
 

 
 
 1 

TO:  CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
FROM:  RON WHISENAND, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
 
SUBJECT: TRACT 2887 AND PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 06-022   
  (ESTRELLA ASSOCIATES, INC. - WILLHOIT) 
 
DATE:  SEPTEMBER 11, 2007    
 
 
Needs:  For the Planning Commission to consider an application filed by Wes Willhoit on 

behalf of Estrella Associates, requesting to subdivide the 4.28-acre site into 56 lots for 
the development of 51 single family residential homes. The remaining 5 lots would 
include 4 open space lots and 1 lot that incorporates the private roads and common 
areas. 

   
Facts: 1. The subject property is located at the southern corner of River Oaks Drive and 

Experimental Station Road, 700 Experimental Station Road (See attached location 
map). 

2. On April 4, 2006, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 914 N.S. changing the 
General Plan Land Use designation for the site from Commercial Service (CS) to 
Residential Multi-family, 12-units per acre (RMF-12). Council also approved Rezone 
05-003 changing the Zoning designation from Commercial/Light industrial (C3) to 
R3-PD. The Borkey Area Specific Plan was also amended to reflect the changes. 

 
3. In conjunction with changing the land use designation to RMF-12, the Council also 

approved the request by Estrella Associates to amend the language in the General 
Plan to allow the ability to develop single family residential in the RMF-12 land use 
category, as long as certain findings could be made. Those findings are as follows: 

 
a. provide an innovative site and building design that promotes architectural and 

design excellence; 
b. provide a density as close to 12 dwelling units per acre as possible; 
c. provide multi-family type design features such as common outdoor areas, 

courtyards and recreation areas; 
 
4. The request to subdivide the site for the development of 51 homes would comply 

with the density requirements for the R3,PD Zoning and the RMF-12 Land Use 
designations. 

 
5. In conjunction with the subdivision, Estrella Associates has submitted Planned 

Development (PD) 06-022. The PD along with the Tract would establish the 51 
parcels along with providing the specific site planning, landscaping, fencing, open-
space improvements and home designs for the proposed homes.  
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6. As a result of the project being in the PD Overlay district, Chapter 21.16A of the 
Zoning Code gives the Planning Commission the authority to allow modifications of 
certain development standards in order to provide innovation and flexibility in the 
project design. The Planning Commission’s approval to allow modifications would 
be in exchange to provide for a better project in terms of providing amenities such as 
recreational facilities, usable open space and special design features that would 
benefit the city as a whole. 

 
7. The modifications to development standards proposed by Estrella Associates with 

the Cove project, include reductions in building setbacks to property lines, the use of 
tandem parking, the use of off-site (on-street) parking, reduction in private open 
space dimensions and the request to not require the construction of a recreation 
room or daycare center. See the Analysis and Conclusions section for more 
discussion on these requested modifications. 

 
8. It is important to note that in order to make Lot 11 feasible, the applicant’s are 

attempting to acquire property from the adjacent land owner to the east. This 
transaction is in the process but has not been finalized. The applicants have 
acknowledged that if prior to the recording of the final subdivision map, the 
transaction has not been finalized, that Lot 11 would be eliminated. A condition of 
approval has been added to the resolution to approve Tract 2887. 

 
9. An Environmental Initial Study was prepared for this project in accordance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Project level mitigation measures were 
identified within the study, relating to air quality impacts. The APCD Handbook 
outlines the necessary standard conditions to mitigate construction and operation 
impacts. The mitigation measures are included as conditions of approval in the 
Tentative Tract Resolution.  

 
10. A Traffic Impact Study was prepared by Penfield & Smith at the time that the City 

processed the General Plan Amendment and Rezone for the site. At that time the study 
was based on a conceptual 59-unit project. The study concluded that “No intersection 
or roadway traffic impacts are anticipated as a result of the project. All three study 
intersections currently operate at acceptable levels of service under the existing plus 
project conditions”. The Study did not indicate any specific mitigation measures related 
to traffic impacts. Standard development policies of improving streets to City Standards 
and paying all necessary impact fees will apply. 

 
11. The DRC reviewed this project at their meeting on June 26th and July 2, 2007. The main 

topics of discussions at the meetings were related to the proposed setbacks, parking 
layout and architectural design of the homes. The Committee recommended that the 
project go forward to the Planning Commission so that the whole commission could 
review the applicant’s request for setback reductions, parking modifications and 
architectural details of the homes.  
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Analysis 
and  
Conclusion: Often times when a small-lot single family detached product is designed on a site 

that has multi-family zoning, modifications to setbacks and open space are necessary 
to meet the maximum density. The Cottages and the Traditions projects, which are 
both located within the River Oaks community and are both single family projects in 
multi-family zoning districts were granted setback and open space modifications.  

 
 Estrella Associates has provided a spiral bound information booklet which includes 

reduced versions of the project plans and details. Pages 58-61 of the booklet outlines 
the specific development standards that they are requesting to modify, and the 
reasons why they feel the modifications are necessary to create a better project.  

 
 The following development standards are being requested to be modified by Estrella 

Associates for the Cove project: 
 
 SETBACKS: the proposed setbacks for each of the 51 residential lots vary between 

each lot, and on each lot at least one setback, whether it be front, side, garage door 
or rear does not meet the Zoning Code standards for the R3 zoning district. The 
following summary identifies the minimum setback reductions requested for the 
project, for a detailed description of the setbacks for each lot, see the attached 
setback exhibit (Attachment 3): 
 
a. reduce front yard setback from 15-feet to 3-feet minimum; 
 
b. reduce the garage door setback from 20-feet to 10-feet.  
 
c. reduce side yard setbacks from 10-feet for two-story buildings down to 3.5-

feet, as well as allow units to have a zero setback for one side; 
 
d. reduce the 10-foot rear yard setback down to 6.4 feet; 

  
 Technically the homes that front River Oaks Drive have a 3-foot setback from the 

property line but when you add the 8-foot landscape area between the back of the 
sidewalk and the property line, each house would have a minimum of a 11-foot 
landscape setback from the back of the sidewalk. Additionally, there would also be 
an 8-foot landscape parkway between the back of the curb and the sidewalk. See 
page 36 of the booklet which provides a cross section that graphically shows the 
landscape setbacks. 

 
 The homes that front on Experimental Station Road have a similar situation, where 

although they have a 3-foot setback to the property line, there is a 7-foot landscape 
area behind the back of the sidewalk which would result in the homes having a 
minimum 10-foot landscape setback from the sidewalk. Page 35 of the booklet 
provides a cross section of Experimental Station Road. 
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 While setback reductions seem to be necessary, the question the Commission will 
need to answer is whether a project with zero setbacks along with 3-foot side yard 
setbacks resulting in 7-foot building separations, is adequate for a detached single 
family project, especially when the homes are proposed to all be two-story. Could 
greater building separations be accommodated overall if some of the units were 
required to be attached? 

 
PARKING: 42 of the 51 homes would have two car garages, while the other 9 
homes would have a one car garage. The two car garages would be tandem garages. 
12 visitor parking spaces are being provided, which exceeds the code requirement of 
10 spaces for the 51 units. The following modifications to the parking ordinance are 
being proposed: 

 
a. request to allow tandem parking; 
 
b. for the 9 lots that have a one car garage, the 2nd parking space would be 

located in the street rather than on each lot. See Page 9 of the Booklet that 
indicates the parking configuration for the project.  

  
At the DRC meetings, parking was one of the main topics of discussion. The DRC 
felt that parking in tandem garages, along with inability to park in the driveway, could 
create a significant parking problem. The DRC had concerns that since the City can 
not enforce whether people park in their garages or not, and since there is not 
enough room to park in front of the garage door, the project would have insufficient 
parking. 
 
The applicants’ explained that the CC&Rs have specific language that requires cars to 
park in the garage and prohibits cars from parking in the driveways. They explained 
that these parking rules have been working well in the Cottages neighborhood. See 
page 59 of the project booklet for additional information regarding parking. 
 
The Commission will need to discuss the parking arrangement and feel comfortable 
that sufficient parking will exist for residents and guests without negatively affecting 
the surrounding neighborhood. If approved, then a condition will be needed for 
strict homeowners association control for parking. 
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OPEN SPACE: the project is providing a mixture of private and shared open space 
for the project. The square footage provided for both shared and private open space 
exceeds the zoning code requirement. There are two areas of the code related to 
open space that the applicant is seeking modification:  

 
a. while generally the required 8-foot minimum dimension for private open 

space is being met on each lot, for house Plan 3 and 4, a minimum 
dimension of 6.4 feet is being requested; 

 
b. based on the 51 proposed units, the Ordinance requires 2 tot lots and 1 

additional amenity such as a recreation room or a daycare center. The 
centrally located open space area #4, is providing a tot lot along with a sports 
court, as well as, other amenities which would satisfy the 2 tot lot 
requirement. The project is not providing a recreation room or a daycare 
center. The applicants are requesting that the Planning Commission not 
require the addition of a rec. room or daycare center to the project, since the 
project is single family in nature, where each lot would have a private yard 
area in addition to the shared open space. 

