RESOLUTION NO. 16-027

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
OF THE CITY OF EL PASO DE ROBLES
RECOMMENDING APPROVAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL

OF A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 13-002, REZONE 13-001,
SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT 13-001 AND A MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN
APPLICANT — WES WILLHOIT/ESTRELLA ASSOCIATES
RIVER OAKS II EXPANSION - APN: 025-390-009

WHEREAS, Wes Willhoit, on behalf of Estrella Associates, has filed an application requesting
consideration of the following land use changes and entitlements in connection with the development
of a project known as River Oaks II Expansion (the “Project”):

General Plan Amendment 13-002:

(a) Amend the General Plan Land Use Element Map to re-designate approximately 85 acres
of land from Agriculture (AG) to Residential Single Family (RSF-4),

(b) Amend the General Plan Circulation Element to eliminate a 2-lane arterial road
connection (Dry Creek Road) from Buena Vista Drive to North River Road,

Rezone 13-001: Rezone property currently zoned Agricultural to: Residential Single Family
(R-1) - 85 acres, Parks and Open Space (POS) - 18 acres, and add a Resort Lodging Overlay
(R/L) on approximately 26 acres.

Specific Plan Amendment 13-001:

(a) Amend the existing Borkey Area Specific Plan Map — Subarea A, Exhibit B, page 4 to
change approximately 85 acres of the plan area from the Agricultural designation to
Residential Single-Family (RSF).

(b) Amend the Borkey Area Specific Plan text for Subarea A.
(c) Amend the Borkey Area Specific Plan, Conceptual Development Plan for Subarea A,

Exhibit B, page 14, to the River Oaks II Master Development Plan, and incorporate by
reference the River Oaks II Master Development Plan Design Manual.
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WHEREAS, pursuant to the Statutes and Guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq., and the City’s Procedures for Implementing
CEQA, an Initial Study and a Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) was prepared and
circulated for a 30-day public review period beginning on April 11, 2016 through May 10, 2016. The
Draft MND/Initial Study dated April 11, 2016 is on file at the Paso Robles Community Development
Department and available on line at ~ http://www.prcity.com/government/departments/commdev/;

and

WHEREAS, mitigation measures have been incorporated into the MND and will be imposed on the
project through the City’s adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) in
compliance with CEQA Guideline 15074(d). These mitigation measures are imposed on the project
to address potential environmental effects from: air quality; agricultural resources, aesthetics,
biological resources; cultural resources, greenhouse gas emission, hydrology, transportation, and
noise. With the implementation of this mitigation, all potential environmental effects will be
reduced to a less than significant level; and

WHEREAS, mitigation measures set forth in the MMRP are specific and enforceable. The MMRP
adequately describes implementation procedures, monitoring responsibility, reporting actions,
compliance schedule, and verification of compliance in order to ensure that the Project complies
with the adopted mitigation measures; and

WHEREAS, the mitigation measures contained in the MMRP will also be imposed as enforceable
conditions of approval; and

WHEREAS, the applicant has executed a Mitigation Agreement whereby the applicant has agreed to
incorporate all of the mitigation measures into the project. A copy of the executed Mitigation
Agreement is on file in the Community Development Department; and

WHEREAS, public notice of the proposed Draft MND was posted as required by Section 21092 of the
Public Resources Code; and

WHEREAS, in response to comments received on the proposed Draft MND that was publically
noticed, circulated and posted as required by Section 21092 of the Public Resources Code, the Planning
Commission has determined that mitigation measure AG-1, (related to agricultural buffer setbacks),
may be modified to reduce the agricultural buffer setback on the applicants’ property from 100 feet to
75 feet, based on site-specific circumstances whereby in certain areas there is an existing 25-foot wide
service road on the adjacent agricultural property which would create additional agricultural buffering.
The Planning Commission has determined that a 75-foot onsite setback on the applicants’ property
would provide an adequate buffer to reduce potential land use conflicts and protect future residents
from potential health and safety risks associated with nearby agricultural operations.

WHEREAS, public hearings were conducted by the Planning Commission on May 24, 2016, to consider
the Initial Study and the draft MND prepared for the proposed Project, and to accept public testimony
on the proposed entitlements and environmental determination;
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Planning Commission of the City of Paso Robles, as
follows:

Section 1. All of the recitals above are true and correct and incorporated herein.

