
DATE: 11/16/99 AGENDA ITEM # ~ 3 -  
( ) APPROVED ( ) DENIED 
( ) CONTINUED 

TO: JAMES L. APP, CITY MANAGER 

FROM: BOB LATA, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: CHANDLER RANCH ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

DATE: NOVEMBER 16,1999 

Needs: For the City Council to provide staff with policy direction regarding the Chandler 
Ranch Environmental Review process. 

Facts: 1. The City of Paso Robles has a Council adopted procedure for the 
environmental review process under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). A copy has been distributed under separate cover. 

2. The environmental review process entails completion of an Initial Study 
Checklist. Through the completion of the Checklist, the City determines 
whether different aspects of a project should be categorized as one of the 
following 

a. Potentially Significant Impact 
b. Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated 
c. Less than Significant impact 
d. No Impact 

3. Under Section 5.3 of the Council's adopted procedure for CEQA and the State 
CEQA Guidelines, City staff is responsible for preparing the Initial Study 
Checklist. 

4. The property owner of the 668 acres generally referred to as the Chandler 
Ranch is seeking a General Plan Amendment (and related entitlements) to 
change the permitted use of the 668 acres. 

a. The current General Plan land use designation is for approximately 
250 dwelling units. 

b. The applicant is seeking a General Plan Amendment to replace the 
current 250 dwelling unit designation with the following entitements: 

1226 dwelling units 
20 acres of Commercial Service 
5 acres of Industrial 
2 school sites 



5. In May 1999, in response to the applicant's requests, the City cirmlated the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) that is required by CEQA. In addition, an Initial - 
Study was prepared and the City held a publicly noticed "Scoping Session" on 
June 22, 1999, to seek public comments on the scope of the environmental 
document. Copies of the NOP, Initial Study and the responses to the NOP are 
being distributed under separate cover. 

6. At the time that the NOP was distributed, the applicant had requested that the 
City evaluate the project in terms of two project alternatives: 1706 dwelling 
units (plus 20 acres of commercial, 5 acres of industrial, and 2 school sites), 
and 1226 dwelling units (plus the same commercial, industrial and schools). 

Since that time, the applicant has decided to eliminate the 1706 dwelling unit 
proposal and to focus on 1226 dwelling units (plus the 20 acres of commercial, 
5 acres of industrial, and 2 school sites) as the current project description. 

7. Consistent with the adopted procedures and the applicant's request, the City 
cirmlated a Request for Proposals (RFP) to eleven firms that are on the 
Council approved list of qualified environmental consultants. 

8. The City received two (2) proposals from qualified firms. Both proposals 
needed further written clarification to insure that the consultants understood 
the scope of work called for in the RFP. At the same time, the consultants had 
to revise their scope of work to accommodate the applicant's request to delete 
the 1706 dwelling unit project alternative. 

I 
9 Revised proposals were received on November 4 and 5 and are now being - 

reviewed for completeness. Selection of the consultant to prepare the EIR 
could occur within the next two weeks. 

10 On November 2 the City received the attached letter from Dennis Schmidt of 
CentraJ Coast Engineering, representing the Chandler Ranch property owner / 
applicant. Mr. Schmidt's letters requested the following: 

a. For staff to arrange individual meetings with each of the Council 
members to listen to the applicant's comments on the Initial 
Study; 

b. To set a "public heating" on December 7,1999. 

11. On November 5, 1999, the City received the attached letter from Dennis 
Schmidt with copies of pages of the Initial Study with items crossed out. 
Attached for your reference are copies of the sections that were crossed out 
and which are unreadable in the copy received from Mr. Schmdt. 



Analysis 
and 

w Conclusion: It is staffs understanding from his letter of November 5, 1999 and the attached pages 
from the initial study, that Mr. Schmidt is seeking a reconsideration of the conclusions 
of the Initial Study checklist, based on deletion of the 1706 dwelling unit option. 

As staff has verbally communicated to the applicant's representative, the change in 
project description (eliminating the 1706 dwelling unit option in favor of 1226 dwelling 
units plus commercial, industrial and school sites) obviously changes the scope of the 
project to be analyzed in the EIR (i.e.: there would be relatively fewer autos, less 
sewage, etc.). 

250 dwellrngunrts to l.U&bwa five-- 
two school . . 

m s  is st111 c- does the concluslonsk 
environmentalist or the m m  to be c b d .  the of t o w  
h a t  would be s&d 

. . 
In the ETR would ant c h a n ~  

Other related points of information and discussion: 

1. Under the California Environrnenml Quality Act (CEQA), the City is the lead 
agency for determining that the EIR is legally adequate. 

2. To arbitrarily eliminate topics listed in the Initial Study Checklist would create 
openings for challenge to the adequacy of the EIR, potentially costing both the 
City and the applicant significant losses in terrns of time and money (since an 
inadequate EIR would require further studies). It is safer to at least briefly 
discuss more topics rather than less topics. A copy of CEQA Guidelines 
Section 11063 is attached, which addresses the scope and purpose of an Initial 
Study. 

3. As noted in the attached composite of what was crossed-out by Mr. Schmidt, 
none of the items that were crossed out of the Initial Study by Mr. Schmidt 
would appear to materially modify the scope of work to be performed by the 
EIR consultant (as a matter of fact, a number of the topics that are crossed out 
are conclusions of "less than significant impact" or "no impact'?. 

4. Even if there were grounds to reconsider any of the conclusions of the Initial 
Study (which, in staffs assessment, there are not), to cause the consultants to 
revise their proposals for a second time / at this point in the process would 
further delay the begming of work on the EIR and may not result in any 
material savings in terms of time and/or cost. 

5. There are no requirement for a project related "public hearing" at this point in 
the process. Until the EIR is complete, and untd the potential impacts and 
recommended mitigation measures are known, it would be premature to 
consider any project related approvals. 



Policy 
Reference: California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); City Council's adopted procedures for 

processing under CEQA PI> 

-l 

Fiscal 
Impact: None as a result of processing the property owner's applications 

Options: a. That the City Council direct staff to proceed with processing of the Chandler 
Ranch EIR in a manner consistent with CEQA and the existing City Council 
policy for implementation of CEQA, and without the need to schedule 
individual meetings with Council members, and without the need for a public 
hearing on December 7,1999. 

b. That the Council direct staff to modify the Initial Study Checklist and to seek a 
revision to the Scope of Work prepared by the two consulting firms before 
proceeding with evaluation of the two consultant proposals. 

c. Amend, modify or reject the foregoing options. 

h:\bob\60\chandler\ cc re eir process 9b Nov 99 



CENTRAL COAST 
ENGINEERING 
396 Buckley Road. Suite 1 
San Luis Obispo 
California 93401 
(805) 544-3278 
FAX (805) 541-3137 

City of Paso Robles 
Community Development Dept. 
1000 Spring Street 
Paso Robles, CA 93446 
Attn: Bob Lata 

02 November 1 999 
E2309 

Subject: Chandler Ranch M d e r  Plan 

Bob.. . 

