
RESOLUTION NO.: 02-073 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
OF THE CITY OF EL PAS0 DE ROBLES 

APPROVING A NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 02-023 

(East Village Associates) 

APN: 009-571-020 

WHEREAS, Conditional Use Permit 02-023 has been filed by East Village Associates to construct 
an approximate 2,700 square foot fast food restaurant with drive through, within the East Village 
Shopping Center, and 

WHEREAS, the Shopping Center is currently under construction at the northeast comer of Creston 
Road and Shenvood Road, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission on August 13,2002, via Resolutions 02-043, 02-044 & 02- 
045, approved Planned Development 02-003 & Conditional Use Permit 02-009 allowing the 
construction of a 52,400 square foot Food 4 Less grocery store, an approximate 18,400 square foot 
Drug Store and approximately 20,000 square feet of other retail uses including fuel sales with the 
possibility of a accessory car wash, and 

WHEREAS, the subject restaurant would be considered part of the 20,000 square foot of retail 
uses, and 

WHEREAS, public notice of the proposed Negative Declaration was given as required by Section 
21 092 of the Public Resources Code, and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted by the Planning Commission on November 12,2002, 



to consider facts as presented in the staff report prepared for this project, and to accept public 
testimony regarding this proposed project, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission of the City of El Paso de 
Robles does hereby approve a Negative Declaration for Conditional Use Permit 02-023. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 1 2th day of November 2002, by the following roll call vote: 

AYES: Warnke, McCarthy, Steinbeck, Johnson, Calloway, Kemper 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: Ferravanti 

ABSTAIN: None 

PMC 
-" 

ROBERT A. LATA, PLANNING COMMISSION SECRETARY 

darren\pd\O2-003Food4LessWD res 



1. PROJECT TITLE: Conditional Use Permit 02-023 

Concurrent Entitlements: None 

2. LEAD AGENCY: 

Contact/Prepared by: 
Phone: 

3. PROJECT LOCATION: 
Robles, California 

City of Paso Robles 
1000 Spring Street 
Paso Robles, CA 93446 

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

Northeast comer of Creston Road and Shenvood Road, Paso 

4. PROJECT PROPONENT: East Village Associates, LLC 

Contact Person: T. Newlin Hastings 

Phone: (805) 237-4040 

5. GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Community Commercial (CC) 

6. ZONING: General Commercial - Planned Development (C 1 ,PD) 

7. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Conditional Use Permit application, to construct an approximate 2,63 1 square foot fast food restaurant with drive 
through. 



ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

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

8. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: 
The proposed restaurant would be located within a 9-acre site that fronts along Creston Road and 
Shenvood Road (arterial streets). The 9-acre site is currently being graded for the development of the 
East Village Shopping Center which will consist of to construction of an approximate 52,400 square foot 
Food 4 Less grocery store, an approximate 18,400 square foot Drug Store and approximately 20,000 
square feet of other retail uses including fuel sales with the possibility of a accessory car wash. The 2,63 1 
square foot restaurant would be a portion of the 20,000 square feet of "other retail uses". 

The area of the site where the proposed fast food restaurant would be located is near the southwest comer 
of the site where there a newly created pad has recently been established. 

Neighboring Properties: 
North: R4,PD zoned, vacant multi-family residential zoned property South: PM zoned, industrial 
zoned land, Lockhead Vanilla Factory West: Creston Road, R1 zoned residential land west of Creston 
Road. East : R4 zoned, Quail Run Mobile Home Park. 

9. RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION: 
The Planning Commission adopted a Negative Declaration for the East Village Shopping Center 
Project (Resolution 02-043). 

10, PERSONS PARTICIPATING IN THE PREPARATION OF THE INITIAL STUDY: 
Danen Nash: Associate Planner & John Falkenstien, City Engineer 

11. CONTEXT OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS FOR PROJECT: 

This environmental initial study analyzes the potential impacts associated with the proposed fast food 
restaurant with drive through. The East Village Shopping Center project (PD 02-002 & CUP 02-009 
established the entitlement for the shopping center, but specifically not a drive through restaurant since 
the zoning designation that was established at the time did not permit drive through restaurants. Since 
the approval of the shopping center, the City Council did adopt a rezone to change the zoning of the 
shopping center site from Neighborhood Commercial (NC) to General Commercial (Cl, PD). 



ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated 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 

El Population & Housing El Biological Resources Utilities & Service Systems 

E l  Geological Problems Cl Energy & Mineral Resources El Aesthetics 

Water Hazards Cultural Resources 

0 Air Quality Cl Noise El Recreation 

Mandatory Findings of Significance 



ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially - 

Significant - - 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated 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. 

Pl 

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 

is "potentially significant unless mitigated." An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
is required, but it must analyze only the effect(s) that remain to be addressed. 

