required.
b)

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment? (No Impact)

There are no known hazardous materials on the project site. One documented hazardous materials
release of gasoline, which may have affected soil, occurred on the Fairgrounds property in the early
1990s approximately 0.1 miles west of the project site, as described above. However, the case was
closed in 1993 and does not create a current hazard for the project site. Therefore, the project
would have no impact related to the release of hazardous materials into the environment and no
mitigation would be required.
c)

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing
or proposed school? (No Impact)

There are no existing or proposed schools within 0.25 miles of the project site, and project would
not result in a stationary source of emissions. Therefore, the project would have no impact related
to emission or handling of hazardous materials within 0.25 miles of a school and no mitigation
would be required.
d)

Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? (Less
than Significant)

The State of California Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List (also known as the “Cortese List”)
is a planning document used by state and local agencies and developers to comply with CEQA
requirements in providing information about the location of hazardous materials sites. As a caseclosed LUST site, the Fairgrounds property is included on the list of hazardous material sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. However, as described above, the LUST
site is located approximately 0.1 miles west of the project site. No known hazardous materials are
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located on the project site. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact related
to any potential hazard to the public or the environment as a result of the former LUST and no
mitigation would be required.
e)

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?
(No Impact)

and
f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? (No Impact)

The project site is located approximately 2.75 miles east of the Watsonville Municipal Airport and is
outside of the airport safety compatibility zones (Santa Cruz County 2017). No private airstrips are
located near the project site. Therefore, the project would have no impact with regard to airportrelated safety hazards and no mitigation would be required.
g)

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? (No Impact)

The project would not include any changes to existing public roadways that provide emergency
access to the site. Therefore, the project would have no impact related to interference with
adopted emergency response or evacuation plans and no mitigation would be required.
h)

Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? (No Impact)

No wildlands are located adjacent to the project site and the site is not located in an area at risk of
wildland fires (Santa Cruz County 2017). Therefore, the project would have no impact related to risk
involving wildland fires and no mitigation would be required.

IX.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
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Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells
would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site?
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff?
f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map?
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows?
i)

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

j)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
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Setting

The project site is located within the Pajaro Valley watershed, which covers approximately
1,300 square miles and spans four counties: San Benito, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, and Monterey. The
watershed is bounded by the Santa Cruz Mountains to the north and the Gabilan Range to the
south. Its main tributaries are Corralitos, Uvas, Llagas, San Benito, Pacheco, and Santa Ana creeks.
These tributaries and many others converge and provide water to the Pajaro River, which drains
into Monterey Bay (PWIC 2018). Salsipuedes Creek is a tributary to Corralitos Creek, and a segment
flows through the Fairgrounds property approximately 0.2 miles northwest of the project site. The
project site is located within Flood Zone X, an area of minimal flood hazard that is outside of the
special flood hazard areas and higher than the elevation of the 500-year flood (FEMA 2012).
The SWRCB has implemented a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Construction General Permit for the State of California. For projects disturbing 1 acre or more of
soil, a Notice of Intent (NOI) and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be prepared
prior to commencement of construction. The project is below the 1-acre threshold for the NPDES
General Construction Permit.
The Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has issued Post-Construction
Stormwater Requirements (PCRs) for projects that create and/or replace ≥2,500 square feet of
impervious surfaces. The PCRs are a tiered compliance program, based on impervious area, for 1)
site design, 2) stormwater runoff treatment, 3) retention, and 4) peak runoff controls. Based on the
amount of new impervious surface area that the project would create, the project would be
required to comply with PCRs #1 (Site Design) and #2 (Water Quality Treatment). The project site
lies within watershed management zone 4.
a)

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements? (Less than Significant)

The project would not result in discharges that would violate water quality or waste discharge
requirements
b)

Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (i.e., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level that would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)? (No Impact)

The project site is located within the Corralitos groundwater basin and is not located within a
groundwater recharge area (Santa Cruz County 2017). Excavation during project construction would
not encounter groundwater, as it would be limited to 2-6 feet in depth, with an average of 3 feet
across the site. Therefore, the project would have no impact on groundwater supplies or
groundwater recharge and no mitigation would be required.
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c)

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? (Less
than Significant)

and
d)

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site? (Less than Significant)

and
e)

Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? (Less than Significant)