Based on our re-review of the Chandler Ranch Master Plan initial studylcheck list, the 
project proponent has requested of me to set up a series of meetings with you to discuss 
concerns about it's content . As you are aware, the guidelines state in the interest of 
reducing work and time, that one of the purposes of an initial study is to enable the 
applicant to modifjr the project before an EIR is prepared enabling it (the project) to 
reduce or eliminate potentially significant impacts. While the applicant does not believe 
the revised project (1226 units) can mitigate all impacts identified within the initial 
studylcheck list to less than significant levels (i.e. air quality), they do believe that the 
amended project does effect some areas that can reduce the scope of E l ' '  review 
(i.e. wetland habitat, airport conflicts, noise, traf33c/circulation, geologic problems, land 
use and planning, water, biological resources, public services, utility and service systems, 
cultural resources, aesthetics, and recreation). 

As a head's up to you, the reason our request is for a series of meetings is to invite one 
member of the City Council to sit in and listen to our comments (so 5 meetings total), 
with the intent of having a public hearing on 07 December 1999 to have the Council give 
s p d c  policy direction as how to proceed. With this in mind, please set meeting dates 
that are acceptable to you and each Council member individually. We will accommodate 
whatever schedules you can arrange. When complete, please contact me with meeting 
dates and times through writing. Thankx for your consideration with respect to this 
issue.. . 

Dennis Schmidt 



CENTRAL COAST 
ENGINEERING 
396 Buckley Road, Suite 1 
Sm Luis Obispo 
California 93401 

I (805) 544-3278 
FAX (805) 541-3 137 

City of Paso Robles 
Community Development Dept. 
1000 Spring Street 
Paso Robles, CA 93466 
Attn: Bob Lata 

05 November 1999 
E2309 \'-) 

t 

I Chandler Ranch Master Plan Initial Study 

Bob ... 

Enclosed is a complete list of initial study issues that we feel should be reconsiclered by 
s t a .  I am sure many of the items we can agree on, and others we will not. In the 
interest of expediency, please go through these items and determine which that are 
mitigable based on the amended project and text for 1226 units dated I5 June 1999, 
available information and previous determinations made by the City. Below is a partial 
list of documents that I have read for my review. 

t 

"\ 

1990 Land Use and Circulation Elements Update Draft EIR 
Final EIR for the Borkey Area Specific Plan. 
Final EIR for the HuerHuero Creek. 
Land Use and Circulation Element. 
Zoning Code. 
Initial Study and Negative Declaration for Barney Schwartz Park. 
Paso Robles School District Long Range FaciIity Master Plan. 
December 1995 Environmental Site Assessment Report for the Chandler Ranch. 
December 1995 Prel. Geotechnical Engineering Report for the Chandler Ranch. 
1989 Chandler Ranch Specific Plan Initial Study by API and the Mono Group. 
1977 Airport Land Use Plan. 
1989 Draft Airport Land Use Plan. 
Department of Agriculture Soil Survey. 
Subsequent FEIR for the Cuesta College North Campus. 
Initial Study and Negative Declaration for Dwelling Unit Density Calculation. 
August 1993 City Sewer System Master Plan. 
April 1995 Update City Water Master Plan. 



As a general note, we are requesting that the existing project site density be changed 
fiom 250 to 308 units based on the following: 

The property consists of 672.9 acres, 50.3 acres of RSF-2 and 622.6 
acres of RS:l unit/3 acres. With this idonnation and the amended 
project description, overall change is 918 versus the 1457 units. We 
consider this a substantial reduction in population increase fiom the 
"approximate 1 1%" identified in the initial study and check list to 7%. 

3934 persons 1 1707 units - 250 units = 2.7 persons per unit 
2.7 persons per unit x 1226 units - 308 units = 2479 persons 

In closing, please re-review the project initial study and find where we can agree/disagree 
so when we meet for our scheduled meetings throughout this month we can be more 
efficient with our and Council members time. At this time I have chosen not to address 
the manditory findings portion of the check List because changes will occur on what we 
agree upon. Our interest is only fairness. Thankx for your consideration with respect to 
this issue. .. 

Dennis Schmidt 



ISSUES (and Supporting information Sources): 

L LAND USE AND PLA.NNING. Would the Proposal: 

a) Conflict with general plan designation or zoning? 

-.\ 
. Jtentidy '#OV 8 1999 
Significant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant - Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated Impact NO hpact 

. ..--5: ;-.. 
.A':' .*.,..=.. 

Discussion: The cumnt maximum residential density for the 661 acre properlyls estimated ar250 dwelling units. 
The applicant is requesting entitlement to develop approximately 1,707 dwelling units (single and multiple family, and 
mobile homes), plus 20 acns of Commercial Service uses and 5 acres of Manufacturing. The request being made for 
additional residential density represents a significant increase in entitlements for the project site, exceeding population 
and %Nice projections contained in the City's General Plan. 

b) Conflict with applicable environmental plans or policies 
adopted by agencies with jurisdiction over the project? 

a "U 

Discussion: The Airport Land Use Plan and the adjacency of the project to warrant analysis of potential conflict with 
agency documents. 

c) Be incompatible with existing land use in the vicinity? a 17 [7 

Discussion: The adjacency of the project to the County land to the east that is in active agricultural production would 
~van-ant analysis on land use compatibility and appropriate provision of buffers. The low density single family 
properties to the west should also be reviewed for adequacy of buffering when adjacent to high density residential and 
commercial uses. 1 

v 

d) Affect agricultural r e s o m  or operations (e.g., impacts to 
-,-;.>; 
e7 :..., soils or farmlands, or impacts from incompatible uses)? 

B , cl 

Discussion: The property has been historically used for dry farming and the majority of the site is designated with a 
Residential Agriculture zoningfland use designation. The large parcel ownership pattern, its historic farming past, and 
the significant amount of 0-30% slope areas that are composed of loam variety soils conducive for agricultural, would 
raise the issue with regard to conversion ofviable agricultural land In addition to issues associated with conversion of 
agricultural land, the adjacent property (previously held under the same ownership of this portion of the ranch) is 
currently is active grape production The impact of this project on active adjacent agricultural operations needs to be 
assessed. 

IL POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the propod: 

a) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local population 
projections? 

Discussion: The City's General Plan policies for. population growth through 2010 include a 35,000 build-out 1 
population. The addition of 3,934 new residents (an qprox.ima!e 11 prrcent inmase fiom projected popuhticm build+ut) is - 
a potentially si-&cant impact to the City's infrastructure and sewice capabilities. There is a need to quantify thk impacts of 
such a density increase and dekmine wWher there are acceptable mitigation measures to be i n c c n p d  in the project, or 
appropriate alternatives. 

Initial Study-Page 6 



/ ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 
I 

, dentially 
Significant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant ' Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

b) Induce subaantial growth in an area either directly or 
indirectly (e.g., through projects in an undeveloped area or 
extension of major infirastructure)? .. -- -. ,1=-=.. 

Discussion: Current inhstructure master planning is tied to the 35,000 popdation build out outlined in the City's 
General Plan. The additional infrastructure needs generated by this project need to be identitied and their potential for 
growth inducing impacts analyzed as part of a environmental document. 

I IL  GEOLOGIC PROBLEMS. Would the proposal result in 
or expose people to potential impacts involving: 

e) Landslides or &Mud flows? I31 

Discussion: The topography of the project site is characterized by rolling terrain and slopes that vary from 0-4% to 
excess of 25% High density development should be appropriately located on the project site to avoid significant 
grading and disturbance of hillside terrain. Where development is proposed on steeper slopes, these impacts will need 

i to be incorporated into the environmental analysis for the project. However hsulZcient information exists at this time 
7zm' to determine the extend of impacts. 