Signature 
/ O / L  3/QL 

Date 
I 

Darren R. Nash Associate Planner 
Printed Name Title 



ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Potentially Unless Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated 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)@). 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 
applicabIe standard conditions identified in the discussions has been provided as an attachment to this document.) 



ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

- 

Potentially - 

- 

Significant 
PotentialIy Unless Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

SAMPLE QUESTION 

ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Signijkant 

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

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

Landslides or Mudflows? (Sources: 1, 6) f l  n fl a 
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 
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: El 
12) 

Discussion: Both the general plan designation (Community Commercial, CC) and the zoning designation (General 
Commercial, Cl) permit the proposed land use subject to a Conditional Use Permit. The applicant has submitted 
Conditional Use Permit 02-023, where this environmental study will analyze any potential environmental impacts that the 
subject use may have. 

Anticipated impacts that could occur from the proposed use above and beyond uses that have already been established 
with the shopping center (which include non-drive through fast food restaurants) would be the possibility of noise, traffic 
and aesthetics. See those particular sections within this checklist for specific analysis. 

With the approval of a Conditional Use Permit, there would not be a significant impact on general plan and zoning 
designations. 

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

CI Pl 

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 project would be a permitted use with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit, according to both the 
General Plan and the Zoning Code. This initial study will address issues such as noise, aesthetics and traffic, and the 
necessary mitigation measures if any. See the following sections regarding noise, traffic and light. 

d) Affect agricultural resources or operations (e.g., impacts to 
soils or farmlands, or impacts &om incompatible uses)? 

Discussion: The site is currently under excavation and the installation of utilities. There is not a conflict with agricultural 
resources. 



ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

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

e) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established 
community (including a low-income or minority community)? 

17 17 a 
Discussion: The property is surrounded by property designated with different zoning and general plan designations. 
The proposal would not disrupt established community in this area of the City. The shopping center would meet the 
General Plans intent for Community Commercial land use designations. 

11. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the proposal: 

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

a a 17 a 
Discussion: There is no residential development proposed with this project. This project would not exceed and regional 
or local population projections. 

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

17 a 
extension of major infrastructure)? 
Discussion: There would not be a substantial growth in this area of the City with the proposed. 

c) Displace existing housing, especially affordable housing? 17 17 17 a 
Discussion: The site is currently vacant and not zoned for residential use. There would not be a displacement of existing 
residential. 

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

a) Fault rupture? a La 
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. 



ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

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

d) Seiche, tsunami, or volcanic hazard? a 
Discussion: The project site is not located in an area identified at risk for seiche, tsunami, or volcanic hazards. 

e) Landslides or Mud flows? 17 a 
Discussion: See discussion for 111 (f). 

f) Erosion, changes in topography or unstable soil conditions 
from excavation, grading, or fill? 

la 

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? a 
Discussion: See the discussion in Sections 111 (a) and (f) above. No significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 

h) Expansive soils? 

Discussion: See the discussion in Sections 111 (a) and (f) above. No significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 

i) Unique geologic or physical features? la 
Discussion: NIA 

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) 

a 
Discussion: A standard condition of approval would be added to the project 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 shall be submitted, with provisions made for on-site detentionl retention if adequate disposal facilities are not 
available, as determined by the City Engineer. 

The preliminary grading and drainage plans does show the use of on-site detention basins to handle the increase run-oE 

b) Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such 
as flooding? Ci a 
Discussion: See comment for 1V.a 

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

cl cl a 
Discussion: NIA 



ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially - 

Significant 
- 

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

d) Changes in the amount of surface water in any water body? la CI 
Discussion: See Sec. IV a, discussion 

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

f) Change in the quantity of ground waters, either through direct 
additions or withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer 

CI la 
by cuts or excavations or through substantial loss of 
groundwater recharge capability? 

Discussion: The project would be required to hook up to existing City water services. 

g) Altered direction or rate of flow of groundwater? 

Discussion: NIA 

h) Impacts to groundwater quality? 

Discussion: NIA 

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

17 la 
Discussion: There is no development proposed with this application. Upon reviewing a future development plan specific 
environmental impacts will be further reviewed. 

V. AIR QUALITY. Would the proposal: 

a) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? (Source: 9,lO) 

a CI la 

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.lday of emissions would "qualify" for a 
Negative Declaration determination, and a project that generates between 10 and 241bs.lday of emissions would "qualify" 
for a Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

The development Plan for the East Village Shopping Center was reviewed by the APCD where mitigation measures were 
suggested and incorporated into the project as mitigation measures. The proposed fast food restaurant was shown on the 
previous site plans for the shopping center and analyzed. The mitigation measures established by the previous 
development plan (PD 02-003 & CUP 02-009) are in full effect and will be required to be completed as part of the 
construction of the shopping center including the subject drive through restaurant. 




