 
 It would seem that since the project is providing both shared open space along with 

private open space for each unit, and the fact that the project is designed to be single 
family, that a daycare center or a recreation room would not be necessary. The tot lot 
area was expanded to provide a sports court along with other amenities for many 
different age groups.  

  
 ARCHITECTURE:  
 
 Staff and the DRC have raised concerns with the architecture of the proposed homes. 

Specifically the lack of eave overhangs and the lack of architectural treatments on some 
of the side elevations. See Page 60 of the project booklet related to architectural 
requirements. The question the Planning Commission will need to answer is whether 
the design will create a quality neighborhood with sufficient spacing between units. 

 
 CONCLUSION: 
 
 The project that is being presented to the Planning Commission has gone through 

many alterations since the original plan was submitted. The applicant’s have modified 
the project at the request of City Staff as well as the DRC. One of the main 
modifications was to re-orient the homes along Experimental Station Road and 
River Oaks Drive so that the front of the home faced the street. The original plan 
had these homes backing up to the streets. The project was also redesigned to 
provide a centrally located common open space which will provide for better access 
from all the homes. There were other design modifications that were changed in 
order to make a better project. 
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 As mentioned in the facts portion of this staff report, in conjunction with changing 
the land use designation to RMF-12, the Council also approved the request by 
Estrella Associates to amend the language in the General Plan to allow the ability to 
develop single family residential in the RMF-12 land use category, as long as certain 
findings could be made. Those findings are as follows: 

 
a. provide an innovative site and building design that promotes architectural and 

design excellence; 
b. provide a density as close to 12 dwelling units per acre as possible; 
c. provide multi-family type design features such as common outdoor areas, 

courtyards and recreation areas; 
 
 The proposed project clearly meets sections b and c, since it does meet the 12-unit 

per acre density and provides common outdoor areas which include recreational 
amenities. 

  
 It will be up to the Planning Commission to determine if the project provides 

innovative design, and whether the building design promotes architectural and design 
excellence. The alternative would be to require an attached style housing 
development consistent with guidelines provided in the City’s RMF-12 regulations. 

  
 Additionally, the Commission will need to discuss the applicants request to modify 

development standards, and whether the modifications provide a better project and 
benefit the City as a whole. 

 
 The residential subdivision and associated planned development are consistent with 

Economic Strategy policies for residential development by providing urban single-
family residential neighborhoods consistent with the existing residential in this area 
of the City. It will be up the Commission to determine if the project is consistent 
with the policies of the General Plan, and if the project with the proposed 
modifications to the development standards would meet the intent of the Zoning 
Code. 

 
 
Policy 
Reference: General Plan; Borkey Area Specific Plan; Municipal / Zoning Code.  
 
 
Fiscal 
Impact: The 51 new residential lots that are the incremental increase in land use intensity 

would be required to join the City Services Community Facilities District to offset 
the impacts on Police, Fire and other City Services. 
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Options: After consideration of all public testimony, the Planning Commission should consider 
the following options: 

 
 Option A 
 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Adopt the attached Resolution approving a Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
Tentative Tract 2887 and PD 06-022; 

 
Adopt the attached resolution granting approval of Planned Development 06-
022 subject to standard and site specific development conditions and allow the 
proposed modifications to building setbacks, parking, open space as requested 
by the applicant and allow the omission of the requirement to construct a 
recreation center or daycare center, since each lot would have private open 
space:  

  
Adopt the attached Resolution granting approval of Tentative Tract Map 
2887 subject to standard and site specific development conditions. 

 
Option B 
 
Amend, modify, or reject the above options. 

 
 
Report  
Prepared By:  Darren Nash, Associate Planner 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Memo from City Engineer  
3. Setback Exhibit 
4. Draft Resolution Approving a Negative Declaration & Initial Study 
5. Draft Resolution Approving PD 06-022 
6. Draft Resolution Approving Tent. Tract 2887 
7. Newspaper and Mail Notice Affidavits  
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:     Darren Nash 
 
FROM:    John Falkenstien 
 
SUBJECT:   Tentative Tract 2887  
  
DATE:  August 31, 2007 
 
I have reviewed the tentative tract map and supporting documentation submitted with 
this application.  The following are my comments. 
 
Streets 
 
The project fronts on River Oaks Drive and Experimental Station Road.  River Oaks 
Drive is classified as a Collector Street in the Circulation Element of the General Plan.  
Experimental Station Road is a Local Street.  Improvements to River Oaks Drive shall be 
completed in accordance with City Standard A-3 with the exception that the parking lane 
will be eliminated.  Improvements to Experimental Station Road are complete. 
 
For the interior streets, the applicant proposes the use of a design similar to City Private 
Street Standard A-10.  Some sidewalks are adjacent to the curbs while others are 
separated from the curb by landscaped parkways.  Similar standards have been applied 
in the Serenade area and at Tract 2847 (South River Road and Niblick). 
 
Tract 2887 will require the abandonment of a public utility easement that was once the 
right-of-way of Old Experimental Station Road.  Use of the easement area is dependent 
upon the applicant’s responsibility to gain approval of all utility companies with facilities 
present. 
 
Relocation of Overhead Utilities 
 
Overhead utility lines run adjacent to the property on its south boundary.  In accordance 
with City Council policy, these lines must be relocated underground.  This underground 
project should be comprehensive and include all of Experimental Station Road to Buena 
Vista.  We recommend that the subdivider be required to provide the design of relocation 
of these facilities, estimate the cost and deposit their share. 
 
Sewer and Water 
 
Sewer is available to the project from an 8-inch line in River Oaks Drive.  Water is 
available to the project from a 12-inch main in River Oaks Drive and an 8-inch line in 
Experimental Station Road.  Two sources of water will be required for the project.  Fire 
hydrants will be placed in accordance with a plan approved by the Fire Chief. 
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Drainage 
 
The City is obligated under their Phase II Municipal Storm Water permit with the 
Regional Water Quality control Board to require that this project be developed in 
accordance with Best Management Practices to mitigate impacts to the quality of storm 
water run-off and to limit the increase in the rate and volume of storm water run-off to the 
maximum extent possible.  These goals are accomplished by the implementation of Low 
Impact Development. Low Impact Development uses certain technology-based practices 
to ensure that a site’s post-development hydrologic functions mimic those in its pre-
development state. 
 
Site Specific Conditions of Approval 
 
River Oaks Drive shall be improved in accordance with City Collector Standard A-3, with 
the elimination of the parking lane, and plans approved by the City Engineer. 
 
The structural design of the interior streets (which will be private) shall be based upon a 
Traffic Index of 6 and a minimum pavement depth of 2.5 inches, consistent with Council 
policy for public streets. 
 
The applicant shall provide the design and cost estimate of the relocation of the existing 
overhead utility lines from the west project boundary to Buena Vista Drive and shall 
participate in the underground project through an agreement with the City secured with a 
bond.    
 
The project design and construction shall incorporate Low Impact Development best 
management practices to mitigate the impacts on quality, quantity and rate of discharge 
of storm water run-off from the site. 
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RESOLUTION NO: 
 
 A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 OF THE CITY OF EL PASO DE ROBLES 

APPROVING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR 
 TENTATIVE TRACT 2887 AND PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 06-022 
 (ESTRELLA ASSOCIATES - WILLHOIT) 

APN: 025-391-073 
 
WHEREAS, Tentative Tract 2887 (The Cove) has been filed by Wes Willhoit on behalf of Estrella 
Associates to subdivide an approximate 4.28-acre site into 56 lots, for the development of 51 single 
family residential lots and 4 open space lots and one common lot that incorporates the interior private 
streets and other common areas; and  
 
WHEREAS, the site is located at 700 Experimental Station Road; and 
 
WHEREAS, the project site is located within Sub Area D of the Borkey Area Specific Plan; and   
 
WHEREAS, Planned Development 06-022 has been filed in conjunction with this tentative map request 
to meet Section 21.23B.030 of the Zoning Code, which requires Planning Commission approval of a 
development plan for base zones which are in the planned development (overlay) district; and  
 
WHEREAS, an Environmental Initial Study was prepared for this project in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and although project level mitigation measures were 
identified within the study (on file in the Community Development Department), the conclusion was 
such to enable a finding of consistency of the project with the approved Borkey Area Specific Plan for 
which an Environmental Impact Report were already prepared and certified by the City Council; and 
 
WHEREAS, Section 15182 of the State’s Guidelines to Implement the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) exempts projects from additional environmental review when it can be determined 
that the subject project(s) is consistent with the adopted Specific Plan of which it is a part; and  
  
WHEREAS, based on General Plan Land Use Designation, the 2003 General Plan Environmental 
Impact Report, the Borkey Area Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report and information 
contained in the Initial Study prepared for this tentative tract map and planned development, the 
staff report and testimony received as a result of the public notice, the Planning Commission finds 
no substantial evidence that the project would have a significant impact on the environment; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that: 
1. That the above Recitals are true and correct and incorporated herein by reference. 
2. That based on the City’s independent judgment, the Planning Commission of the City of El 

Paso de Robles does hereby approve a Negative Declaration for Tentative Tract 2887 and 
Planned Development 06-022, in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 11TH day of September, 2007, by the following roll call vote: 
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AYES:   
 
NOES:   
 
ABSENT:  
 
ABSTAIN:  
   
 
                              