Initial Study-Page 7 / 5 9  



ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

o'tentia~~~ 
Signif-ant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant- Mitigation Significant .I 
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact ." 

f )  Erosion, changes in topography or unstable soil conditions 
from excavation, grading. or fill7 

a CI 

Discussion: See the discussion in Section III(e). Where development is proposed on steeper slopes, these impacts will 
need to be incorporated into the environmental analysis for the project H o w e m 4 d c i e n t  , ..-,A--. information exists at this 
time to determine the extend of impacts. 

g) Subsidence of the land? El 17 
Discussion: See the discussion in Sections Dl (e) (0 and (g) above 

h) Expansive soils? @.I 

Discussion: See the discussion in Sections III (e) (0 and (g) above. 

i) Unique geologic or physical features? 

Discussion: See the discussion in Sections III (e) through (h) above. No significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 

IV. WATER Would the proposal result in: 
1 

a) Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate ii!.l Sr 

and amount of surface moll7 

Discussion: The property is currently vacant An increase in dwelling unit development of approximate 1,707 units, 
along with 20 acres of commercial, 5 acres of industrial and two school sites will significantly increase the historic 
drainage flows associated with this site. No preliminary grading and drainage plan, or drainage calculations have been 
provided. A full drainage analysis, including identification of on site detention basins needs to be provided. 

b) Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such 
as flooding? 

a 
Discussion: It appears that portions of the property adjacent tot he Huerhuero Creek are located in 100 year flood areas, 
although these areas are not designated on the wnaptual plan. The potential impacts of floodiilg and drainage pattern 
in steep terrain areas needs to be fully addressed. 

c) Discharge into surface waters or other alteration of &ce 
water quality (e.g. temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity)? 

a 17 

Discwion: The physical site construction will increase impervious surfaces on the site and thus increase storm water 
runoff as discussed in Item IV(a). Impacts to the Huerhuero and ultimately the Salinas need to be appropriately 
analyzed in an environmental document. 

d) Changes in the amount of d c e  water in any water body? m CI 

Discussion: It is unknown at this time the quantity of water to be dischafged from the site and where it will flow to. 
.Ic 

1 

e) Changes in currents, or the course or direction of water 
movement? 

m 
Initial StuGy-Page 8 



ISSUES (and Supporting Idormation Sources): * 

-. 
. . ?tentiauv 

Significant 
Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant - Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

Discussion: Runoff from the site, through a series of smaller drainage channels, end up in larger waterways. Impacts to 
the Huerhuero Creek are unknown at this time and should be reviewed further. Portions of the site also ultimately drain 
to the Salinas River, and impacts to that water source should also be reviewed 

. 5' .-.) c... . - -. . -.*,. . . , .. --- -. 
f) Change in the quantity of ground waters, either through 

direct additions or withdrad, or through interception of an 
0 a 

aquifer by cuts or excavations or through substautial loss of 
groundwater recharge capability? 

Discussion: The domestic water needs of the project are tied to the proposed increase in density. Full analysis of water 
resource impacts needs to be addressed with this environmental document. 

g) Altered direction or rate of flow of jpundwakr? 

Discussion: Impacts are unknown at this time. 

h) Impacts to groundwater quality? El C] 

Discussion: The project is expected to proposed connection to City server. However, the adequacy of existing capacity 
of the treatment plant and capacity of service hes to the plant are unknown at this time. Should the applicant alter 
their application proposal to involve requests for use of private sewage disposal, there could potentially be impacts 

/ associated nith cumulative systems. Until sewering issues are resolved, impacts to water quality remain unknown. 
w 

i) Substantial reduction in the amount of groundwater 
otherwise available for public water supplies? 

Discussion: See the discussion in Section lV (f) above. Impacts are unknown and need to be quantified for the project 

V. AIR QUALITY. Would the proposal: 

a) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing 
or projected air quality violation? (Source: 10) 

a 
. 

Discussion: The San Luis Obispo County area is a non-attainment area for the State standards for ozone and 
suspended particulate matter. The SLO County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) administers a permit system to 
ensure that stationaxy sources do not collectively create emissions which would cause local and state standards to be 
exceeded. The potential for future project development to create adverse air quality impacts falls generally into two 
categories: Short tenn and Long term impacts. 

Short term impacts are associated with the grading and development portion of a project where earth work generates 
dust, but the impact ends when comct ion is complete. Long term impacts are related to the ongoing operational 
characteristics of a project and are generally related to vehicular trip generation and the level of offensiveness of the 
onsite activity W i g  developed. 

Impacts to both short and long term air quality impacts need to be properly assessed for this project. 

Initial Study-Page 9 



ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

. - 
' ..&tially 

Significant 
Potentially Unless LessThan 
Significant - Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated Impact 

'I 
Nohpact  - 

b) Expose sensitive receptors to pollutants? 

Discussion: The increase of residential density in the near vicinity of the County land in active agricultural opefitions 
needs to be reviewed for adequacy of buffen to minimize conflict with ag operations, --w=.-. and avoid exposure hazards to the 
general population. . .-em-- -. 

VI. TRANSPORTATION/CIR~.ZAnOS. Would the 
proposal result in: 

a) Increased vehicle trips or tra.U~c conpeaon? - 
Discussion: The increase in reudcnual W r y ,  introduction of additional industrially zoned land, new commercial - .. -.. cb, land, and the two new school ar ts  n orpaacd to significantly increase vehicle trips. Street circulation needs to 
accommodate the proposed prqat  dursrty and Lhc interface with the existing Circulation Element of the General Plan, 
including the alignment and phasing of Aupon Road must be adequately addressed. 

b) Hazards to safety from design farum (cg, sharp nwes  or 
dangerous interstctions) or incompatible uses (eg. fann 

El 17 17 
equipment)? 

Discussion: Street alignments must be m~ewcd in conjunction with a traffic &dy for the site. 

c) Inadequate emergency access or inadequate access to nearby 
uses? 

a 13 17 q 

Discussion: Adequacy of access for Emergency Services Department must be reviewed in conjunction with a tratZic and 
circulation study for the.project. The project description includes reference to high density senior housing. Such uses 
can create higher use demand on emergency services and should be appropriately addressed 

d) Insd3icient parking capacity on-site or off-site? a 1 7  1 7 ' 0  

Discussion: The design of interior street sections and abiity to provide on street parking within the project area is 
unknown at  this time based on the level of information c m n t l y  available for the project Adequacy of parking for 
residential, commercial, schools and recreational uses needs to be appropriately analyzed 

Inirial Study-Page 10 /SJ/~ 



! r SUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 
-d 

Significant 
Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant - Mitigation Significant 
Impact 1ncorpora.ted Impact NO Impact 

e) Hazards or baniers for pedestrians or bicyclists? a I3 

Discussion: No interior (class I) pedestrian or bikeway systems are shown within the concept plan. Given the density 
of the project, and the location of key sites such as schools and senior living, ,w&mrant a review of the need md 
ability to adequately provide for pedestrians and bicyclists. .d ;,=&-*.- - - 

f )  Contlicts with adopted policies supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

a I7 

Discussion: Alternative transportation needs are not addressed within the conceptual plan Proposed senior living and 
school site locations increase the probable need and appropriateness of alternative transportation needs. These needs 
should be projected and alternatives for meeting those needs addressed within a circulation analysis document 

g) Rail, waterborne or air t d 5 c  impacts? 