Section 2. Based on the information and analysis contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration
prepared for this project, the comments received during the public review period, and testimony
received at the public hearing, the Planning Commission finds that there is no substantial evidence
supporting a fair argument that there would be a significant impact on the environment with mitigation
measures imposed on the Project. These findings are based on an independent review of the Initial
Study, the Mitigated Negative Declaration, and all comments received regarding the Mitigated
Negative Declaration, and based on the whole record. The Planning Commission finds that
mitigation measure AG-1, (related to agricultural buffer setbacks), may be modified to reduce the
agricultural buffer setback on the applicants’ property from 100 feet to 75 feet, based on site-specific
circumstances whereby in certain areas there is an existing 25-foot wide service road on the adjacent
agricultural property, which would create additional agricultural buffering. The Planning Commission
has determined that a 75-foot onsite setback on the applicants’ property would provide an adequate
buffer to reduce potential land use conflicts and protect future residents from potential health and
safety risks associated with nearby agricultural operations. The Planning Commission further finds
that the Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines, that there is no substantial evidence that the Project will have a significant effect on the
environment with the incorporation of mitigation measures provided in the MMRP, and the
Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the Planning
Commission.

Section 3. The Planning Commission, based on its independent judgment and analysis, recommends
the City Council adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the River Oaks II Expansion Project,
attached hereto as Exhibit A, including the comments received and responses thereto, attached
hereto as Exhibit B, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, attached hereto as
Exhibit C, and imposes each mitigation measure as a condition of approval of the Project, in
accordance with the Statutes and Guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
the City’s Procedures for Implementing CEQA. Exhibits A, B, and C are hereby incorporated into this
resolution.
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PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 24™ day of May, 2016, by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Commissioners Donaldson, Barth, Davis, Agredano, Rollins and Burgett
NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN: Commissioner Brennan
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BOB ROLLINS, CHAIRMAN

{4 =
WARREN FRACE, SKCRETARY OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

Exhibit A - Mitigated Negative Declaration for the River Oaks II Expansion project
Exhibit B — Response to Comments Received
Exhibit C - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Exhibit A - Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the River Oaks II
expanslion project

Refer to Attachment 12 at the end of the
staff report.
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Attachment 12
Exhibit A - Draft Resolution A

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
CITY OF PASO ROBLES - INITIAL STUDY
RIVER OAKS II EXPANSION
PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD: APRIL 11, 2016 - MAY 10, 2016

1. PROJECT TITLE: River Oaks Il Expansion — General Plan
Amendment (GPA 13-002), Rezone (RZ 13-
001), and Specific Plan Amendment (SPA 13-

001)
2. LEAD AGENCY: City of Paso Robles
1000 Spring Street
Paso Robles, CA 93446
Contact: Susan DeCarli
Phone: (805) 237-3970
Email: sdecarli@prcity.com

3. PROJECT LOCATION:

The project site is located in the northeastern area of the City of Paso Robles, within the
Borkey Area Specific Plan area, north of State Route 46 East, west of Buena Vista Drive, and
east of the Salinas River. See Attachment 1 — Project Location Map.

4. Assessor Parcel Numbers: 025-390-009
5. GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Agriculture (AG)
6. ZONING: Agriculture (AG)

7. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project includes amendments to the City
General Plan — Land Use and Circulation Elements, Zoning Map, and the Borkey Area
Specific Plan.

General Plan Amendment:

The proposed project includes an amendment to the General Plan Land Use Element Map to
re-designate the subject property from Agriculture (AG) to Residential Single Family (RSF-
4). An approximately seven (7) acre area of the property would retain the existing AG land
use designation. A portion of the property is located adjacent to the Salinas River (to the
west of North River Road). This area of the project is designated as Parks and Open Space
(POS), and is proposed to remain POS. See Attachment 2 — General Plan Land Use Map
Amendments.

The project also includes an amendment to the General Plan Circulation Element to eliminate
a planned 2-lane arterial road connection (Dry Creek Road) with a future road alignment

1
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shown through the River Oaks Il planning area, from Buena Vista Drive to North River Road.
See Attachment 3 — Circulation Element Master Plan Map Amendment.

Zoning Amendment:

The proposed Zoning Map amendment is a request to amend the existing Agriculture (AG)
zoning of the site to Residential Single Family (R-1), with a Resort Lodging Overlay (R/L).
The area adjacent to the river would be rezoned from AG to POS for consistency with the
General Plan designation. Additionally, a seven (7) acre area of land within the development
area will remain zoned Agriculture (AG) for consistency with the General Plan. See
Attachment 4 — Zoning Map Amendment.