        CHAIRMAN  MARGARET HOLSTINE  
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
                                                    
RON WHISENAND, PLANNING COMMISSION SECRETARY 
 
 
darren\Tract\Tract 2887 Willhoit \neg dec res 
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ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST FORM 

CITY OF PASO ROBLES  
PLANNING DIVISION 

 
 

1. PROJECT TITLE: Tentative Tract 2887 & Planned Development 06-022 
 
Concurrent Entitlements: As described above 

       
 
2. LEAD AGENCY:   City of Paso Robles 

1000 Spring Street 
Paso Robles, CA  93446 

 
Contact:    Darren R. Nash, Associate Planner 
Phone:    (805) 237-3970 

 
 
3.  PROJECT LOCATION: South corner of River Oaks Drive and Experimental Station 

Road, Paso Robles, California 
 
 

4. PROJECT PROPONENT:  Estrella Associates, Inc. 
 

Contact Person:   Wes Willhoit 
    
Phone:   (805) 238-1031 

 
 
5. GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Residential Multi-family, 12-units per acre (RMF-12) 
 
 
6. ZONING:      R3-PD (Res. Multi-family, 12-units per acre, PD Overlay) 
 
 
7.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Request to subdivide the 4.28 acre site into 56 lots for development 

of 51 single family residential homes along with 4 open space lots and 1 common lot that would 
include the interior private streets and other common areas. The residential lots would range in size 
from approximately 1,300 square feet to 3,000 square feet. As part of the project the developer will be 
requesting that the Planning Commission allow reductions in setbacks of the homes to the property 
lines. 
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ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 

 
8.  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: 

The subject 4.28 acre site is currently being used as a construction storage yard for the River Oaks 
Development. The site has been graded and is flat, berming, landscaping and fencing has occurred on 
the site. 
 
Neighboring Properties: 
North:  R1 zone existing residential, South: vacant R3/RMF-12 property, plans in for condo project. 
West:   existing single family homes, East : vacant R3/RMF-12 property, plans in for condo project. 

 
9.   RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION: 

None. 
 
10.  PERSONS PARTICIPATING IN THE PREPARATION OF THE INITIAL STUDY: 

Darren Nash: Associate Planner. 
 
11.  CONTEXT OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS FOR PROJECT: 
 

This environmental initial study analyzes the potential impacts associated with the changing of the 
property designations from commercial to multi-family residential. 
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ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 

 
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” or is “Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated,” as 
indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

     Land Use & Planning 
 

  Transportation/Circulation    Public Services 

     Population & Housing 
 

   Biological Resources   Utilities & Service Systems 

     Geological Problems 
 

   Energy & Mineral Resources  Aesthetics 

     Water 
 

  Hazards    Cultural Resources 

      Air Quality 
 

   Noise   Recreation 

   Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 

 
DETERMINATION 
(To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
 
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 the mitigation measures described on 
an attached sheet have been added to the project.  A 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 significant effect(s) on the environment, but one 
or more effects  (1) have been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to 
applicable legal standards, and (2) have been addressed by mitigation measures based on the 
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets, if the effect is a “potentially significant 
impact” or is “potentially significant unless mitigated.”  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effect(s) that remain to be addressed. 

      

 
 
Signature 
 
Darren R. Nash                              

 Date 
 
Associate Planner 

Printed Name  Title 
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ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 

 
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 the 
project.  A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as 
general standards. 

 
2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved.  Answers should address off-site as well as on-site, 

cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 
 
3. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate, if an effect is significant or potentially significant, or if the lead 

agency lacks information to make a finding of insignificance.  If there are one or more “Potentially Significant 
Impact” entries when the determination is made, preparation of an Environmental Impact Report is warranted. 

 
4. Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated” 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 Section XVII, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-referenced). 

 
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).  Earlier analyses 
are discussed in Section XVII at the end of the checklist. 

 
6. References to information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances) have been 

incorporated into the checklist.  A source list has been provided in Section XVII.  Other sources used or 
individuals contacted have been cited in the respective discussions. 

 
7. The following checklist has been formatted after Appendix I of Chapter 3, Title 14, California Code of 

Regulations, but has been augmented to reflect the needs and requirements of the City of Paso Robles. 
 
(Note: Standard Conditions of Approval - The City imposes standard conditions of approval on projects which are 
considered to be components of or modifications to the project, some of these standard conditions also result in 
reducing or minimizing environmental impacts to a level of insignificance.  However, because they are considered 
part of the project, they have not been identified as mitigation measures.  For the readers’ information, a list of 
applicable standard conditions identified in the discussions has been provided as an attachment to this document.) 
 
SAMPLE QUESTION: 
 
 
 
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 

 
Would the proposal result in or expose people to potential impacts 
involving: 

    

 
Landslides or Mud flows?  (Sources:  1, 6) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  The attached source list explains that 1 is the Paso Robles 
General Plan and 6 is a topographical map of the area which show 
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ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 

 
that the area is located in a flat area.  (Note:  This response probably 
would not require further explanation). 
I.  LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the Proposal:     
 

a) Conflict with general plan designation or zoning?  (Source:  
1,2) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
Discussion:  The request to subdivide the 4.28 acre site into 51 lots would meet the General Plan density threshold of 12-
units per acre.  Additionally since the slope of the site is less than 5-percent, based on the 4.28 acres, 51 units would 
comply with the density allowed by the Zoning Code. 
 

 
b) Conflict with applicable environmental plans or policies 

adopted by agencies with jurisdiction over the project?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: There are no other environmental plans currently in place for the property by other agencies. 

 
c) Be incompatible with existing land use in the vicinity? 

(Source:  1,2) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: The proposed project would meet the General Plan and Zoning density designations of 12-units per acre and 
would therefore be considered compatible with existing land uses in the vicinity.  
 

 
d) Affect agricultural resources or operations (e.g., impacts to 

soils or farmlands, or impacts from incompatible uses)?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: The site is currently constructed as a construction storage lot and would not be an impact to agricultural 
resources or operations. 

 
e) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established 

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

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

              Discussion:    Since the residential project would be consistent with the density allowed for by the existing land use and 
zoning designations, the project would not have an impact. 

 
     

II. POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the proposal:     
 

a) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local population 
projections? (Source:  Paso Robles General Plan.) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Discussion:   Since the residential project would be consistent with the density allowed for by the existing land use and 
zoning designations, the project would not have an impact. 
 

 
b) Induce substantial growth in an area either directly or 

indirectly (e.g., through projects in an undeveloped area or 
extension of major infrastructure)?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Discussion:  Since the residential project would be consistent with the density allowed for by the existing land use and 
zoning designations, the project would not have an impact. 
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c) Displace existing housing, especially affordable housing?   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:    There is no existing housing on the site.   
     

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

    

 
a) Fault rupture? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:     This portion of San Luis Obispo County (generally the Paso Robles area) is located at the far southerly 
end of the Salinas Valley which also extends up into Monterey County.  There are two known fault zones on either side 
of this valley.  The San Marco-Rinconada Fault system runs on the west side of the valley.  The San Andreas Fault is on 
the east side of the valley and runs through the community of Parkfield east of Paso Robles.  The City of Paso Robles 
recognizes these geologic influences in the application of the Uniform Building Code to all new development within the 
City.  Soils reports and structural engineering in accordance with local seismic influences would be applied in 
conjunction with any new development proposal.   Based on standardly applied conditions of approval, the potential for 
fault rupture and exposure of persons or property to seismic hazards is not considered significant.  

   
 

b) Seismic ground shaking?  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:    See the response to Section III(a).  Based on that response, the potential for exposure of persons or 
property to seismic hazards is not considered significant.  

 
c) Seismic ground failure, including liquefaction?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:.  The City’s General Plan contains public safety policies that would require special attention to projects with 
potential for liquefaction. 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 liquefaction is not considered significant. 

 
d) Seiche, tsunami, or volcanic hazard?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:  The project site is not located in an area identified at risk for seiche, tsunami, or volcanic hazards.   

 
 
e) Landslides or Mud flows?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See discussion for III (f).  

 
f) Erosion, changes in topography or unstable soil conditions 

from excavation, grading, or fill?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:  See the discussion in Section III(a).  In addition to standard erosion control measures being part of a future 
development, all grading would be subject to standard conditions of approval ensuring that soils conditions are suitable 
for the proposed structures and improvements.   As such, no significant impacts are anticipated.  
 
 

 
g) Subsidence of the land?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See the discussion in Sections III (a) and (f) above. No significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 
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h) Expansive soils?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: See the discussion in Sections III (a) and (f) above.  No significant adverse impacts are anticipated.  

 
i) Unique geologic or physical features?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

              Discussion:  N/A  
     
IV. WATER.  Would the proposal result in:     

 
a) Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and 

amount of surface runoff? (Source: 6,7,9) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
             

Discussion: A standard condition of approval has been added to the project that requires the applicant to submit a 
complete grading and drainage plan prepared by a registered civil engineer with the improvement plans.  Drainage calculations 
shall be submitted, with provisions made for on-site detention/ retention if adequate disposal facilities are not available, as 
determined by the City Engineer. 