Discussion: Ability to impact rail or waterborne trafiic is considered less than significant However, portions of the 
project are located within airport traffic impact areas. The appropriateness of locating concentrations of higher density 
residential (e.g. senior housing and apartments) in areas expected to be exposed to higher levels of noise and related 
airport impacts needs to be evaluated. 

VIL BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal 
( result in impacts to: 
-* 

a) Endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats 
(including but not limited to: plant., fish, insects, animals, 
and birds)? 

Discussion: The 661 a m  proposed for development has been the subject of previous development proposals and 
master planning. In conjunction with those past planning efforts, biological studies were conducted The existence of 
kit fox (an endangered species) was identified in two independent biological studies. The existence of kit fox andlor 
other endangered species andlor habitat impacts are a sipdicant environmental concern which must be appropriately 
documented with this proposal. 

b) Locally designated species (e.g., heritage trees)? la 0 

Discussion: There are a significant number of oak trees and woodland across this site. The conceptual level of 
information provided at this time does not allow for individual or cumulative assessment of impacts on oak trees. 
Although the project description states a desire to maximize preservation of oak trees, the concentration of development 
density in steep topography and oak wooded areas would indicate a likelihood of significant impacts to trees. Proper 
identification of oak tree inventory and the impacts of the project on these trees needs to be further provided in an 
environmental document 

c) Locally designated natural communities (e-g., oak forest, 
coastal habitat, etc.)? 

Discussion: The two primary vegetation communities on the site appear to be oak woodland and valley grassland 
/ There is a small portion of the site (northwest corner near Golden Hill Road) where there is an aging almond orchard. -- The City of Paso Robles has adopted stringent oak tree protection policies within its Municipal Code, requiring 

extensive preservation measures to occur and removal only upon approval by City Council. As discussed in Section 
We), the impacts of this project on oak trees needs to be further documented. 
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ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

' d'ientidy 
Significant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant - Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated Impact 

'! 
No Impact . . l ~  

d) Wetland habitat (e.g., marsh, riparian and vernal pool)? fa [7 I7 
Discussion: No marsh, riparian or vernal pool habitat characteristics have +en identified by the applicant. Hower,  
their existence on the site has not been ruled out through even a preliminar$.b%@$&l assessment. The presence or 
non presence of these habitat f m  should be identified within a biological assessment for the 661 acns in 
conjunction with other biological impact studies. 

e) Wildlife dispersal or migration canidors? a 
Discussion: The oak woodlands and arroyos within this project site eventually co&ect through to the Huerhuero River 
to the north. Such areas clmacteristicaUy can serve as movement comdors for animals. As discussed in Section 
W(a), the pnsence of kit fox (among other wildlife) has been identified on this site. The function this property serves 
in the context of wildlife habitat needs to be further assessed 

=ENERGY AM) MINERAL RESOURCES. Would 
the proposal: 

described, in and of itself would not have the potential to re1 
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-. 
- .hentially 
Sigmficant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
signific&t - Mitigation Sigruficant 

I (and Supporting Information Sources): Incorporated Impact 

Discussion: Beca 
determine if all futur 

exceptions to standards 

c) The creation of any health hazard or potential 

significant andlor mitigatiile as 

d) I n d  fire hazard in 

s deviation from standards, this assessment could change. 

'A. .--* 
X. NOISE. Would the proposal result in: 

a) Increases in existing noise levels? a El 

Discussion: The Paso Robles Municipal Airport is located approximately 4.5 miles to the northeast of the Chandler 
Ranch project area. The proximity to active and expanding airport operations poses the most significant concerns 
about noise for the project area. The northwestern portion of the 661 acre site is located within identified aiqort impact 
areas. These impact areas are also proposed for some of the higher concentrations of the residential development, 
Projected impacts of noise from future airport operations need to be adequately assessed 

b) Exposure of people to severe noise levels? El El 

Discussion: See the discussion within Section X(a), above. 

XI. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the prop0sa.l have an effect 
upon, or result in a need for new or altered government services 
in any of the folloning areas: 
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i - dentially 
Significant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 

IS SUES (and Supporting Mormation Sources): 
~ignifi&t - Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact -. 

\ 

measures, but as the project description is nfined, this assessment could change. However, there are independent needs 
assessment related to fire sewia threshold capabilities associated with the increased population from this project. As 
discussed in Sedion I (Land Use), the City's current infrastructure master planning is tied to the 35,000 population 
build'out outLined in the City's General Plan. The additional service needs generated by this project need to be 
identified and appropriate mitigation measures and project alternatives for off-g those impacts identified. 

b) Police Protection? Er 17 0 

Discussion: As discussed in Section in Section XI(a), above, the City's current infhmmm master planning is tied to 
the 35,000 population build out outlined in the City's General Plan. The additional police service needs generated by 
this project must be identified and appropriate mitigation measures and project alternatives for off-setting those impacts 
identified. 

c) Schools? a I7 

Discussion: Tied to the proposed increase in midential population, as noted above in this &on, school impacts 
would need to be identified and the adequacy of the two school sites proposed in the plan area should be properly 
assessed as to their ability to off-set the identified project needdimpacts. 

d) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? m 
Discussion: The applicant's project description does not specifically indicate at this time the phasiig of improrzments 
and whether there will be any private development features in need of maintenance, or new public facilities with - 
maintenance demands. Until service and infrastructure needs are quantified for the project, and consequent service 
responsibilities identified, the maintenance impacts for the project are unknown: 

e) Other governmental services? 

Discussion: See discussion in items XI(a) through (d). Impacts to govtnrmental services are expected to occur 
commensurate with the i n d  project population in excess of the City's planned population build-out. These 
impacts need to be properly identified and mitigation measure alternatives identified, including project phasing, 
inherent design off-sets, and potential payment of area-specific development impact fees. 

Initial Study-Page 14 



i 

,SUES (and ~upponing Information sauna): 
I 

. itentially 
Si@~cant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant - Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

C) Local or regional water treatment or distribution Edcilities? fa (7 0 
0. .A 

Discussion: The conceptual master plan indicates a 1 acre water tank site alon$ther.Eastern project frontage. As 
previously discussed in Section XI (Services) the City's current infrastructure master planning is tied to the 35,000 
population build out outlined in the City's General Plan. The additional service needs generated by this project nted to 
be identified and appropriate mitigation measures and project alternatives for off-setting those impacts identified. It is 
unknown at this time whether the proposed tank site is needed andfor adequate for the project. 

d) Sewer or septic tanks? 