There are no natural drainage features on or adjacent to the project site. The project would not
alter existing drainage patterns. Once operational, the project would increase the impervious
surface area on the site by approximately 10,000 square feet or less. New impervious surfaces
would slightly increase stormwater runoff. The project would be required to adhere to Central
Coast RWQCB PCRs for stormwater management. Therefore, the project would have a less-thansignificant impact on the existing drainage pattern of the site and would not increase the rate of
runoff in a matter which would cause flooding.
f)

Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? (Less than
Significant)

Degradation of surface water quality could occur during the construction and operational phases of
the project from pollutants and/or sediment in surface runoff. Construction activities would have
the potential to result in runoff that contains sediment and other pollutants that could degrade
water quality if not properly controlled. Sources of pollution associated with construction include
chemical substances from construction materials and hazardous or toxic materials, such as fuels.
Project construction would disturb less than 1 acre of soil; therefore, the project would not be
subject to a State NPDES Construction General Permit that would require submittal of a NOI and
SWPPP to the SWRCB. Project grading could result in inadvertent transport of soil and sediment
into onsite storm drains and settling pond, potentially significant impact without implementation of
standard erosion control best management practices (BMPs) to prevent erosion or siltation from
construction activities. The project site is not located adjacent to a water course or water body. As
described above, the project would be subject to the Central Coast RWQCB PCRs, requiring
treatment of post-construction runoff on site. Manure from the new animal pens would be
contained, collected, and disposed off site. As such, the project would not contribute substantial
amounts of erosion or siltation or substantially degrade water quality and would have a less-thansignificant impact on water quality.
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 would reduce the potentially significant impact to
a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1: Implement erosion control measures, including, but not
limited to: conduct work prior to the rainy season if possible and protect disturbed areas
during the rainy season; and immediately revegetate disturbed areas.
g)

Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped
on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map? (No Impact)

and
h)

Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood flows? (No Impact)

As described above, the project is not located within a special flood hazard area. Therefore, the
project would have no impact with regard to placement of housing or structures within a 100-year
flood hazard area and no mitigation would be required.
i)

Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee
or dam? (No Impact)

There are no levees or dams near the project site with a potential risk of failure. Therefore, the
project would have no impact related to levee or dam failure and no mitigation would be required.
j)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? (No Impact)

Tsunamis are large ocean waves generated by earthquakes and can be damaging to lowland coastal
areas. Large earthquakes can also generate oscillating waves in enclosed or partially enclosed
bodies of water (seiches), such as bays, lakes, and reservoirs. A mudflow is a large, rapid (up to 50
miles per hour) mass of mud formed by loose earth and water. The project site is located
approximately 7.5 miles east of the coast and, therefore, is not in an area subject to tsunami
hazards. No water bodies are located near the project site that could potentially subject the project
site to indundation by a seiche as all are at lower elevations than the site. No hillsides or steep
slopes are located on or near the project site that could pose a risk of mudflow. Therefore, the
project would have no impact related to hazards from seiches, tsunamis, or mudflows and no
mitigation would be required.
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X.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Physically divide an established community?
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?
Setting

The project site is located within the existing developed Fairgrounds property. The area surrounding
the Fairgrounds property is primarily agricultural with mixed residential uses.
a)

Would the project physically divide an established community? (No Impact)

The project site is bounded by the Fairgrounds Entrance Road to the southwest, SR 152 to the east
and southeast, the Ocean Speedway race track within the Fairgrounds to the north, and other
Fairgrounds facilities to the west. As such, the project would have no impact related to physical
division of an established community and no mitigation would be required.
b)

Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? (No Impact)

As a state agency, the Fairgrounds is not subject to local regulations. Nonetheless, the proposed
project would have no impact with regard to conflicts with any County policies or regulations
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact and no mitigation
would be required.
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c)

Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan? (No Impact)

There are no known habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans that
would be applicable to the project site. Therefore, the project would have no impact with regard to
conflicts with such plans and no mitigation would be required.

XI.

MINERAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locallyimportant mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan, or other land use plan?
Setting

The California Geological Survey (CGS) is responsible under the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act (SMARA) for classifying land into Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs) based on the
known or inferred mineral resource potential of that land. The project site is located in an area
zoned MRZ-1 for aggregate materials by the State of California (Santa Cruz County 2017). MRZ-1
zones are areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are
present or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. The area is not known to
support significant resources of any other type.
a)

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? (No Impact)

There are no known mineral resources on or near the project site. Therefore, the project would
have no impact on the availability of mineral resources and no mitigation would be required.
b)

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other
land use plan? (No Impact)

There are no locally important mineral resource recovery sites on or near the project site.
Therefore, the project would have no impact on the availability of mineral resource recovery sites
and no mitigation would be required.
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XII.

NOISE

Would the project result in:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?
e) For a project located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?
f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

Setting

There are several methods of characterizing sound. The most common in California is the Aweighted decibel (dBA). This scale gives greater weight to the frequencies of sound to which the
human ear is most sensitive. Because sound levels can vary markedly over a short period of time, a
method for describing either the average character of the sound or the statistical behavior of the
variations must be utilized. Most commonly, environmental sounds are described in terms of an
average level that has the same acoustical energy as the summation of all the time-varying events.
This energy-equivalent sound/noise descriptor is called Leq. The most common averaging period is
hourly, but Leq can describe any series of noise events of arbitrary duration.
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The existing noise environment in the vicinity of the project site is dominated primarily by
agricultural operations and traffic on SR 152, as well as intermittent noise emanating from activities
at the adjacent race track on the Fairgrounds property. Other events at the Fairgrounds also
generate intermittent noise. The nearest noise-sensitive receptors to the project site are residences
located approximately 500 feet to the southwest, residences located approximately 1,000 feet to
the north, and residences located approximately 1,200 feet to the northwest.
The Fairgrounds Board of Directors has established sound level limits and event ending times to
ensure appropriate sound levels during all concerts, shows, and events held on the Fairgrounds, so
that noise does not negatively impact Fairgrounds neighbors. For indoor concerts, sounds levels
must be maintained at 85 decibels (dB) or lower at 100 feet from the front of the stage. For outdoor
concerts, sound levels must not exceed 95 dB at 100 feet from the front of the stage. The
established ending time for outdoor events is 7:00 PM and for indoor events is 11:00 PM Monday
through Saturday and 10:00 PM on Sunday.
As a state agency, the Fairgrounds would not be subject to local noise standards. The Santa Cruz
County General Plan Public Safety and Noise Element recommends an exterior noise limit for all
noise-sensitive land uses of 60 dB Ldn (day/night equivalent noise level). Chapter 8.30 of the Santa
Cruz County Municipal Code defines “offensive noise,” which includes construction noise, as noise
in excess of 75 dB at the edge of the property line from which the sound is broadcast between the
hours of 8:00 AM and 10:00 PM and in excess of 60 dB at the edge of the property line if it occurs
between the hours of 10:00 PM and 8:00 AM.
a)

Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies? (Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated)

The proposed project consists of addition of outdoor uses and several future structures at the
existing AHP site. Hours of operation are limited and generally would not coincide with other
activities at the Fairgrounds, such as the race track events. Operation would not be expected to
increase noise levels on the project site over existing conditions, as the project would result in the
addition of agricultural/animal facilities within the existing Fairgrounds property, consistent with
the surrounding noise environment. Moreover, implementation of the project would not result in a
substantial change in attendance at the project site or a change in the site’s hours of operation.
Therefore, the project would not result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of typical standards.
b)

Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? (No Impact)

Construction can generate perceptible vibration during the use of heavy equipment or impact tools
(e.g., jackhammers and hoe rams). However, the proposed project would not require pile driving,
which can cause excessive vibration. Therefore, the project would not result in impacts related to
vibration.
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c)

Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? (Less than
Significant)

Project operation would not be expected to increase noise levels on the project site over existing
conditions, as the project would result in the addition of agricultural/animal facilities within the
existing Fairgrounds property, consistent with the surrounding noise environment. The project
would continue the existing operation of the AHP on the project site, adding new structures and
outdoor agricultural and animal facilities to the site. While noise from livestock may incrementally
increase intermittent noise at the project site, the addition of facilities to the project site to
continue existing operation of the AHP would result in long-term ambient noise levels similar to
existing conditions. Implementation of the project would not result in a substantial change in
attendance at the project site or a change in the site’s hours of operation. Therefore, the project
would have a less-than-significant impact regarding increases in ambient noise levels.
d)

Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? (Less
than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated)

Construction activities would include grading, excavation, site preparation work, foundation work,
utility trenching, and new building framing and finishing. Project construction would temporarily
and periodically increase noise levels over ambient conditions at nearby residences. These periodic
increases in noise levels would cease upon completion of project construction.
Construction activities generate considerable amounts of noise, especially during earthmoving
activities using heavy equipment. Table 2 presents data compiled by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) for outdoor noise levels for typical construction activities. These noise
levels would diminish with distance from the construction site at a rate of approximately 6 dBA per
doubling of distance. For instance, a noise level of 82 dBA Leq, measured at 50 feet from the noise
source to the receptor, would attenuate to 76 dBA Leq at 100 feet from the source to the receptor,
and would reduce further to 70 dBA Leq at 200 feet from the source to the receptor. Shielding by
buildings or terrain often result in lower construction noise levels at distant receptors.
Table 2. Typical Outdoor Construction Noise Levels
Construction
Phase
Ground clearing
Excavation, grading
Foundations
Structural
Finishing

Noise Level at
50 feet with
Mufflers (dBA Leq)
82
86
77
83
86

Noise Level at
60 feet with
Mufflers (dBA Leq)
80
84
75
81
84

Noise Level at
100 feet with
Mufflers (dBA Leq)
76
80
71
77
80

Noise Level at
200 feet with
Mufflers (dBA Leq)
70
74
65
71
74

Source: EPA 1971.

Construction of the project components would occur in phases and construction activities would
temporarily elevate noise levels. However, the nearest sensitive receptors (residential areas) are at
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least 1,000 feet from the site, a distance at which construction-noise levels would be diminished.
Construction noise would vary daily and throughout a given day depending on the activity and
equipment in use. Because construction noise is temporary and intermittent with a substantial
distance to the nearest receptors, construction noise is not considered significant.
e)

Would the project be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels? (No Impact)

and
f)

Would the project be within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
(No Impact)

The project site is located approximately 2.75 miles east of the Watsonville Municipal Airport and is
outside of the airport safety compatibility zones (Santa Cruz County 2017). No private airstrips are
located near the project site. Therefore, the project would have no impact with regard to airportrelated noise and no mitigation would be required.

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
Setting

According to the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments, the population of Santa Cruz
County was 262,382 in 2010, and is expected to grow by approximately 18 percent by 2035 to
308,582. Housing units are expected to grow from 104,476 in 2010 to 120,196 in 2035—an increase
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of approximately 15 percent. Jobs in the County are expected to increase by approximately 19
percent, from 110,200 in 2010 to 131,117 in 2035. The proposed project does not include a
residential or employment component (AMBAG 2014).
a)

Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? (No Impact)

The project would not include new homes or businesses, nor would it include extension of roads or
other infrastructure beyond the project site. Therefore, the project would have no impact on
population growth and no mitigation would be required.
b)

Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? (No Impact)

c)

Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? (No Impact)

The project site does not contain existing housing. Therefore, the project would have no impact on
displacement of housing or people and no mitigation would be required.

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

Fire protection?

ii) Police protection?
iii) Schools?
iv) Parks?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

The Pajaro Valley Fire Protection District serves a 47-square mile area in South Santa Cruz County,
including the Fairgrounds property. The district’s station is located at 562 Casserly Road. The Santa
Cruz County Sheriff’s Department provides police protection services; the South County Service
Center station is located at 790 Green Valley Road. The Fairgrounds property is within the Pajaro
Valley Unified School District, which operates 9 alternative/charter schools, 16 elementary schools,
9 high schools, and 1 adult education school. The Santa Cruz County Parks, Open Space, and
Cultural Services Department maintains 1,400 acres of park land.
a)

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

Fire protection? (No Impact), and

ii)

Police protection? (No Impact), and

iii)

Schools? (No Impact), and

iv)

Parks? (No Impact), and

v)

Other public facilities? (No Impact)

The proposed project would expand the existing AHP operation on the site and existing service
providers would continue to serve the site. The project would not include the addition of new
residences or businesses and, therefore, would neither result in an increase in population or
employees on site nor a corresponding increase in school-aged children. As the project would not
result in population growth that would increase public service demands, the project not require the
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provision or new or physically altered facilities to maintain acceptable service ratios. Therefore, the
project would have no impact on public services that would in the new for new or altered facilities.