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

as flooding? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:  See comment for IV.a  

 
c) Discharge into surface waters or other alteration of surface 

water quality (e.g. temperature, dissolved oxygen,  turbidity)?  

 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
               
              Discussion:  N/A  

 
d) Changes in the amount of surface water in any water body?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:   See Sec. IV a, discussion  

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

movement?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:   N/A    
 

 
f) Change in the quantity of ground waters, either through direct 

additions or withdrawals, or through interception of an 
aquifer by cuts or excavations or through substantial loss of 
groundwater recharge capability?   

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

              Discussion:   N/A   
 

g) Altered direction or rate of flow of groundwater?  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:   N/A  

 
h) Impacts to groundwater quality?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:   N/A  
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i) Substantial reduction in the amount of groundwater otherwise 
available for public water supplies? (source: 7) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
Discussion:  It is not anticipated that the amount of ground water will be any more than typically used for a business 
park/light-industrial type use. 

     
V. AIR QUALITY.  Would the proposal:     

 
a) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or 

projected air quality violation?  (Source: 9,10) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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 
stationary sources do not collectively create emissions which would cause local and state standards to be exceeded.    To 
aid in the assessment of project impacts subject to CEQA review, the APCD published the “CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook” in August, 1995.  This handbook establishes screening thresholds for measuring the potential of projects to 
generate air quality impacts.  Generally, any project that generates less than 10lbs./day of emissions would “qualify” for 
a Negative Declaration determination, and a project that generates between 10 and 24lbs./day of emissions would 
“qualify” for a Mitigated Negative Declaration.  
 
Based on the SLOAPCD Handbook, a 51 unit single family residential project would exceed the 10 lbs/day threshold, 
but be less than the 25lbs/day threshold. All standard conditions will be applied along with up to 6 of the discretionary 
measures. 
 

 
b) Expose sensitive receptors to pollutants?  (Source: 10) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:    There would not be an exposure to sensitive receptors to pollutants with the approval of this project. 

 
c) Alter air movement, moisture, or temperature?  (Source: 10) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:    N/A.    

 
d) Create objectionable odors?  (Source: 10) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:  N/A   
     

VI. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION.  Would the 
proposal result in: 

    

 
a) Increased vehicle trips or traffic congestion?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion: A Traffic Impact Study was prepared by Penfield & Smith for the General Plan Amendment and Rezone. The study 
was based on a conceptual 59-unit project.  
 
Penfield & Smith concluded that “No intersection or roadway traffic impacts are anticipated as a result of the project. All three 
study intersections currently operate at acceptable levels of service under the existing plus project conditions”. 
 

The Study does not indicate any specific mitigation measures related to traffic impacts. Standard development policies of 
improving streets to City Standards and paying all necessary impact fees will apply. 
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b) Hazards to safety from design features (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
Discussion:   The proposed design does not create any unsafe design features.  

 
c) Inadequate emergency access or inadequate access to nearby 

uses?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:  Emergency Services has reviewed the proposed project and included standard conditions of approval related 
to access and fire protection. Beyond standard conditions, there are no mitigation measures necessary. 
  

 
d) Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:  The project exceeds the zoning code requirements for 2 spaces per house and 1 visitor space for every 5 
units.  The Planning Commission will need to review with the development project the location of the spaces and the 
applicants request to have parking spaces in the private streets for the units. In terms of this environmental study, the 
parking is sufficient for the project. 
 

 
e) Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  N/A.  

 
f) Conflicts with adopted policies supporting alternative 

transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:  The project will be required to improve the adjacent public streets (River Oaks and Experimental Station) to 
City Standards which would include bike lanes. On site there are interior path ways for pedestrian and bicycle paths. 
 

 
g) Rail, waterborne or air traffic impacts?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:   N/A  
     

VII. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the proposal 
result in impacts to: 

    

 
a) Endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats 

(including but not limited to: plants, fish, insects, animals, and 
birds)?   

 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 

 
              Discussion:  The sign is currently developed as a outdoor construction storage lot. It has been graded and is surrounded 

by landscape berming. The development of this site to multi-family residential would not have impacts to biological 
resources. 

 
 
b) Locally designated species (e.g., heritage trees)?   
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Discussion: There are no oak trees located on this site. 

 
c) Locally designated natural communities (e.g., oak forest, 

coastal habitat, etc.)?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:  There are no oak trees located on this site. 

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

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

              Discussion:   N/A  
 
e) Wildlife dispersal or migration corridors?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:   N/A  
 
 

    

VIII.ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would 
the proposal: 

    

 
a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:  N/A  

 
b) Use non-renewable resource in a wasteful and inefficient 

manner?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:  N/A  

 
c) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 

that would be of future value to the region and the residents of 
the State?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
Discussion:   N/A 
     

IX. HAZARDS.  Would the proposal involve:     
 
a) A risk of accidental explosion or release of hazardous 

substances (including, but not limited to:  oil, pesticides, 
chemicals or radiation)?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
Discussion: N/A  

 
b) Possible interference with an emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: N/A  

 
c) The creation of any health hazard or potential hazards?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: N/A  
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d) Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable brush, grass, or 

trees?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: N/A  
     

X. NOISE.  Would the proposal result in:     
 
a) Increases in existing noise levels?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: There will be an increase in noise levels during the construction of the project. Once the project is 
completed, it is not anticipated that there will be significant noise levels.  
 

 
b) Exposure of people to severe noise levels?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: N/A  
     

PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the proposal have an effect upon, 
or result in a need for new or altered government services in any of the 
following areas: 

    

 
a) Fire protection?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: Upon the development of the site, standard conditions will be added by the Fire Marshall addressing fire 
hydrants, sprinklers and access.  

 
b) Police Protection?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: During the development plan process in the future, the police department would have the opportunity to 
review the project and make comments.  

 
 
c) Schools?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: The project is in the vicinity of schools. Elementary school as well as Cuesta Community College. The 
project has been sent to the School District, no comments were received by the City. 
 

 
d) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: Street improvements have already been completed for the sites street frontages.  

 
e) Other governmental services?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: N/A  

     
XII.UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the 

proposal result in a need for new systems or supplies, or 
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substantial alterations to the following utilities: 
 
a) Power or natural gas?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  Southern California Gas Company provides service to the Paso Robles area. The project is not anticipated to 
interfere with gas services or create an unmet demand.   

 
b) Communication systems?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  The Pacific Bell Company provides service to the Paso Robles and County areas.  The project is not 
anticipated to interfere with phone/communication services.  

 
 
c) Local or regional water treatment or distribution facilities?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: N/A  

 
d) Sewer or septic tanks? (Source: 7) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
              Discussion: The project will be required to hook up to City sewer and water.  

 
e) Storm water drainage? (Source: 6) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion: A standard condition of approval will be added to the project at the time of development that would require 
the applicant to submit a complete grading and drainage plan prepared by a registered civil engineer with the improvement 
plans.  Drainage calculations will need to be submitted, with provisions made for on-site detention/ retention if adequate 
disposal facilities are not available, as determined by the City Engineer 

 
f) Solid waste disposal?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion: the type of trash service will be determined by the Paso Robles Waste.    

 
g) Local or regional water supplies?  (source: 3) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion: Since the residential project would be consistent with the density allowed for by the existing land use and 
zoning designations, the project would not have an impact. 
     

XIII.AESTHETICS.  Would the proposal:     
 
a) Affect a scenic vista or scenic highway? (Source: 1,9) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion: The project is not located on a scenic vista or highway. 

 
b) Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect? (Source: 1,9) 

 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 
Discussion:   None anticipated with this residential development.  

 
c) Create light or glare?  (Source: 1,9) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion:  At the time of development, light shielding will be required. 

 
 

    

XIV.CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the proposal:     
 
a) Disturb paleontological resources?   
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Discussion: Since the project meets the density thresholds of the General Plan and Zoning Code regulations, and since 
the project has already been graded and developed as a construction storage yard it is not anticipated to have a significant 
impact.  
 

 
b) Disturb archaeological resources?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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.  
 
Since the project meets the density thresholds of the General Plan and Zoning Code regulations, and since the project has 
already been graded and developed as a construction storage yard it is not anticipated to have a significant impact.  
 

 
c) Affect historical resources?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion: Since the project meets the density thresholds of the General Plan and Zoning Code regulations, and since 
the project has already been graded and developed as a construction storage yard it is not anticipated to have a significant 
impact.  
 

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

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion: Since the project meets the density thresholds of the General Plan and Zoning Code regulations, and since 
the project has already been graded and developed as a construction storage yard it is not anticipated to have a significant 
impact.  
 

 
e) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential 

impact area?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion: Since the project meets the density thresholds of the General Plan and Zoning Code regulations, and since 
the project has already been graded and developed as a construction storage yard it is not anticipated to have a significant 
impact.  
  