Discussion: It is anticipated that the project will propose to connect to the City's sewer 55tem. As discussed, above, 
the City's current hfhstruchue master planning is tied to the 35,000 population build out outlined in the City's General 
Plan The additional service needs generated by this project need to be identified and appropriate mitigation measures 
and project alternatives for off-setting those impacts identified. If private septic systems become part of a refined project 
description in the future, the potential impacts to water quality would need to be appropriately identified. 

e) Storm water drainage? la 
Discussion: The quantities of storm water discharge and proposed methods for its discharee are unknown at this time. 
The intensification of development will surely increase historic flows. Preliminary analysis must demonstrate the - potential impacts associated with the levels of development and site disturbance proposed, and mitigation measures 
identified. . . - .  

f) Solid waste disposal? la 
Discussion: The City's land fill is located on the north side of Highway 46, east of Airport Road. As with 
aforementioned service threshold issues, the potential for impact to the City's land fill should be analp&, as it relates 
to proportional population build-out figures. 

g) Local or regional water supplies? la 0 

Discussion: As discussion in Section W(c), the City's current inhstmcture master planning is'tied to the 35,000 
population build out outlined in the City's General Plan. The additional service needs generated by this project need to 
be identified and appropriate mitigation measures and project alternatives for off-setting those impacts identified. 

XULAESTHETICS. Would the proposal: 

a) Affect a scenic vista or scenic highway? la 17 I7 

Discussion: The project is not located on a highway, but is bordered by two arterial roads on its eastern and western 
borders (the Airport Road extension has been dedicated at the east and Golden HiU Road is e.uisting at the west). The 
oak scattered terrain is visible from Highway 46 East, Union Road, Golden Hill Road, and Linne Roads. The extent of 

i project grading, massing of buildings/developmen~ and visibility from prominent City streets is not known at this time, - based on the preliminary nature of the project description At this time, aesthetic impact to these streets is identified as 
potentially significant. However, as the project description and master plan concept is refined, this assessment may 
change. 
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.- 

- Jtentid? 
Simcant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
Sigmficant - Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact - 'l 

b) Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect? E!I 0 

Discussion: See the discussion in Item XIII (a), above. The potential for aes~&ti~~~irnpans are not clearly addressed in 
the current level of project information and remain an potentially significant impact-until further demonstration to the 
contrary is provided (gradingflandscaping and development approach defined and represented). 

XN.CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal: 

~iscussiod: No known paleontological resources exist in this area - - 
+ b) Disturb archaeological resources? a ' 0  17 

Discussion: The Paso Robles area has been classified as territory occupied by the Migueleno Salinan and the Obispeno 
Chumash Native California populations. Past community populations have been evidenced at several sites within the 
Paso Robles area and unincorporated portions of the surrounding County. During past site planning efforts there was 
preliminary archaeological reconnaissance conducted for the full site. That effort resulted in the identification ofa 
single prehistoric artifact at the northwestern corner of the site that was described as an "isolated" piece. The.past 
archaeological findings for the site should be reviewed by a qualified archaeologist to determine the appropriateness of 
that conclusion. If an independent archaeologist determines no additional study of the site is necessary, impacts to 
archaeological nsources would be considered less than significant. However, if the study is deemed insuEcient to 
determine potential effects of the current project, a new archaeological study must be conducted. 

Discussion: The site has been historically used for agricultural, dry farming, purposes. \ W e  there are several 
buildings existing as the historic "ranch housen for the Chandler Ranch, the ranch house is not a part of this 
development proposal and would not appear impacted by the proposed project. 

d) Have the potential to cause a physical change which.would 
affect unique ethnic cultural values? 

a 
Discussion:. As noted in Item XN (b), impacts are not fully known at this time. 

e) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential 
impact area? 

a 
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Significant 
Potentially Unless Less Than 

( ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 
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significant - Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

Discussion: As discussed in Item XIV @) and (d), impacts are not N l y  known at this time. 

XV.RECREATION. Would the proposal: 
: *-5 - :-a+" - 

a) Increase the demand for neighborhood or regional parks or 
other recnational facilities? 

a 
Discussion: This proposal represents a significant increase in the number of residential dwelling units currently 
planned for within the City's General Plan build-out of 35,000. The proposed approximate 1,707 dwelling units would 
amount to approximately 3,934 new residents, or about an 11 p u a n t  increase in the City's General Plan population. 
The project description and conaptual master plan for this 66 1 acre area do not propose any parks or open space. Two 
school sites are shown, but would not be considered parks. Barney Schwartz Regional Park is proposed for development 
directly abutting the project to the north. However, Barney S c h W  is a planned for meeting the local and regional 
needs at m n t  population levels, and not necessarily an additional 3,934 resident population directly on its borders. 
The proposal for apartments and senior living generate their own recreational needs that should be appropriately 
addressed within a recreational needs study and mitigation measures andlor project alternatives identified. 

b) ~ e c t  existing recreational opportunities? 

Discussion: As noted in Section XV(a), above, the adjacent Barney Schwartz regional park is sening a current and 
projected local and regional need based on General Plan population build-out, and not netessarily designed for the 
anticipated additional population impact associated with this proposed project. As the closest public park, it would be 
expected that Barney Schwartz would be impacted by an increased concentration of residential density. Within the 

1- 

aforementioned recreational needs study, the project impacts on existing recreational facilities should be a d d r e  L . ~ .  ..-*- .., 

prehistory? 

to achieve short-term, to 
enwonmental goals? 

on the discussions within this document, there is not information knonn a 
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, Jtcntially 
Significant 

PotentialIv Unless Less Than 

* ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 
~ig&-t - Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated Impact NO Impact 

L LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the Proposal: 

a) Conflict with .general plan designation or zoning? 

Discussion: The current maximum residential density for the 661 a s r s . p m & ~ h  at250 dwelling units: 
The applicant is re~u&g entitlement to develop approximately 1,707 dwtIling units (single and multiple m y ,  and 
mobile homes), plus 20 acns of Commucial Service uses and 5 acres af Manuti- The request being made h 
additional residential density represents a significant increase in entitlements for the project site, exceeding population 
and service projections contained in the City's General Plan. 

b) Conflict with applicable cnvhnmcntal plans or policies 
adopted by agencies with jurisdiction aver the project? 

- -0 

Discussion: Thc Airport Land Use Plan and the adjacency of the project to warrant adysis &potential conflict with 
agency documents. 

c) Be incornpatrile with existing land use in the vicinity7 cl 

Discussion: The adjacency of the projed to the County land to thc east that is in active agricultural production would 
warrant analysis on land use compatibility and appropriate provision ofbuffers. The low density single f h i l y  
properties to the west should also be reviewed for adequacy af buffering when adjacent to high density residential and 

f COmmCtCial~ses. - 
d) ABxt agricnltural nsaurces or operations (e.g, impacts to 

soils or fkdands, or impacts from i n m w i l e  uses)? 
a 0 

Discussion: The property has been historically used for dry farming and the majority of the site is designated with a 
Residential Agriculture zoningfland use designation. The large pard ownemhip pattern, its historic Evming past, and 
the significant amount of 0-30% slope areas that arc composed of loam variety soils conducive for agricultural, would 
raise the issue with regard to conversion ofviable agridhlral land In addition to issues associated with comnrsion af 
agricultural land, the adjacent property (previously held under the same owntrship .of tbis portion of the ranch) is 
currently is active grape production The impact of this project on active adjacent agricultural operations needs to be 

0 

A ~iarupt or divide the phyaial mgmcnt  of an established n n n 
I Y - - 

community (including a low-income or minority 
I community)? 