Specific Plan Amendment:

The project includes adoption of a master plan and design guidelines. An amendment to the
existing Borkey Area Specific Plan (BASP) Subarea A, is proposed, to reflect the proposed
changes to the existing land use designation and zoning. See Attachment 5 — Borkey Area
Specific Plan, Subarea A Amendment. The proposed project includes numerous amendments
to development standards in the BASP for Chapters 2, 3, and 4. The proposed amendments
to the Specific Plan also includes several text amendments. See Attachment 6 — BASP Text
Amendments. Most of the changes proposed are to provide for consistency for changing the
zoning from AG to R1 uses, and to provide for continuity between the existing development
pattern of the River Oaks development to the south and the proposed project. The Specific
Plan Amendment will include adoption of a project “design manual”.

The Specific Plan Amendment also proposes a request to deviate from the Grading Ordinance
in the Zoning Code. Due to the hilly terrain on the east side of the project site, the
amendment would include provisions to allow “mass” grading in this area of the project.

Site Development Master Plan:

The proposed amendments allow for master planning of the project site for the future
development of 271 single-family residential (sfr) units on 113 acres. This includes 144 age-
restricted sfr units, which would provide an extension of an existing neighborhood
development, the “Traditions”. The neighborhood design characteristics would match the
existing Traditions development. The remaining 127 sfr units are proposed on the eastern
portion of the site. The neighborhoods in this area will be similar to existing subdivisions
located to the south of the site, such as the existing “Classics” and “Vineyard Estates”
neighborhoods, with lot sizes ranging between 8,000 sf to 10,000 sf, and 15,000 sf to 20,000
sf, respectively. Lots in this area are proposed to be “mass” graded. No development is
proposed in the POS or AG areas of the project site. See Attachment 7 — Site Development
Master Plan.

The master plan also includes a common area and the existing resort on approximately 7
acres of land adjacent to an existing lake feature and pavilion gathering area. The pavilion is
proposed to be enclosed to provide for expanded uses, such as special events. The project
includes an agricultural growing area within the common area referred to as an “agri-hood”.
It is intended that this area be used for a neighborhood-serving crop production and a
farmstand.

2
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Project General Plan Use Table

Land Use Acres Density Prop?sed
Units

RSF 85 4 units/acre 271

AG 28

POS 18

TOTAL 131 271

The circulation network includes a connected system of streets, sidewalks, lanes, bicycle
paths, multi-purpose paths, and walking trails. Streets within the age-restricted Traditions
area are proposed to private and gated. The remaining streets are proposed to be open to the
public. A private nature blufftop walking trail is proposed along the western boundary of the
Traditions neighborhood connecting to an existing blufftop trail system to the south of the
planning area. This trail area will only be accessible to the Traditions neighborhoods.
Another publicly accessible walking trail system is proposed to extend throughout the open
space common area on the eastern side of the project, and would connect to walking trails
along the northernmost property boundary. The planned street and sidewalk network is
designed to the connect to existing circulation network in the existing River Oaks project. See
Attachment 8 — Circulation Plan.

SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING:

The project site is located on a bluff top that overlooks the Salinas River and Highway 101 to the
west, and undeveloped open space land adjacent to the Salinas River. The City’s wastewater
treatment plant is located to the southwest of the site on the west side of the Salinas River. The
project site is surrounded by residential land uses to the south (including Kermit King
Elementary School, and the River Oaks 6-hole golf course and clubhouse). Cuesta Community
College is located to the east and southeast, agricultural land with vineyards to the north, and
rural residential development is located to the northeast in the unincorporated area of San Luis
Obispo County.

The planning area is located in Subarea A of the Borkey Area Specific Plan. The site is mostly
undeveloped and has historically been used for dry-crop farming, with the exception of an
existing spa and outdoor gazebo and amphitheater area used for public and private gatherings.
The site characteristics include rolling hills, grassland, dry-crop farming areas, scattered native
oak trees, and an existing 5.93-acre lake/drainage pond.

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED (e.g.,, PERMITS,
FINANCING APPROVAL OR PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT):

No other agency approval is needed prior to the City’s approval of these amendments. However,
there may be the need of other resource agency permits prior to actual development of certain
areas. All work that would affect the Salinas River and ephemeral tributaries on the property
may be under the permitting jurisdiction of the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) (section
4040), the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (code 1603), and the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) (section 401). All future work that would affect the
bed or banks of the drainages, including culverts and bridges, are likely to require USACE,
CDFW, and/or RWQCB authorizations.