     
XV.RECREATION.  Would the proposal:     

 
a) Increase the demand for neighborhood or regional parks or 

other recreational facilities?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Discussion: Since the residential project would be consistent with the density allowed for by the existing land use and 
zoning designations, the project would not have an impact.  The project has provided three separate outdoor/recreation 
areas and would meet the amenities required for the R3 zoning district. 
 

 
b) Affect existing recreational opportunities?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion: See comments above.   
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XVI.MANDATORY 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 
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?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
Discussion:  Since the project meets the density thresholds of the General Plan and Zoning Code regulations, and since 
the project has already been graded and developed as a construction storage yard, the project will not have significant 
impacts to the quality of the environment or biological resources.  
 

 
b) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to 

the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals?   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion: Since the project meets the density thresholds of the General Plan and Zoning Code regulations, and since 
the project has already been graded and developed as a construction storage yard it is not anticipated to have a significant 
impact.  
 

 
c) 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.)  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Discussion: Since the project meets the density thresholds of the General Plan and Zoning Code regulations, and since 
the project has already been graded and developed as a construction storage yard it is not anticipated to have a significant 
impact.  
 

 
d) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause 

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

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Discussion: Since the project meets the density thresholds of the General Plan and Zoning Code regulations, and since 
the project has already been graded and developed as a construction storage yard it is not anticipated to have a significant 
impact. 
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EARLIER ANALYSIS AND BACKGROUND MATERIALS. 
 
Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, one or 
more effects have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  Section 15063 
(c)(3)(D).   
 
Earlier Documents Prepared and Utilized in this Analysis and Background / Explanatory Materials 
 

Reference # Document Title Available for Review at:
 
1 

 
City of Paso Robles General Plan 

 
City of Paso Robles Community 

Development Department  
1000 Spring Street 

Paso Robles, CA 93446 
 
2 

 
City of Paso Robles Zoning Code 

 
Same as above 

 
3 

 
City of Paso Robles Environmental Impact Report for 

General Plan Update 

 
Same as above 

 
4 

 
1977 Airport Land Use Plan 

 
Same as above 

 
5 

 
City of Paso Robles Municipal Code 

 
Same as above 

 
6 

 
City of Paso Robles Water Master Plan 

 
Same as above 

 
7 

  
City of Paso Robles Sewer Master Plan 

 
Same as above 

 
8 

 
City of Paso Robles Housing Element 

 
Same as above 

 9  
City of Paso Robles Standard Conditions of  

Approval for New Development 

 
Same as above 

 
10 

 
San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 

Guidelines for Impact Thresholds 

 
APCD 

3433 Roberto Court 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

 
11 

 
San Luis Obispo County – Land Use Element 

 

 
San Luis Obispo County 
Department of Planning 

County Government Center 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408 

 
12 

 
USDA, Soils Conservation Service,  

Soil Survey of San Luis Obispo County,  
Paso Robles Area, 1983 

 
Soil Conservation Offices 

Paso Robles, Ca 93446 

   
   
   
   
   

Summary of Mitigation Measures 
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Description of Impact Mitigation Measure
Air Quality Per APCD handbook, Condition No. 10 of Tentative Tract 

Map Resolution. 
  
  

  
  
  

Agenda Item No. 2 - Page 30 of 112



 RESOLUTION NO.         
 A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 OF THE CITY OF EL PASO DE ROBLES 
 TO GRANT TENTATIVE MAP APPROVAL FOR TRACT 2887 
 (ESTRELLA ASSOCIATES - WILLHOIT) 

APN: 025-391-073 
 
WHEREAS, Tentative Tract 2887 (The Cove) has been filed by Wes Willhoit on behalf of Estrella 
Associates to subdivide an approximate 4.28-acre site into 56 lots, for the development of 51 single 
family residential lots and 4 open space lots and one common lot that incorporates the interior private 
streets and other common areas; and  
 
WHEREAS, the site is located at 700 Experimental Station Road; and 
 
WHEREAS, the project site is located within Sub Area D of the Borkey Area Specific Plan; and   
 
WHEREAS, Planned Development 06-022 has been filed in conjunction with this tentative map 
request to meet Section 21.23B.030 of the Zoning Code, which requires Planning Commission 
approval of a development plan for base zones which are in the planned development (overlay) 
district; and  
 
WHEREAS, an environmental Initial Study was prepared for this project in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and although mitigation measures were identified within 
the study (on file in the Community Development Department), the conclusion was such to enable a 
finding of consistency of the project with the approved Borkey Area Specific Plan for which an 
Environmental Impact Report was already prepared and certified by the City Council, and 
 
WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted by the Planning Commission on September 11, 2007, to 
consider facts as presented in the staff report prepared for this project, and to accept public testimony 
regarding this proposed subdivision and associated planned development; and 
 
WHEREAS, based upon the facts and analysis presented in the staff report, public testimony received 
and subject to the conditions of approval listed below, the Planning Commission makes the following 
findings as required by Government Code Section 66474: 
 
1. As conditioned, the proposed tentative subdivision map is consistent with the adopted General 

Plan for the City of El Paso de Robles by providing small lot single family residential 
neighborhoods at a density of 12 units per acre; 

 
2. As conditioned, the design of lots, streets, open space, drainage, sewers, water and other 

improvements is consistent with the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance and the Borkey Area Specific 
Plan; 

 
3. The site is physically suitable for the type of development proposed as shown tentative tract map, 

site plan and preliminary utility plans (Exhibits B-D to this resolution); 
 
4. The design of the subdivision is not likely to cause substantial environmental damage or 

substantially and unavoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat; 
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5. The design of the subdivision and types of improvements proposed are not likely to cause serious 
public health problems; and, 

  
6. The design of the subdivision and the type of improvements proposed will not conflict with 

easements acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of, property within the 
proposed subdivision. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission of the City of El Paso de 
Robles does hereby grant tentative map approval to Tract 2887 subject to the following conditions of 
this resolution: 
 
STANDARD CONDITIONS: 
 
1. The applicant/developer shall comply with those standard conditions which are indicated as 

applicable in "Exhibit A" to this resolution.  Note:  All checked standard conditions shall apply 
unless superseded by a site specific condition.   

 
2. The project shall comply with all conditions of approval contained in the resolution granting 
 approval to Planned Development 06-022 and its exhibits.   
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: 
NOTE:  In the event of conflict or duplication between standard and site specific conditions, the site 
specific condition shall supersede the standard condition. 
 
3. The project shall be constructed so as to substantially conform with the following listed exhibits 
 and conditions established by this resolution: 
 

EXHIBIT               DESCRIPTION      
      A    Standard Conditions 
 B    Tentative Tract Map 
      C    Site Plan 

   D    Preliminary Utilities 
 

4. This Planned Development 06-022 coincides with Tentative Tract Map 2887 and authorizes the 
subdivision of approximately 4.28-acres into a maximum of 51 single family residential lots ranging 
from approximately 1,460 square feet to 3,137 square feet in size. Tentative Tract 2887 would 
include 4 open space lot and one additional lot for the remaining private streets and common areas. 

 
5. The maximum number of residential lots permitted within this subdivision/development plan shall 

be 51.  No lots shall be eligible for further subdivision (with the exception of minor lot line 
adjustments). 

 
6. The Final Subdivision Map shall be in substantial compliance with the tentative subdivision map, 

along with the other exhibits (Exhibits A-D, reductions attached; full size copies are on file in the 

Agenda Item No. 2 - Page 32 of 112



 

 
 
 3 

Community Development Department) and as amended by site specific and standard conditions 
contained in this resolution. 

 
7. In the event that the necessary property can not be obtained as shown on the tentative map for Lot 

11, the lot shall be eliminated or be developed and maintained as an open space lot. In the event if 
in the future the necessary property is obtained a house may be developed as long as it is in 
substantial compliance with the PD 06-022. 

 
8. The project shall comply with all conditions of approval in the resolution granting approval to 

Planned Development 06-022 and its exhibits. 
 
9. The applicant shall implement all mitigation measures contained in the associated 

Environmental Finding Resolution for this project, which includes Project Mitigation Measures 
identified in the original Certified Environmental Impact Report for the Specific Plan. 
Additional project level mitigation measures are contained in this tract resolution and are 
designed to further off set potential impacts to less than significant. 

 
10. The project shall be conditioned to comply with all applicable District regulations pertaining to 

the control of fugitive dust (PM-10) as contained in section 6.4 of the Air Quality Handbook. All 
site grading and demolition plans noted shall list the following regulations:  

  
a. Use of water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent airborne dust 

from leaving the site. Increased watering frequency would be required whenever wind 
speeds exceed 15 mph. Reclaimed (non-potable) water should be used whenever 
possible. 

 
b. All dirt stockpile areas should be sprayed daily as needed.  

 
c. Permanent dust control measures identified in the approved project revegetation and 

landscape plans should be implemented as soon as possible following completion of any 
soil disturbing activities.  

 
d. Exposed ground areas that are to be reworked at dates greater than one month after 

initial grading should be sown with a fast-germinating native grass seed and watered until 
vegetation is established.  

 
e. All disturbed soil areas not subject to revegetation should be stabilized using approved 

chemical soil binders, jute netting, or other methods approved in advance by the APCD.  
 

f. All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. to be paved should be completed as soon as 
possible. In addition, building pads should be laid as soon as possible after grading 
unless seeding or soil binders are used.  

 
g. Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles shall not exceed 15 mph on any unpaved 

surface at the construction site.  
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h. All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or should 

maintain at least two feet of freeboard (minimum vertical distance between top of load 
and top of trailer) in accordance with CVC Section 23114.  

 
i. Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto streets, or wash 

off trucks and equipment leaving the site.  
 

j. Sweep streets at the end of each day if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent paved 
roads. Water sweepers with reclaimed water should be used where feasible. 

 
k. Reduce the amount of the disturbed area where possible.  