Discussion: Not a n t i c i m  as an h e .  

IL POPULATION AND HOUSING. W d d  the proposal: 

a) CumuMively exceed dicial regional or local popnlation 
pmjdons? 

0 

C Ditmssion: The City's General Plan policies for papnIation gnmvth thmugh 2010 include a 35,000 hdd-aat 
popuhtion. 'Ilreadditicmof 3 , 9 3 4 n s w r e s i d e n ~ ~ ( a n ~ l l i # # n t i a c r e e s e f i r o m p r o j e c d s d p o p l l a t i o n ~ ) i e  
a p d m M y m @ c P n t ~ t O t h b G Q ' ~ ~ d a n d s e n r i c a ~ t i a r .  ~isanecdtOqunn~ttrtimpocteof 
a& a chdty increase d detamine w h & k  there are -table mitigation mewues to be baqmakd in the project, Or 
appropriate altanatives. 
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ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

. titentially 
SigniGcant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant - Mitigation Significant 1 
Impact Incorporated Impact NO Impactp 

b) Induce substantial growth in an area either directly or 
indirectly (e.g., through projects in an undeveloped ana or 

a 17 0 
extension of major infrastructure)? 

.' .:~W<WI.. , .. .&;PL;C&- 

Discussion: Current idimmcturc master plannine is tied to the 35.000 wpulation build out ~~ in the city1; 
General Plan. The additional Mastruchm n 

. . 
his projec 
Nmcnt - $ need to be identilied and their poten& for 

growth inducing impacts analyzed as part af c 

C) Displace existing housing, esptaally atfordable housing? 

IIL GEOLOGIC PROBLEMS. would the proposal result in 
or expose people to potential impacts invohing: 

Discussion: This portion d SIsl Loir Obispo County (generally the Paso Robles are.) is lacited at the far southerly 
end of the Salinas Valley h c h  rlro extends up into Monterey County. There are two known Eault zones on either side 

the cast side of the vall y and runs h g h  the community of Parlcfield east af Paso Roblcs. The City af Paso Robles. 

I 
of this valley. The San Fault system runs on the west side of the valley. The San Andreas Fault is on i 

recognizes thcsc geologic inn- in the application ofthe Uniform Building Cade to all new development within the 
City. No unusual factors am to be present for this project arm 1 

I 
b) Seismicgroundshaking? lzl 

Discussion: See the response to Section DI(a). Based on that response, the potential for exposure d persons or 
pmpaty to seismic hazards is not considtred significant 

I c) Seismic ground Eaiwe, including liquefaction? 

I Discusdon:. The City's General Plan contains public safety policies that wuuld nquin spezM4tttntion to projects wi 
potential for liquehdion. Also, see the response to Section III(a). Based on the above discussion. the potential for 
exposure of persons or property to seismic hazards, including liqu&clion is not considered significant. 

\ d) Seichc, tsunami, or volcanic I~amd? 

\ D i d o n :  The project site is not located in an area M e d  at risk for seiche, tsmami, or volcanic hazards. 1 
-- 

e) Landslides or- a s  a 
Discussion: The topography dthe project site is chm%&cd by rolling terrain and slopes that vary from 0.4% to 
excess af 25%. High density development should be appropriately lacated on the project site to avoid significant 
grading and digturbana of hillside termin. Where development is proposed on steeper slopes, these impacts will need 'I 
to be incorporated into the environmental analysis for the projtct However insu€6cicnt information exists at this time w 

to determine the extend of impads. 
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f ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

otentiaIly 
Signiiicant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant ' Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

b) Expose sensitive receptors to pollutants? 
. m Ci 

Discussion: The increase of residential density in the near vicinity of the County land in active agricultural ouerations 
needs to be reviewed for adequacy of buffers to minimize conflict with ag operations, p d  avoid exposnre hazkk to the 
general population. .$-=&- - . 

c) Alter air movement, moisture, or tern-? la 

I Discussion: Impacts to air movement, moisture or temperature arc not anticipated to be significant. - - .  I 

I Discussion: The proposed uses within the commercial and indastrhl zones are unknown at this time. However, the 
City has operational performance standards in place for such operations and uses would be individually reviewed at the 
time they were proposed for potential air quality impact and appropriate mitigation measures relating to odor. I 

VL TRANSPORTATION/CIR~TION. Would the 
proposal result in: 

a) Increased vehicle trips or tr&ic congestion? 
f 0 17 17 I7 - 

Discussion: The incrtase in residential density, introduction af additional i m b h W y  d laud, new commercial 
land, and the two new school sites is expcckd to significantly increase vehicle trips. Stnet circulation needs to 
accommodate the proposed project density and the interfact with the existing Circulation Element af the General Plaq 
including the alignment and phasing of Airport Road must be adequately addressed. 

b) Hazards to safety from design features (c.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 

La 17 
equipment)? 

Discussion: Street alignments must bc raricwed in conjunction with a traf6c study for the site. 

Discussion: Adequacy of access for Emergenq Sexvices Department must be reviewed in conjunction with a traffic and 
circolation study for theproject The project description includes reference to high density senior hausing. Such uses 
can create higher use demand on emergency suvices and should be appropriately addrtssed. 

d) Insufticient pading capacity on-site or &-site? 

Diswssion: The dcsign of interior stnet sections and ability to provide on street parking witbin the project area is 
unknown at this time based on the lcvel dinformtion cumntly available for the project. Adequacy ofparking for 
residential. commercial, schools and recreational uses needs to be appropriately anal- 
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. dtentiallY 
Significant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant ' Mitigation Significant 'l 
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact " 

d) Wetland habitat (e.g., marsh, riparian and vernal pool)? El D 

Discussion: No marsh, riparian or vernal pool habitat characteristics have +n identified by the applicant However, 
their existence on the site has not been ruled out through even a p n ~ ' b r w d  assessment. The presence or 
non presence of these habitat fg&urcs should be identified within a biological assessment for the 661 acres in 
conjunction with other biological impact shdies. 

e) Wildlife dispersal or migration c o d l o ~ s ?  

- 
Discussion: The oak woodlauds and armyas within this project site eventmlly coxkcct through to the Huerhuem River 
to the north. Such anas chamterisiically can serve as movement comdors for animals. As discussed in Section 
W(a), the presence of kit fox (among other wildlife) has been idcnMed on this site. The function this property serves 
in the context of wildlife habitat needs to be further assessed. 

VDUXJCRGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES. Would 
the proposal: 

a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans? Pl 

I Discmion: The proposal is consistent with the City's Mineral and Energy Resource C o d o n  policies in as much \ 
as it does not jeopardize the conflict with any efforts for water and m i n d  resource extraction in the area -I 

b) Use non-renewable resource in a wastcM and inefficient \ .-.& 

I Discussion: Any new development occurring &thin this project area would be subject to all Uniform Building Code 
standards and energy conservation standards required by that code. I 

c) Result in the loss dadlability d a  known mineral rtsaunx I that would be of future value to the ngion and the residents 0- 

I ofthe State? 

Discussion: There n. no know mineral roynmr. a s d a k d  with this site that would be mmprbmised as a rcsuIt of 1 
this proposal. No impacts are anticipated. 