3
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving
at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the
following pages.

Aesthetics Agriculture and Forestry X Air Quality

Resources

Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geology /Soils

Greenhouse Gas Hazards & Hazardous

Emissions Materials Quality
Mineral Resources Noise
Population / Housing Public Services Recreation

Hydrology / Water

X

X

X

[ ] Land Use/Planning
[]

X

Transportation/Traffic

oo o= X
1> =<

Utilities / Service Systems Mandatory Findings of

Significance

DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[]

X

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

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

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

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

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions
or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature:

Date

4
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each
question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls
outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

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.

“Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant
with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially
Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “"Potentially Significant Impact”
to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and
briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures
from “Earlier Analyses,” as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section
15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within
the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the
earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources
for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared
or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where
the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a. the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b. the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance

5
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a.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
I. AESTHETICS: Would the project:
Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic ] N ] ]
vista?
Discussion:

In accordance with the City’s General Plan, Conservation Element, the project site is not identified or
designated as a visual corridor, gateway to the City or a natural landmark or open space viewshed. However,
the entire length of Highway 101 is identified as a visual corridor, and the Salinas River is identified as a
natural landmark open space viewshed in the Conservation Element.

Visibility of the site is limited as viewed from public right-of-ways, which includes Highway 101, North
River Road and Buena Vista Drive. However, the site has general scenic qualities of rolling hills, oak trees,
and open farmland. Therefore, an assessment of how visible the project would be from various prominent
viewpoints and its relative impact on scenic qualities was conducted.

A._Project Visual Setting:

The project location is set in northern San Luis Obispo County, on the rural, northern edge of the City. The
property is located at the top of a bluff that overlooks the Salinas River and Santa Lucia Coast Range to the
west. The Salinas River environment is in a natural river condition (except for the City’s wastewater
treatment plant to the southwest), and hosts native vegetation, including trees (i.e. willows, cottonwoods, and
oak trees), and other riparian vegetation. Highway 101 is located adjacent to the west side of the river, with
hills and rural residential development beyond to the west. North River Road is located at the base of the
western bluff.

The western edge of the project site is vacant and mostly level (except for a drainage area toward the northern
edge of this portion of the planning area). This area has native oak trees along the bluff with savanna
grassland on the flatter areas of the site. Property to the south of the site is developed with single-family
housing. Property to the north of the site is under agricultural cultivation, including row crops toward the
west side and vineyards to the east. The property toward the east has rolling hills that are currently dry-crop
farmed, and savanna grassland areas. There is an existing (manmade) lake and spa resort located toward the
west/central area of the site. Natural drainages extend through the rolling hills east to west. Property to the
east of the site includes vacant land, rural residential development, and Cuesta College to the southeast.

B._Landscape Unit:

The surrounding dominant landscape unit is on the urban edge of the City, and is composed of a mix of
farmland and vineyards, rural residential home sites, with production housing (to the south). The area
represents a distinct boundary between town and country, as defined in the City’s Gateway Design Standards.
The project site is presently on the City boundary and functions as a rural-urban interface between rural land
to the north and urban land to the south. Development of the property would be an expansion of the existing
urban/neighborhood fabric northward, moving the “legible” boundary between the City and the County
northward, with no “feathering” of low-density development toward the County area.

C._Project Viewshed:

Project viewpoints and viewsheds are identified on Attachment 8. The site is not readily visible from many
locations.

o Viewshed V-1. As seen from northbound Highway 101, the site is largely obscured due to trees and
vegetation along the highway, vegetation along the bluff, and the view angle of the property, since
the property is over 100 feet higher in elevation than the highway.

e Viewshed V-2. The site is most visible from southbound Highway 101 near the southbound Spring
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

Street exit. However, from this view the project site is a little over a mile away in the distance
toward the east. The primary southbound view is of the rolling hills to the east. The hillside area
projects approximately 40 to 50 feet above the bluff top elevation, and presents rolling hills of dry
crop farming in the distance. The bluff top portion of the site in the foreground is less noticeable
due to vegetation, distance and angle from the viewpoint. The length of time to view the project
from this vantage is relatively long (several seconds), however the view is far way, and blends in
with the surroundings, and does not register as a distinct feature on the landscape.