XV. RECREATION

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities
or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?
Setting

The Santa Cruz County Parks, Open Space, and Cultural Services Department maintains 1,400 acres
of park land in the County.
a)

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

and
b)

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

As discussed above, the project would not include new residences or businesses which would
increase the population in Santa Cruz County. The project does not include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Therefore, the project would have
no impact on existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities and no
mitigation would be required.
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TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or
policy establishing measures of effectiveness
for the performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and nonmotorized 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?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion
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?
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels or
a change in location that results in substantial
safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
f)

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease
the performance or safety of such facilities?

Setting

Primary access to the project site is provided by SR 152. SR 152 is an east-west state highway that
provides interregional connectivity between the Central Coast, Bay Area, and Central Valley,
extending from SR 1 near Watsonville to SR 99 near Chowchilla. The Fairgrounds property is located
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along SR 152 south of its intersection with Casserly-Carlton Roads and north of its intersection with
Holohan-College Roads. The SR 152 roadway segment between Casserly-Carlton and HolohanCollege Roads is a rural collector road with one travel lane in each direction, traversing suburban
residential and agricultural land uses. Truck traffic accounts for 4.7 percent of traffic on this
segment (Caltrans 2017b). There are no dedicated facilities for pedestrians or bicycles, and no bus
routes in this segment (ibid.). A left-turn lane at provides access to the Fairgrounds entrance on
eastbound SR 152. A landscaped median separates the main entrance and exit lanes on the
Fairgrounds entrance road.
Traffic conditions are measured by average daily traffic (ADT), peak-hour traffic volumes, and level
of service (LOS), average delay, and volume to capacity ratio (V/C). Average daily traffic is the total
number of cars passing over a segment of the roadway, in both directions, on an average day. Peakhour volumes are the total number of cars passing over a roadway segment during the peak hour in
the morning (AM) or afternoon/evening (PM), typically on a weekday. Level of service is used to
identify the magnitude of traffic congestion and delay at intersections. Intersections are rated
based on a grading scale of LOS A through LOS F, with LOS A representing free-flowing conditions
and LOS F representing extreme traffic delays. The intermediate levels of service represent
incremental levels of congestion and delay between these two extremes.
Santa Cruz County considers LOS D to be the minimum acceptable LOS for intersections within the
County, although LOS C is considered an objective (Santa Cruz County 1994). For operating state
highway facilities, Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS C and
LOS D, however, Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be feasible. If an existing state
highway facility is operating at less than the appropriate target LOS, the existing LOS should be
maintained (Caltrans 2002).
On the SR 152 roadway segment between Casserly-Carlton and Holohan-College Roads, congestion
is low and is projected to remain low (i.e., V/C < 0.74) through the year 2040 (Caltrans 2017b). The
intersection at Casserly-Carlton/SR 152 is an unsignalized four-way stop and the intersection at
Holohan-College/SR 152 is signalized. Higher traffic volumes are located near Holohan-College
Road. Operational improvements are planned for the SR 152/Holohan-College Road intersection;
the project is in the environmental review phase as of June 2017 (ibid.).
Table 3 shows existing (2016) and projected (2040) traffic volumes along the SR 152 segment
between Holohan-College and Casserly-Carlton Roads. In 2016, the segment average was 1,165
vehicles during the peak hour and 11,250 vehicles per day (Caltrans 2017a). The average number of
vehicles is projected to increase by 20 percent in 2040 to 1,400 during the peak hour and 13,500
per day (Caltrans 2017b). V/C was approximately 0.5 as of 2013 and is projected to be
approximately 0.6 in 2040 (ibid.)
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Table 3. Existing and Projected Traffic Volumes along SR 152 Segment between Casserly-Carlton and
Holohan-College Roads

Intersection
Casserly-Carlton Roads (unsignalized)
Holohan-College Roads (signalized)
Segment Average

Existing Traffic Volume
(Year 2016)
Peak Hour
AADT
980
8,700
1,350
13,800
1,165
11,250

Projected Traffic Volume
(Year 2040)
Peak Hour
AADT
1,200
10,500
1,600
16,500
1,400
13,500

Source: Caltrans 2017a, 2017b.

a)

Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation
system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit
and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? (Less than Significant)

and
b)

Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion 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? (Less than Significant)

There is no applicable congestion management program adopted in Santa Cruz County. The project
would generate additional vehicle trips during the construction period; however, these vehicle trips
would be temporary in nature and would not permanently impact traffic volumes. Construction
activities would require additional vehicles for hauling materials, equipment, etc., to and from the
project site, but these potential transportation-related impacts would be limited to the associated
construction activities.
Implementation of the project would support existing AHP operations. The project does not include
a residential component and would not substantially increase the number of employees or visitors
on site during project operation; therefore, the project would not permanently contribute
additional vehicle trips during the AM or PM peak hours. As described above, congestion is low on
the segment of SR 152 in the vicinity of the project site and is projected to remain low (Caltrans
2017b). Given the above, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on LOS standards
and no mitigation would be required.
c)

Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety
risks? (No Impact)

The project site is located approximately 2.75 miles east of the Watsonville Municipal Airport and is
outside of the airport safety compatibility zones (Santa Cruz County 2017). No private airstrips are
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located near the project site. Therefore, the project would have no impact on air traffic patterns
and no mitigation would be required.
d)

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)? (No Impact)

and
e)

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? (No Impact)

The project would not include changes to the existing roadway system, on-site circulation, or
emergency access. The project would continue existing uses of the site. Therefore, the project
would have no impact regarding hazards related to project design or emergency vehicle access and
no mitigation would be required.
f)

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities? (No Impact)

As described above, there are no transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the project
site. Therefore, the project would have no impact on policies, plans, or programs regarding such
facilities or performance or safety of such facilities and no mitigation would be required.

XVI. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) 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, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe, and that is:
i)

Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) 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, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe, and that is:
ii) A resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and 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
Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native
American tribe.
Setting

Assembly Bill (AB) 52 requires that State lead agencies consult with a California Native American
tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project, if
so requested by the tribe. AB 52 also specifies that a project with an effect that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significant of a tribal cultural resource (TCR) is a project that may
have a significant effect on the environment.
Defined in Section 21074(a) of the Public Resources Code, a TCR is a site feature, place, cultural
landscape, sacred place, or object, which is of cultural value to a California Native American tribe
and is either listed in or eligible for listing in the CRHR or a local historic register, or the lead agency,
at its discretion, chooses to treat the resource as a TCR.
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a)

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, sacred place, or object with cultural value to
a California Native American tribe, and that is:

i)

Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in
a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code
section 5020.1(k)? (No Impact)

All of the existing buildings on the project site are less than 50 years old and are, thus, not eligible
for listing in the CRHR, nor are they listed on a local register of historical resources. Moreover, the
project would retain all of the existing buildings on the site. Therefore, the project would have no
impact on the significance of a TCR listed in or eligible for listing in the CRHR or a local register and
no mitigation would be required.
ii)

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? (Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated)

The project site has previously been disturbed; however, the project is located in an
archaeologically sensitive area (Santa Cruz County 2017). However, an archaeological investigation
found no evidence of archaeological resources at the project site. Therefore, the project has is a low
potential for encountering unrecorded TCRs.

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements
of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
c) Require or result in the construction of new
storm water drainage facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
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Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider, which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate
capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?
f)

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

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?
Setting

Water supply to the Fairgrounds is from two groundwater wells on the Fairgrounds property which
have adequate capacity to serve peak-day annual County Fair demand.
The Salsipuedes Sanitary District provides wastewater collection services for 510 connections within
an unincorporated area northeast of Watsonville, including the Fairgrounds. The district’s collection
system consists of 7 miles of sewer pipelines which convey wastewater to the Watsonville
Wastewater Treatment Facility. The Watsonville Wastewater Treatment Facility has a permitted
capacity of 12.1 million gallons per day (MGD) and an average daily flow of 6.7 MGD (LAFCO 2015),
thus, has a remaining capacity of 5.4 MGD.
The Santa Cruz County Recycling and Solid Waste Services is responsible for the operation and
administration of solid waste diversion and disposal in the unincorporated area of the County. Solid
waste is diverted to the 126-acre Buena Vista Landfill located west of the City of Watsonville. The
Buena Vista Landfill has a maximum permitted capacity of 7,537,700 cubic yards of solid waste.
Based on the most recent facility capacity evaluation in 2010, the Buena Vista Landfill has a
remaining capacity 3,303,649 cubic yards, with a ceased operations date set for July 1, 2031
(CalRecycle 2018). As of November 2017, the facility had a permitted peak disposal of 1,062 tons
per day and a peak disposal in July 2017 of 800 tons per day (DPW 2017). Approximately 36 percent
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of the total quarterly (i.e., July through September) waste received was diverted for re-use,
recycling, or composting off site or diverted for beneficial use on site (ibid.)
a)

Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board? (Less than Significant)

and
b)

Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects? (Less than Significant)

The project would not include any residential or employment components nor would it result in a
substantial increase in attendance at the project site that would substantially increase wastewater
generation. Operation of the orchard and garden on site, as well as the addition of livestock, would
incrementally increase water demand. However, as described above, the groundwater wells serving
the site have adequate capacity to serve peak-day annual County Fair demand. As such, the project
would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements and would not require the construction of
new or expansion of existing water or wastewater treatment facilities. Therefore, the project would
have a less-than-significant impact on water and wastewater facilities and no mitigation would be
required.
c)

Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects? (Less than Significant)

The project would add approximately 10,000 square feet of impervious surfaces to the project site.
As described above in Section IX, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would be required to
comply with the Central Coast RWQCB PCRs for management and treatment of stormwater. As
such, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on stormwater drainage and no
mitigation would be required.
d)

Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed? (Less than Significant)

Operation of the orchard and garden on site, as well as the addition of livestock, would
incrementally increase water demand. However, as described above, the groundwater wells serving
the site have adequate capacity to serve peak-day annual County Fair demand. As such, the project
would have a less-than-significant impact on available water supplies and no mitigation would be
required.
e)

Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider,
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
(Less than Significant)
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As described above, the project would not include any residential or employment components nor
would it result in a substantial increase in attendance at the project site that would substantially
increase wastewater generation. Nevertheless, the Watsonville Wastewater Treatment Facility has
a remaining average capacity of 5.4 MGD based on average daily flow rates. Therefore, the project
would have a less-than-significant impact on wastewater treatment capacity and no mitigation
would be required.
f)

Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? (Less than Significant)

As described above, the project would not include any residential or employment components nor
would it result in a substantial increase in attendance at the project site that would substantially
increase solid waste generation. Manure collected from the proposed animal pens will be disposed
at a licensed compost facility. As described above, the Buena Vista Landfill is expected to provide
disposal capacity until July 2031. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact
on landfill capacity and no mitigation would be required.
g)

Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste? (No Impact)

The project does not propose to change the existing land use, and therefore would not result in the
generation of unique types of solid waste that would conflict with existing regulations applicable to
waste disposal, including recycling programs established under AB 939. As a state agency, the
Fairgrounds is not required to comply with local solid waste disposal requirements. As a result, the
project would have no impact with regard to compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste and no mitigation would be required.

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

b) Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?
c) Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
a)

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory? (Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated)

The project site does not contain sensitive habitats or support special status species. The project
would not substantially degrade the quality environment or affect habitat or species populations.
The project may include removal of up to five trees, including one aging pine in poor condition.
While trees located on and near the site may provide habitat for nesting birds, Mitigation Measure
BIO-1 described above would ensure that potential impacts to biological resources would be less
than significant. The project would not eliminate important examples of major periods of California
history or prehistory, and serves as a support to the existing Agricultural History Project at the
Fairgrounds.
b)

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of
a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)? (Less than Significant)

The project site is located within the developed Fairgrounds property and is surrounded by land
designated for agricultural and residential uses with limited development potential. Thus, the
potential for substantial development projects that could lead to cumulative effects in the vicinity
of the project site would be low. The project would continue existing uses on site, adding
agricultural/animal facilities and additional buildings to support existing operations. Existing
operations at the project site include community events and public and private tours. Project
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implementation would not be expected to substantially change existing operations or attendance at
events held at the project site. Larger events at the project site would result in temporary increases
in traffic, though it would be unlikely that project-related traffic would coincide with other
significant traffic-generating events. Given the above, the project’s incremental effects would not
be cumulatively considerable and would be less than significant.
c)

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? (Less than Significant)

Implementation of the project would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly.
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