 
11. In the event that buried or otherwise hidden cultural resources are discovered during 

construction work in the area of the find, work should be temporarily suspended and the City of 
Paso Robles should be contacted immediately, and appropriate mitigations measures shall be 
developed by qualified archeologist or historian if necessary, at the developers expense. 

 
12. The applicant shall take the steps necessary to annex to or form a City Community Facilities 

District (CFD) in order to provide funding for City services for each new parcel or dwelling unit 
in the proposed development. The agreement to form or annex to a CFD shall be in a manner 
to be approved by the City Attorney. Participation in a City CFD for services is intended to fully 
mitigate the incremental impact of new residential development on City services and maintain 
such services at the standards established in the General Plan. 

 
 

If for any reason, applicant does not take the necessary steps to have the development included 
within a CFD, applicant shall, in a manner subject to approval by the City Council and City 
Attorney, provide for alternative means of fiscal mitigation at a level equal to the special taxes 
established in the Rate and Method of Apportionment applicable to CFD 2005-1, as they may 
be adjusted from time to time. 
 
For any project resulting in the development of five (5) or more residential units on separate 
parcels, applicant shall also prepare and record the necessary documents to form a homeowners 
association (the “HOA”) for such development, which HOA shall become active only if and 
when the CFD is terminated.  The HOA documents shall provide that the HOA shall be 
required to fund the services provided by the CFD, and at the same level established in the Rate 
and Method of Apportionment for the CFD. 

 
ENGINEERING SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 
 
13. River Oaks Drive shall be improved in accordance with City Collector Standard A-3, with the 

elimination of the parking lane, and plans approved by the City Engineer. 
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14. The structural design of the interior streets (which will be private) shall be based upon a Traffic 
Index of 6 and a minimum pavement depth of 2.5 inches, consistent with Council policy for 
public streets. 

 
15. The applicant shall provide the design and cost estimate of the relocation of the existing 

overhead utility lines from the west project boundary to Experimental Station Road and shall 
participate in the underground project through an agreement with the City secured with a bond. 

 
16. The project design and construction shall incorporate Low Impact Development best 

management practices to mitigate the impacts on quality, quantity and rate of discharge of storm 
water run-off from the site. 

 
EMERGENCY SERVICES SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 
 
17. Prior to the start of construction, documentation shall be submitted to Emergency Services 

showing that required fire flows can be provided to meet all project demands. 
 
18. Provide secondary emergency vehicle access sufficient to support the City’s fire apparatus (HS-

20 Truck Loading).  Secondary vehicle access to be at least twenty (20) feet wide with no less 
than thirteen feet, six inches vertical clearance.  All secondary emergency vehicle access surfaces 
shall provide all weather driving capabilities and conform to the requirements of City Zoning 
Codes. 

 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 11th Day of September, 2007 by the following Roll Call Vote: 
 
AYES:   
 
NOES:   
 
ABSENT:  
 
ABSTAIN:  
 
                                         
       CHAIRMAN MARGARET HOLSTINE 
ATTEST: 
 
           
RON WHISENAND, PLANNING COMMISSION SECRETARY 
 
 
H:darren\Tract 2887 Willhoit\Tract Reso 

Agenda Item No. 2 - Page 35 of 112



 EXHIBIT A OF RESOLUTION 07-____ 
 
 CITY OF EL PASO DE ROBLES STANDARD DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS 
 FOR SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL TRACT AND PARCEL MAPS 
 
PROJECT #:     Tentative Tract 2887 & PD 06-022 
 
APPROVING BODY:  Planning Commission 

 

(Adopted by Planning Commission Resolution 94-038) 
 
  1 

 
DATE OF APPROVAL: September 11, 2007 
 
APPLICANT:    Estrella Associates – The Cove 
 
LOCATION:    700 Experimental Station Road 
 
 
The following conditions that have been checked are standard conditions of approval for the above referenced project. 
 The checked conditions shall be complied with in their entirety before the project can be finalized, unless otherwise 
specifically indicated.  In addition, there may be site specific conditions of approval that apply to this project in the 
resolution. 

 
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT - The applicant shall contact the Planning Division, (805) 
237-3970, for compliance with the following conditions: 
 
A. GENERAL CONDITIONS 
 

 1. This project approval shall expire on September 11, 2009, unless a time extension request is filed 
with the Community Development Department prior to expiration. 

 
 2. The site shall be developed and maintained in accordance with the approved plans and unless 

specifically provided for through the Planned Development process, development shall comply 
with the Zoning Code, all other applicable City Ordinances, and applicable Specific Plans. 

 
 3. Prior to recordation of the map, all conditions of approval shall be completed to the satisfaction of 

the City Engineer and Community Developer Director or his designee. 
 

 4. This project is subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which requires the 
applicant submit a $1850.00 filing fee for the Notice of Determination payable to "County of San 
Luis Obispo".  The fee should be submitted to the Community Development Department within 24 
hours of project approval, which is then forwarded to the San Luis Obispo County Clerk.  Please 
note that the project may be subject to court challenge unless the required fee is paid. 

 
 5. In accordance with Government Section 66474.9, the subdivider shall defend, indemnify and hold 

harmless the City, or its agent, officers and employees, from any claim, action or proceeding 
brought within the time period provided for in Government Code section 66499.37, against the 
City, or its agents, officers, or employees, to attack, set aside, void, annul the City's approval of this 
subdivision.  The City will promptly notify subdivider of any such claim or action and will 
cooperate fully in the defense thereof.   
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 6. All signs shall be subject to review and approval as required by Municipal Code Section 21.19 and 

shall require a separate application and approval prior to installation of any sign. 
 

 7. All existing and/or new lighting shall be shielded so as to be directed downward in such a manner 
as to not create off-site glare or adversely impact adjacent properties.  The style, location and height 
of the lighting fixtures shall be submitted with the building plans and subject to approval by the 
Community Development Department. 

 
 8. All existing and/or new landscaping shall be installed with automatic irrigation systems. 

 
 9. All walls/fences and exposed retaining walls shall be constructed of decorative materials which 

include but are not limited to splitface block, slumpstone, stuccoed block, brick, wood, crib walls or 
other similar materials as determined by the Development Review Committee, but specifically 
excluding precision block. 

 
 10. The following areas shall be placed in a Landscape and Lighting District: 

   
  Parkways and landscaping along River Oaks Drive and Experimental Station Road.   
 

 11. The following areas shall be permanently maintained by the property owner, Homeowners’ 
Association, or other means acceptable to the City: 

  
  Interior streets, open space areas and other common parkway and landscaping areas.   
 

 12. The applicant shall install durable, decorative fence/wall treatments and landscaping along all 
arterial streets consisting of brick, tubular steel with pilasters, or other similar materials as 
determined by the Development Review Committee, but specifically excluding precision block and 
wood fences.  Substantial setbacks with landscaping may be considered as an alternative, subject to 
approval by the Development Review Committee. 

 
 13. The applicant shall provide a one-foot non-access easement along the rear/side of all lots that back 

up/side against a collector or arterial street.  
 
B. THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS SHALL BE COMPLETED PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF 

BUILDING PERMITS OR RECORDATION OF THE FINAL MAP, WHICHEVER OCCURS 
FIRST: 

 
 1. Two sets of the revised Planning Commission approved plans incorporating all Conditions of 

Approval, standard and site specific, shall be submitted to the Community Development 
Department. 

 
 2. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the  

   Development Review Committee shall approve the following:  
   Planning Division Staff shall approve the following:  
   a. A detailed landscape plan including walls/fencing; 
   b. Other: _________________________________ 
 

 3. The Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) and/or Articles Affecting Real Property 
Interests are subject to the review and approval of the Community Development Department, the 
Public Works Department and/or the City Attorney.  They shall be recorded concurrently with the 
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Final Map or prior to the issuance of building permits, whichever occurs first.  A recorded copy 
shall be provided to the affected City Departments. 

 
 4. The applicant shall agree, in a manner acceptable to the City Attorney, to pay impact mitigation 

fees as may be established through a resolution or ordinance adopted by the City Council, in effect 
at the time building permits are issued.   

 
N/A 5. In order for this tract/parcel map to be in conformance with the General Plan, the lots/parcels of the 

tract/parcel map shall be annexed into a Community Facilities District (CFD) that serves to mitigate 
impacts to public schools.  Said CFD shall either be a joint City-School District CFD or a CFD 
created by the School District that the City Council has approved.  If at the time that the final map is 
submitted for approval, proceedings to annex the tract/parcel map into a CFD have not been 
completed, the applicant shall record on all lots/parcels, a waiver of future protest to the formation 
of a CFD joint City-School District CFD of a CFD created by the School Districts that the City 
Council has approved.  This condition shall not be imposed if the developer executes a 
development agreement with the District to mitigate school impacts. 

 
 6. Street names shall be submitted for review and approval by the Planning Commission, prior to 

approval of the final map. 
 

 7. The developer shall provide constructive notice to all buyers that all homes are required to utilize 
semi-automated trash containers as provided by the City's franchisee for solid waste collection. 