HAZARDS. Would the proposal involve: 

a) A risk of accidental explosion or release of hazardous 
substanas (including, but not limited to: oil, pesticides, 

el 
chemicals or radia!ion)? 

Discussion:. This project, as d e s w i i  in and of itself would not have the pdential to release or create hamdous 
substance concerns. Any future commercial and indushhl dmlopment wwld be subject to adopted operational 
performance standards and projects would be reviewed independently 'in the future for potential impacts. As such, 1 
subject to standard operational mitigation meamues, no hazardous wcposure is anticipated from this project. GI-,. 
it should be noted that as discussed in Sections I(c) (Land Use) and V@) (Air Quality) that the impacts associated with 7 
adjacent agricultural operations to the east need to be appropriate assessad). 
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- ~tcntially 
Significant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant ' Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated Impact NO Impact 

b) Possible i n t e r f m a  with an emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? . fJ a 
Discussion: Because the project has only been described at a very c o n c e p ~ ~ ~ 3 h i s  time, it is not possl%le to , 
determine if all future street connections and proposed street sections would cdnflict or not widquiml  local and'state 
standards. However, at this fkbe, since sp&c exceptions to standards are not quested (redwxd sbea widths, 
extended lengths ofcul-de-sacs, etc..) it is assumed the project could be designed to confonn with those adopted code 
requirements. As such, impacts are considend ltss than significant at this time. Howewer, if iffurther refinement af the 
project indicates deviation from standards, this assessment could change. - - 

c) The creation d any health hazard or potential hazanis? a 17 

Discussion: As discusred in Items IX (a) and @), above, health or other hazzirds are anticipated to be less than 
significant andlor mitigatible as the project is currently desuii. 

d) Increased fire haPird in areas with flammable brush, grass, la 
Discussion: With an increase in development amcentration to this area, an i n m e  to fire sexvia needs would be 
anticipated, and fire suppression mitigation measures would have to be put in place to adequately off set those 
As discussed in Section IX(b)), it is assumed the project will be able to meet all necessary Fire standards to o£f set 
impacts and would therefore generate less than significant impacts. However, if further nhnement of the project 
indicates deviation from standards, this assessment could change. 

X. NOISE. Would the proposal r d t  in: 

a) Increases in existing noise levels? a 0' 

Discussion: The Paso Robles Municipal Aixport is located approximately 4.5,miles to the no- afthe Chandler 
Ranch projict area. The proximity to active and expanding airport operations poses the most significant concerns - - 

about noise for the project area. The northwestem portion of the 661 am site is located within identi6ed airport impad 
areas. These impact areas are also proposed for some of the higher concentrations ofthe residential development 

;Projected impacts ofnoise.from future airport operations n#d to be adequately assessed . 
b) Exposure d people to severe noise levels? 

D i d o n :  See the discussion within Section X(a), above. 

XL PUBLIC SERVICES. Wonla the proposal hwe, an ef6ed 
upon, or result in a need for new or altcrtd gwernmmt services 
in any of the following anas: 

Discmion:. All tire suppression measures would be subject to approval by the Fm Chid. See the discusion within 
Section IX(b & d) fqprdhg the need to provide for adequate emergency sc~vice impact mitigation within the physical' 
design of the project. At this time, it is assumed the physical design ofthe project can be mitigated through standard 
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- dentially 
Significant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
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Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact - 

measures, but as the pmject description is refined, this assessment could change. However, there are independent needs 
assessment related ta fire s e ~ c e  threshold capabilities associated with the increased population from this project. As 
discussed in Section I (Laud Use), the City's current infr;rstructure master planning is tied to the 35,000 population 
build-out outlined in the City's General Plan. The additional s e ~ c e  needs generated by this project need to be 
identified and appropriate mitigation measures and project alternatives for off* those imp3cts identified. , 

b) , Police ~mtection? .. El I7 111 

Discusdon: As d i d  in S d o n  in Section XI(a), abave, the City's cumnt hbstmctux'e master planning is tied to 
the 35,000 population build out outlined in the City's General Plaa The additional police sexvice needs generated by 
this project must be identified and appropriate mitigation measures and pmject altarnatives for offbetting those impacts 
identified 

c) Schools? 

Discussion: Tied to theproposed increase in residential populatioh. as noted above in this section, school impacts 
wauld need to be identified and theadequacy of the two school sites proposed in the plan area should be properly 
asstssed as to their ability to off-set the identified project nteds/ipacts. 

d) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? 0 cl I7 

Discussion: The. applicant's project description docs not spedfically indicate at this the the phasing dimpmvments ) 
and whether there will be any private development features in need of maintenance, or new public Mlities with YII 

maintenance demands. Until service and inhtruchu-e needs are quantified for the project, and consequent sexvice 
rtsponsiiilitics identi6ed, thc maintenance impacts for the project are unknown 

e) Other governmental services? El 
Discussion: See discussion in items XI(a) through (d). Impacts to gownmental services am e x p k d  to occur 
commensurate with the inneased project population in excess of the Citv's planned population buildat. These 
impacts need to be properly identified and mitig; amre alk identified, including project phasing, 
inherent design off'ts, and potential payment a pecific de ,t i m p a c t f a  

 tio on mc 
d area-s 

* 
XILtlTlUTES AND SERVICE SYS 

proposal result in a need for new systems or supplies, or 
substantial alterations to the following utilities: 

Discussion: Southern California Gas Company provides servia to the Paso Robles area The project is not anticipated 
to interfere with gas services or create an unmct demand. I 
Discassion: The Pacific Bell Company pmvides service to the Paso &la and County areas. The project is not 
anticipated to interkc with phonelcommunication services. - 
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, dentially 
Significant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant - Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

b) Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect7 a a 
Discussion: See the discussion in Item XIU (a), above. The potential for aesthetic impacts are not clearly ad- in 

4 

the current level of project information and remain an potentially significant iinpiztumtil further demonstration to the 
contrary is provided ( g r a d i n @ t n ~ i g  and development approach defined and represented). 

C) Create light or glare? a 0 
Discussion: The location of the project in airport impact areas will neccssi-rate mcasuns to minimhe the nse of I 
d e  materials andlor lighting that would increase light and glare from the site. ' Further, the City has 
development policies in place that require projects to minimize off-site glare. Therefore, consistent with the City's 
standard conditions of new constnrction, the project would be. nquired to have al l  its lighting fully shielded (down 

' 

lighting on buildings, fixtures, and no exposed or directly visible light sources). As such, light and glare are expected 
to be less tban significant impam (unless identified to the contrary through Airport land use compatibility analysis 
recommended to be conducted in otbcr portions of this enviro~lental assessment). 