o Viewshed V-3. Visibility of the site from North River Road is very limited due to the difference in
topography of the road located below the bluff. The project is not readily visible from viewers on
North River Road, either northbound or southbound.

o Viewshed V-4. The remaining view of the site from a public vantage point is at the project entrance
on Buena Vista Drive, which provides a view of the site toward the west. Views from this vantage
point include the entry road, undeveloped land in the foreground that is directly adjacent to Buena
Vista Road (Cuesta College property), and the project site located approximately 400 feet to the west
from the entrance. The visibility of the future development from this view would include
neighborhoods planned on the eastern slope of the rolling hillside area of the site. Duration of
visibility is relatively long, since Buena Vista Road is a local road, and travel speeds are slow, as
compared to the highway.

D. Existing Visual Resources:

e Visual Character — The existing visual character encompasses the setting and the landscape unit
characteristics of an urban edge and rolling hills and farmland. The site has limited visibility,
and where it is visible, the views are from long vistas, and they are subtle without dramatic
changes in character from surrounding development patterns.

e Visual Quality — The visual quality of the project site and viewsheds exhibit high quality, since
they are generally undisturbed, however they are limited since the site is not readily visible to
the public.

e Vividness — The existing site is not particularly visible from most viewpoints, and is composed
of open grassland and dry-crop farming land. It is framed by a strong urban boundary to the
south and open farmland and hillsides on the remaining boundaries. The more prominent,
memorable aspects of vivid visual quality are the views from the site (rather than of the site) to
the north, west and east of rolling vineyards, hillsides and rural land. Therefore, the site does
not present strong visual landscape components that provide distinctive visual patterns.

e Intactness — The west side of the property is disturbed by being graded level for a portion of the
site, and there are existing older, dilapidated structures and some debris located in this area.
Therefore, this area of the site would be determined to be semi-intact. The existing spa, lake,
gazebo and pavilion center disturbs the intactness of the central portion of the site. The eastern
side of the property has the most undisturbed, intact areas of the site with open, rolling hills and
natural terrain. Therefore, in consideration of all these aspects, the overall intactness of the site
is reduced

e Unity — The existing unity of the property is largely coherent with the careful siting and
integration of the spa and lake into the existing topography and landscape of the site. The
existing undisturbed hills rising to the east provide a natural backdrop to the focal point of the
spa and lake areas, and provides visual unity to the site.

E. View Sensitivity:

As noted, the site has limited visibility from most viewpoints. Given the surrounding development
patterns, with existing development to the south along the bluff top area, which does not
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

significantly stand out from the most prominent viewpoint, and the proposed continuance of this
development pattern, it is not anticipated that viewer sensitivity to a continued development pattern
in this area would be high. Development on the bluff top area would not likely significantly
“register” to viewers driving along Highway 101 since it would continue the existing pattern. Views
from Highway 101 of developed hillsides further east would be at a long distance from the
prominent viewpoints, and would also continue suburban development patterns, therefore, it would
not likely present significant changes in viewer expectations of this area, and sensitivity would be
low. Viewer sensitivity from Buena Vista Road is also not sensitive since views from this location
would be of continued suburban development set back in the distance toward the west.

F. Viewer Exposure:

Viewer exposure of the site is limited since the site is set back over a mile from the most prominent
views and it is obstructed by existing topography and vegetation. Consistency in continuing the
existing urban form of neighborhood design themes and architecture will add to reducing viewer
exposure.

In conclusion, views of the site from prominent viewpoints would not be significant with use of grading
techniques that conform to the landscape, and construction of single-family housing along the bluff area
similar to existing development patterns, building forms, and use of materials. Therefore, significant visual
impacts to scenic resources such as the Salinas River corridor of Highway 101 would be reduced since the
project site has very limited visibility from these locations, and design parameters can help the project blend
into the existing landscape. Mitigation Measure AES-1 is incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) to ensure potential visual impacts are reduced to a less than significant level
through implementation of appropriate grading techniques.

AES-1. Grading. Future site development of the site shall utilize landform, contour grading
techniques to reduce the appearance of unnatural, angled slopes to help graded slopes blend in
with the surrounding landscape. All exposed graded slopes shall be landscaped to soften the
appearance of and camouflage graded slopes to be compatible with the surrounding development
pattern and landscape.

Substantially damage scenic resources,

including, but not limited to, trees, rock ] ] B ]
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a

state scenic highway?