 
 8. The developer shall provide constructive notice to future buyers that all residential units shall be 

required to be equipped with trash compactors. 
 

 9. The applicant shall meet with the City's Crime Prevention Officer prior to the issuance of building 
permits for recommendations on security measures to be incorporated into the design of the 
structures to be constructed.  The applicant is encouraged to contact the Police Department at (805) 
237-6464 prior to plan check submittal. 
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****************************************************************************** 
 
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT - The applicant shall contact the Engineering Division, (805) 237-3860, for 
compliance with the following conditions: 
 
APPLICANT: Willhoit      PREPARED BY: John Falkenstien 
REPRESENTATIVE: Wallace     CHECKED BY: 
PROJECT:  Tentative Tract Map 2887    TO PLANNING: 
 
C. PRIOR TO ANY PLAN CHECK: 
 

 1. The applicant shall enter into an Engineering Plan Check and Inspection Services Agreement with 
the City. 

 
D. PRIOR TO RECORDING OF THE FINAL OR PARCEL MAP: 
 

 1. The owner shall pay all Final Map fees, and current and outstanding fees for Engineering Plan 
Check and Construction and Inspection services and any annexation fees due. 

 
 2. If, at the time of approval of the final/record parcel map, any required public improvements have 

not been completed and accepted by the City the owner shall be required to enter into a Subdivision 
Agreement with the City in accordance with the Subdivision Map Act, prior to recordation.  The 
owner shall also be required to post securities to guarantee the installation and completion of said 
improvements as specified in the Subdivision Map Act and submit a Certificate of Insurance as 
required by the City.  The owner shall also be required to post securities for grading in accordance 
with Section 7008 of the Uniform Building Code, latest edition.  This bond shall be of sufficient 
amount to ensure completion of the grading and drainage facilities.  (A finding of "orderly 
development" has been made for this condition on parcel maps). 

 
  Bonds required and the amount shall be as follows: 
  Performance Bond...............100% of improvement costs. 
  Labor and Materials Bond........50% of performance bond. 
 

  3. The developer shall annex to the City's Landscape and Lighting District for payment of the 
operating and maintenance costs of the following: 

   a.  Street lights; 
   b.  Parkway and open space landscaping; 
   c. Wall maintenance in conjunction with landscaping; 
   d. Graffiti abatement; 
   e. Maintenance of open space areas. 
 

 4. The owner shall offer to dedicate to the City a 6 foot public utilities and 6 foot tree easement 
adjacent to all road right-of-ways.  The owner shall offer to dedicate to the City the following 
easement(s).  The location and alignment of the easement(s) shall be to the description and 
satisfaction of the City Engineer: 

  a. Public Utilities Easement; 
  b. Water Line Easement; 
  c. Sewer Facilities Easement; 
  d. Landscape Easement; 
  e. Storm Drain Easement. 
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 5. The subdivider shall offer to dedicate and improve the following street(s) to the standard indicated: 
    
  River Oaks Drive  Collector   A-3                                  
  Street Name  City Standard  Standard Drawing No. 
 

 6.  Landscape and irrigation plans for the public right-of-way shall be incorporated into the 
improvement plans and shall require a signature of approval by the Department of Public Works, 
Street Superintendent and the Community Development Department. 

 
 7. All improvement plans shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer and shall be submitted to the 

City Engineer for review and approval.  The improvements shall be designed and placed to Public 
Works Department Standards and Specifications. 

 
 8. Prior to any site work a Preliminary Soils Report shall be prepared for the property to determine the 

presence of expansive soils or other soils problems and shall make recommendations regarding 
grading of the proposed site. 

 
 9. The applicant shall submit a composite utility plan signed as approved by a representative of each 

public utility, together with the improvement plans.  The composite utility plan shall also be signed 
by the Water, Fire, Wastewater and Street Division Managers. 

 
 10. A complete grading and drainage plan prepared by a registered civil engineer shall be included with 

the improvement plans.  Drainage calculations shall be submitted, with provisions made for on-site 
detention/ retention if adequate disposal facilities are not available, as determined by the City 
Engineer. 

 
 11. The owner shall provide an additional map sheet to record concurrently with the final map or parcel 

map showing the lot configuration, and the area subject to inundation by the 100 year storm with 
base flood elevations shown in feet, in relation to the National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929. 

 
 12. The owner shall install all utilities (sewer, water, gas, electricity, cable TV, and telephone) 

underground to each lot in the subdivision.  Street lights shall be installed at locations as required 
by the City Engineer.  All existing overhead utilities adjacent to or within the project shall be 
relocated underground, except for electrical lines 77 kilovolts or greater.  All utilities shall be 
extended to the boundaries of the project, unless it is determined that no need for future extension 
exists.  All underground construction shall be completed and approved by the City and the public 
utility companies, and the subgrade shall be scarified and compacted, before paving the streets. 

 
 13. Any utility trenching in existing streets shall be overlaid to restore a smooth riding surface as 

required by the City Engineer.  Boring and jacking rather than trenching may be required on newly 
constructed or heavily traveled City Streets. 

 
 14. Prior to paving any street, the water and sewer systems shall successfully pass a City pressure test. 

The sewer system shall also be tested by a means of a mandrel and video inspection with a copy of 
the video tape provided to the City.  No paving shall occur until the City has reviewed and viewed 
the sewer video tape and has determined that the sewerline is acceptable.  Any repair costs to the 
pipeline including trench paving restoration shall be at the developer's expense. 

 
 15. The owner shall install all street name, traffic signs and traffic striping as directed by the City 

Engineer. 
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 16. The adjoining existing City street is inadequate for the traffic generated by the project, or will be 
severely damaged by the construction.  The applicant shall remove the entire roadway and replace it 
with a minimum full half-width street plus a 12' wide travel lane and 8' wide base shoulder adequate 
to provide for two-way traffic.  (A finding of "rough proportionality" has been made in the 
resolution for this condition.) 

 
 17. The development includes a phased street construction along the project boundary for future 

completion by the adjacent property owner, the applicant shall provide a minimum half-width street 
plus a 12' travel lane and 4' wide base shoulder adequate for two-way traffic.  (A finding of "rough 
proportionality" has been made in the resolution for this condition.) 

 
 18. The project fronts on an existing street.  The applicant shall pave-out from the proposed gutter to 

the edge of pavement if the existing pavement section is adequate, and shall feather the new paving 
out to the centerline for a smooth transition.  If the existing pavement, structural sections or 
geometrics are inadequate per current City Standards, the roadway shall be replaced to centerline 
and the remaining pavement shall be overlaid. (A finding of "rough proportionality" has been made 
in the resolution for this condition.) 

 
E. PRIOR TO ANY SITE WORK: 
 

 1. The applicant shall obtain a Grading Permit from the City Building Division. 
 

 2. Prior to issuance of a Grading Permit the developer shall apply, through the City, to FEMA and 
receive a Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) issued from FEMA.  The developer's engineer shall 
provide the required supporting data to justify the application. 

 
 3. Any existing Oak trees located on the project site shall be protected and preserved as required in 

City Ordinance No. 553, Municipal Code No. 10.01 "Oak Tree Preservation", unless specifically 
approved to be removed.  An Oak tree inventory shall be prepared listing the Oak trees, their 
disposition, and the proposed location of any replacement trees required.  In the event an Oak tree 
is designated for removal, an approved Oak Tree Removal Permit must be obtained from the City, 
prior to its removal. 

 
 4. All property corners shall be staked for construction control, and shall be promptly replaced if 

destroyed.   
 

 5. Any grading anticipated during the rainy season (October 15 to April 15) will require the approval 
of a construction zone drainage and erosion control plan to prevent damage to adjacent property.  
Appropriateness of areas shall be subject to City Engineer approval. 

 
 6. Any construction within an existing street shall require a traffic control plan.  The plan shall include 

any necessary detours, flagging, signing, or road closures requested.  Said plan shall be prepared 
and signed by a registered civil or traffic engineer. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT: 
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 1. A final soils report shall be submitted to the City prior to the final inspection and shall certify that 

all grading was inspected and approved, and that all work has been done in accordance with the 
plans, preliminary report, and Chapter 70 of the Uniform Building Code. 

 
 2. The applicants civil and soils engineer shall submit a certification that the rough grading work has 

been completed in substantial conformance to the approved plans and permit. 
 

 3. Building permits shall not be issued until the water system has been completed and approved, and a 
based access road installed sufficient to support the City's fire trucks, in a manner approved by the 
Fire Chief. 

 
 4. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit for building within Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) zones 

A1-A30, AE, AO, AH, A, V1-V30, VE and V, the developer shall provide an Elevation Certificate 
in accordance with the National Flood Insurance program.  This form must be completed by a land 
surveyor, engineer or architect licensed in the State of California. 

 
 5. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit for building within Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) zones 

A1-A30, AE, AO, AH, A, V1-V30, VE and V, the developer shall provide a Flood Proofing 
Certificate in accordance with the National Flood Insurance program.  This form must be completed 
by a land surveyor, engineer or architect licensed in the State of California. 