XIV.CULTURAL RESOURCES. W d d  the proposal: 

a) Disturb paleontological m a m d  a 
t 
u Discmiion: No known paleontologcrl rcswras exist in this area 

Discussion: The Paso Robles area has been classified as territory occupied by the Migueleno Salinan and the Obispeno 
Chumash Native California populations. Past community populations have been evidenced at several sites within the 
Paso Robles area and unincorporated portions of the surrounding County. During past site planning efforts there was 
p ~ t l i m b r y  archaeological reconmissma conduaed for the full site. That cfFort resulted in the identification d a  
single prehistoric artifact at the northwtstcrn corner of the site that was d m i  as an "isolated" piece. The past 
archaeological findings for the site should be reviewed by a quali6ed a~~haeologist to determine the appropriateness of 
that conclusion. If an independent archaeologist determines no additional study of the site is necessary, impacts to 
archaeological resources would be considered less than signiiicaut. However, if the study is deemed insu£6cient to 
determine potential effects of the current project, a new archaeological study must be conducted. - .  - 

Affect historical r e s o w ?  El 

Discussion: The site has been historically used for agricultural, dry firming, purposes. While there are several 
buildings existing as the historic "ranch housen for the Chandler Rauch, the ranch house is not a part of this 
development proposal and would not appear impacted by the praposed project 

d) Haw the potential to cause a physical change which would 
affect unique ethnic cultml values? 

I3 0. 

I 
Discmion:. As noted in Item XIV (b), impacts arc not fully known at this time. 

* 
8) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential 

impact area? 
0 
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Potentially Unless Less Than 
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Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact - 

Dhssion:  As discussed in Item XIV @) and (d), impacts are not fully known at this time. 

XV.RECREATI0N. Would the proposal: 
.' ."*-,.. . . .s;'..,'*V.k'.. . .-. -. 

a) Increase the demand for neighPorhoad or regional parks or 
other recreational facilities? 

Discussion: This proposal reprcsats a signillcant increase in the number ufddcntial dwelling d t s  crvnntly 
planned for within the City's General Plan build-out of 35,000. The propodapproximate 1,707 dwelling units would 
amount to approximately 3,934 new residents, or about an 11 percent increase in the City's General Plan population. ' 

The project description and conceptual master plan for this 66 1 acre area do not propose any park or open space. Two 
school sites are shown, but would not ba considered parks. Barney Schwarlz Regional Park is proposed fix develdpment 

' directly abutting the project to the north. However, Barney Schwartz is a. planned for meeting the local and regional 
needs at current population levels, and not necessarily an additional 3,934 resident population directIy on iCr borders, 
The proposal for apartments and senior living generate their own d o n a l  needs that should be appropriately 
addressed within a recreational needs study and mitigation m e a m  andlor project alternatives ident%ed. 

b) Affect existing recreational opportunities? a 
Discussion: As noted in Section XV(a), above, the adjacent Barney Schwartz regional park is serving a current and 
projected local and regional need based on General Plan population build-out, and not necessarily designed for the 
anticipated additional population impact associated with this proposed project As the cIosest public park, it would be - "I 
expected that Barney Schwartz would be impacted by an increased concentration af residential density. Within the 
aforementioned recreational needs study, the project impacts on existing mxational W t i e s  should be addressed. 

XVLMANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of 
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 

CI 
wildlife p i e s ,  cause a fish or wildlife population to drop . . .  

below seIf4wtahhg levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, rcduce 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 

I prehistory? 

I Discussion: Based on the d i scdons  within preceding sections of this document, there exists the potential for impacts 
to the natural environment. Additional information and docummation as previously descrfbcd is necessary in order to 
detumine what level of impad and what mitigation measures may or may not be available for the project. I 

\ b) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to 
the disadvantage of long-term ewironmenral goals? 

a CI " I 
Discussion: Based on the d k m i o n s  within this document, the= is not information known about the project at this 
time to make. the determination that there would not be simcaut long term impacts. 
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Following preliminary d e w ,  the lead agency shall conduct an initial study 
a signhicant effccl on the envimnrnent. If the lead 
dearly be required for the project, an lnitiil study is 

not required but may still be desirable. 
(1) All phases of project planning, implementation. and operation must be 

consld*nd In the inlrlal study of the pmiecL 
To meet the requirements of thb section. the lead agency may use an 

environmental assessment or a similar analysis prepared pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

(3) A n  inlt lal study may rely upon expert opinlon supported by 
bctr .  technical studles. o r  other subshn l la l  evidence t o  document Its 
llndings. However, an  initi.1 study h neither inrended nor  requlred t o  
include the b v e l  of detail included In an ElR. 

(b) Results. 
(1) if the agency dotennines mat them is substantial evldence that any aspect 

dl the project, either individually or cumulatively, may cause a slgniflcanr effect on the 
environment. regardless of whether the overall effect o! the project la adverse or 
beneficial, the lead agency shall do one of the following: 

(A) Prepare an EIR or 
(8) Use a previously p repad  EIR which the lead agency determines would 

adequately analyze the project m hmd, or 
(c) Determine, pursuant to a program EIR, tiering, or a n m r  appropriate 

process, whkh of a project's effects wwe adequately examined by an eariier EIR or 
negatlve declaretion. Anomer appropriate process may include, for example, a master 
ElR, a master environmental assessment. approval of housing and neighborhoed 
Commercial fadities In uban anas aa described in aealon 151 81, approval of residential 
projects pursuant to a specific plan as descdbed in section 15182, approval of resktentiat 
projects consistent wRh a communny plan, general plan or zoning as described. In section 
15183, or an environmental document prepared under a State certllied regulatoty program 
The load agency ahall then ascertain which effects, if any, should be analyzed in a later 
EIR or negative declaration. - 

(2) The l e a d a g m y  shall prepare a negative dedarstlon If then Ls rm 
substantial widenee that the project or any of its aspecrs may cause a significant effect 
i lhe environment 

(c) Purposes. The purposes of an initial audy are to: 
(1) Provide the lead agency 4th Information to use as the basis for deciding 

hether to prepare an EIR or negative declaretion; 
(2) ' 

Enable an applicant or lead agency to modlfy a project. mitigating advene 
before an EIR is prepared, thereby enabling the project to qualify for a negative 

!claratlon: 
(3) A6sM me preparetion of an EIR, If one is required. by: 

,..(A) Focusing Ihe EIR on the enects determined to be algnificant 
tJ) Identifying the effecD determined not to be significant. 
(C) Explaining the masons for determining that potentially significant effecb 

~ l d  not be significant, and 

when, the information is found. 

either hrough a narrative or m reference to nother information source such as an 
attached map, photographs, or an earlier EIR %r negative dedaralion. A reference to 
another document &odd indudo, where appropriate, a citation to the page or pages 

sruey. 

initial study. 
(I) Form#& !3ampb f o r m  for m app n b  project description and a review 

t om for uu by the lead agency are ronWwd ~ 4 p p s n d I -  G and H W h w  used 
togmher, thwe fomu would meet the roqulrume ts for an ln i t i i  study, provided that the 
enmoe on the checldii are briefly explained pu~!uant lo subsection (d)(3). Thaw forms 
am only wggosted, and public agencies an free to d e v i  their ourn forrna! for an lnitiml 
srudy. A previowty proparod EIR may also be u+d as the initial study for a later project. 

(0) Consulation. As soon as a Lead agency has determined that an initial study 
will be mquked for the project, the lend agency shall consult informdly with all ruponsible 
agencies md all hustee agencies responsible fbr resources affected by we project to 
obtain the recommendallons of those agenc~d  as to whether an EIR or a negative 

. dodantlon Mould be proparod. During or immedktety after prepantion ot an Initial study 
for a prlvats project. the lead agency m y  constht with the applicant to determine 1 the 
applkant is willing ro modify the pmlen to reduce r avold me significant effects identifled 
in the Initid study. 
.. -- I' 