 
G. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY: 
 

 1. All final property corners and street monuments shall be installed before acceptance of the public 
improvements.   

 
 2. No buildings shall be occupied until all public improvements are completed and approved by the 

City Engineer, and accepted by the City Council for maintenance.   
 

 3. All disturbed areas not slated for development shall be protected against erosion in a manner 
acceptable to the City Engineer, which may include hydroseeding or landscaping.  

 
 4. The applicant shall pay any current and outstanding fees for Engineering Plan Checking and 

Construction Inspection Services and any outstanding annexation fees. 
 

 5. All top soil removed shall be stockpiled and evenly distributed over the slopes and lots upon 
completion of rough grading to support hydroseeding and landscaping.  All slope areas shall be 
protected against erosion by hydroseeding or landscaping. 

 
 6. All construction refuse shall be separated (i.e. concrete, asphalt concrete, wood, gypsum board, 

etc.) and removed from the project to a recycling facility in accordance with the City's Source 
Reduction and Recycling Element. 

 
 7. If any of the public improvements or conditions of approval are not completed or met, then the 

subdivider may, at the discretion of the City Engineer, enter into a Performance Agreement with the 
City to complete said improvements at a later date and post securities to cover the cost of the 
improvements.  The form of the agreement and amount of the securities are subject to the approval 
of the City Engineer. 

 
 8. A blackline clear Mylar (0.4 MIL) copy and two (2) blueline prints of as-built improvement plans, 

signed by the engineer of record, shall be provided to the City Engineer prior to the final inspection. 
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 A reduced copy (i.e. 1" = 100') of the composite utility plan shall be provided to update the City's 
Atlas Map. 

 
 9. A benchmark shall be placed for vertical control on the U.S.G.S. Datum as required by the City 

Engineer. 
 
****************************************************************************** 
PASO ROBLES FIRE DEPARTMENT - The applicant shall contact the Fire Department, (805) 237-3973, for 
compliance with the following conditions: 
 
H.  GENERAL CONDITIONS 

 1. Fire hydrants shall be installed at intervals as required by the Fire Chief and City Engineer.  The 
maximum spacing for single family residential shall be 500 feet.  The maximum spacing for multi-
family and commercial/residential shall be 300 feet.  On-site hydrants shall be placed as required by 
the Fire Chief. 

 
 2. Building permits shall not be issued until the water system, including hydrants, has been tested and 

accepted and a based access road installed sufficient to support the City's fire apparatus (HS-20 
truck loading).  The access road shall be kept clear to a minimum of 24 feet at all times and shall be 
extended to each lot and shall be maintained to provide all weather driving conditions. 

 
 3. No buildings shall be occupied until all improvements are completed and accepted by the City for 

maintenance. 
 

 4. If the development includes phased street construction, temporary turn-arounds shall be provided 
for streets that exceed 150 feet in length. The temporary turn around shall meet City requirements 
as set forth in the Public Works Department Standards and Specifications. 

 
 5. All open space areas to be dedicated to the City shall be inspected by the Fire Department prior to 

acceptance.  A report shall be submitted recommending action needed for debris, brush and weed 
removal and tree trimming.  The developer shall clean out all debris, dead limbs and trash from 
areas to be recorded as open space prior to acceptance into a Benefit Maintenance District. 

 
 6. Any open space included in a private development shall be subject to the approval of a vegetation 

management plan approved by the Fire Chief. 
 

 7. Each tract or phase shall provide two sources of water and two points of access unless otherwise 
determined by the Fire Chief and Public Works Director. 

 
 8. Provisions shall be made to update the Fire Department Run Book. 
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 RESOLUTION NO.         
  
 A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 OF THE CITY OF EL PASO DE ROBLES 
 TO GRANT APPROVAL FOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 06-022 
 (ESTRELLA ASSOCIATES - WILLHOIT) 

APN: 025-391-073 
 
WHEREAS, Tentative Tract 2887 (The Cove) has been filed by Wes Willhoit on behalf of Estrella 
Associates to subdivide an approximate 4.28-acre site into 56 lots, for the development of 51 single 
family residential lots and 4 open space lots and 1 lot common lot that incorporates the interior private 
streets and other common areas; and  
 
WHEREAS, the site is located at 700 Experimental Station Road; and 
 
WHEREAS, the project site is located within Sub Area D of the Borkey Area Specific Plan; and   
 
WHEREAS, Planned Development 06-022 has been filed in conjunction with this tentative map request 
to meet Section 21.23B.030 of the Zoning Code, which requires Planning Commission approval of a 
development plan for base zones which are in the planned development (overlay) district; and  
 
WHEREAS, an environmental Initial Study was prepared for this project in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) the conclusion was such to enable a finding of 
consistency of the project with the approved Borkey Area Specific Plan for which an Environmental 
Impact Report was already prepared and certified by the City Council; and 
 
WHEREAS, Section 15182 of the State’s Guidelines to Implement the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) exempts projects from additional environmental review when it can be determined 
that the subject project(s) is consistent with the adopted Specific Plan of which it is a part; and  
 
WHEREAS, the following modifications are permitted in order to allow the project additional flexibility 
in order to provide 12-units per acre as encouraged by the Land Use Element of the General Plan for 
RMF-12 designated properties: 
 
a. reduced setbacks as outlined in the Setback Exhibit (Exhibit B); 
b. the use of tandem parking; 
c. the use of on street parking for homes that have a one car garage (Plans 1 & 2) as shown on 

Exhibit A, page 9; 
d. the ability to have a minimum private open space dimension of 6.4-feet rather than 8-feet; 
e. the ability to omit the requirement for a recreational facility or daycare center; 
 
and; 
WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted by the Planning Commission on September 11, 2007 to 
consider facts as presented in the staff report prepared for this project, and to accept public testimony 
regarding this proposed subdivision and associated planned development, and 
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WHEREAS, based upon the facts and analysis presented in the staff reports, public testimony received 
and subject to the conditions of approval listed below, the Planning Commission makes the following 
findings: 
1. The proposed Planned Development is consistent with the purpose, intent and regulations set 

forth in Chapter 21.16A (Planned Development Overlay District Regulations) as follows: 
 

a. The granting of this permit will not adversely affect the policies, spirit and intent on the 
general plan, applicable specific plans, the zoning code, policies and plans of the City; 

 
b. The proposed project is designed to be sensitive to, and blend in with, the character of the 

site and surrounding area; 
 
c. The proposed project's design and density of developed portion of the site is compatible 

with surrounding development and does not create a disharmonious or disruptive element 
to the surrounding area; 

 
d. The development would be consistent with the purpose and intent of this chapter and 

would not be contrary to the public health, safety and welfare; 
 
e. The project is consistent with the policies for development established within the Borkey 

Area Specific Plan. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission of the City of El Paso de 
Robles, does hereby approve Planned Development 06-022 subject to the following conditions: 
 
STANDARD CONDITIONS: 
 
1. The project shall comply with all conditions of approval contained in the resolution granting 
 approval to Tentative Tract 2887 and its exhibits.   
 
SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: 
NOTE:  In the event of conflict or duplication between standard and site specific conditions, the site 
specific condition shall supersede the standard condition. 
 
2. The project shall be constructed so as to substantially conform with the following listed exhibits 
 and conditions established by this resolution: 

 
EXHIBIT               DESCRIPTION      

      A*   The Cove at River Oaks – Development Booklet (Pages 1-61) 
         
  * 11x17 size plans are on file with the Community Development Department 
3.  This Planned Development 06-022 coincides with Tentative Tract Map 2887 and authorizes the 

subdivision of approximately 4.28-acres into a maximum of 51 single family residential lots ranging 
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from approximately 1,460 square feet to 3,137 square feet in size. Tentative Tract 2887 would 
include 4 open space lots and one additional lot for the remaining private streets and common areas. 

 
4.  The maximum number of residential lots permitted within this subdivision/development plan shall 

be 51.  No lots shall be eligible for further subdivision (with the exception of minor lot line 
adjustments). 

 
5.  In the event that the necessary property can not be obtained as shown on the tentative map for Lot 

11, the lot shall be eliminated or be developed and maintained as an open space lot. In the event if in 
the future the necessary property is obtained a house may be developed as long as it is in substantial 
compliance with the PD 06-022. 

 
6.  Setbacks for houses shall substantially comply with the Setback Exhibit (Exhibit A, Page 32). 
 
7.  The construction drawings for each home shall reflect a minimum garage dimension of at least 9.5-

foot wide by 20-foot deep inside diameter. Tandem garages would need to be at least 40-foot deep. 
 
8.  In conjunction with the submittal of the final tract map, the applicant shall provide draft CC&Rs 

that specifically require home owners/tenants to follow the following rules related to parking:  
a. Garages shall be kept clear and available for parking, whether it is for a one car garage or a two 

car garage; 
b. Parking in the driveways prohibited; 
c. 9 parking spaces shall be available for the benefit of the 9 homes in the project that have one car 

garages. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 11th day of  September, 2007 by the following Roll Call Vote: 
 
AYES:   
NOES:   
ABSENT:  
ABSTAIN:  
 
                                                                         
                           CHAIRMAN MARGARET HOLSTINE  
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
                                                       
RON WHISENAND, PLANNING COMMISSION SECRETARY      
 
darren\Tract\ 2887\pd res 
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