Discussion:

Existing scenic resources of the site within the viewshed of Highway 101 are primarily of the bluff, oak trees
and hillsides in the distance to the east. The oak trees along the bluff and within the site are not proposed to
be removed with future development of the project and will be maintain their scenic quality afforded to the
site. There are no significant rock outcroppings or historic resources on the project site. Therefore, the
project would result in less than significant damage to scenic resources within a state scenic highway.

Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its O O | O
surroundings?

Discussion:

The project site has limited visibility from public right-of-ways, and it is proposed to continue the existing
development pattern of neighborhood development, blending in and being compatible with the surrounding

8
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

landscape. Therefore, the project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site or surroundings, and potential impacts would be less than significant.

d. Create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or ] ] N ]
nighttime views in the area? (Sources: 1, 2,
10)

Discussion:

Currently, the existing site produces minimal nighttime lighting with only safety lighting for the existing spa,
pavilion, and access road. The undeveloped areas of the site do not currently produce any light or glare.

The proposed project includes single-family residential development with common open space, streets, and
walking paths. This type of development would include street lights and low-scale lighting for homes. The
street light fixtures are proposed to continue the existing style of street lights in the existing River Oaks
neighborhood which are designed with wooden standards, which are approximately 25 feet in height, and are
oriented with light fixtures downcast to reduce “night-sky” effects of ambient night lighting. Exterior home
lighting fixtures would need to be consistent with the City’s adopted Zoning Code standards, which require
all exterior lighting fixtures to be shielded and downcast. This will help reduce potential light and glare to the
minimum necessary for nighttime security. As a single-family development, the density of the project would
not create significant light or glare. Therefore, the proposed project would result in less than significant
potential impacts from light and glare.

Il. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional
model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the State’s inventory of forest
land, including the forest and Range Assessment Project and the forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest
carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared ] ] | ]
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

Discussion:

In accordance with the California Department of Conservation agricultural soil assessment methodology, a
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) model was prepared for this project. A copy of the LESA
study is provided in Attachment 10. The LESA study includes a land evaluation, which identifies the site soil
land use capability classification and Store Index, both of which are used to measure soil resource quality,
such as prime and non-prime soil classifications. The study also includes a site assessment which identifies
other factors that contribute to the suitability of property for agriculture and relative impacts that the property
location may have on agricultural resources. These factors include size the property, water availability, the
amount of agricultural lands surrounding the site, and the amount of surrounding lands that are under
agreements or other methods for land resource protection. Together, the land evaluation and site assessment

9
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help determine the overall suitability of land for agricultural purposes, and potential impacts of converting it
to urban development.

The LESA study indicates that the project site has six different types of soil classifications, with two types of
soil that are classified as “prime”/Class | soil (when irrigated). The total acreage of the site is 132 acres and
the total acreage of prime soil is 31.5 acres (24%). When considering all of the factors noted above, the
“threshold of significance” established in the LESA protocol is as follows:

California LESA Model Scoring Thresholds

Total LESA Score | Determination of Significance

0-39 Not considered significant

40-59 Considered significant only if the Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment subscores are greater than or equal to 20 points

60 -79 Considered significant unless either Land Evaluation or Site
Assessment subscore is less than 20 points

80 — 100 Considered significant

Source: California Department of Conservation, 1997.

The overall score of the LESA assessment (with a land evaluation score of 32.68 and a site assessment score
of 12.55) equals 45.23. According to the thresholds, this score indicates that conversion of the project site to
non-agricultural uses would be less than significant, since the site assessment score is less than 20.

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural ] ] N ]
use, or a Williamson Act contract?

Discussion:

This application includes a request to amend the General Plan agricultural land use designation and applicable
zoning from Agriculture to Residential Single-Family, for internal consistency. The Master Plan is designed
to include an agricultural buffer of 100 feet from the existing agriculturally zoned property to the north of the
site. Trees, hedgerows, fencing and landscaping are proposed along the norther boundary of the property to
help screen the adjacent vineyard (and associated impacts such as dust, tractor lights, noise, etc.) from future
home sites in this area of the project. The agri-hood area of the site would be managed by the homeowners
association thereby ensuring that onsite crop production does not disturb residents, and that residential uses
near it do not conflict with agricultural practices. A mitigation measure establishing an agricultural buffer
setback and requirements will be implemented to reduce potential agricultural conflicts. Therefore, the
project would not conflict with agricultural zoning or uses, with mitigation measures implemented.

The project site is currently not under a Williamson Act contract.

AG-1. Agricultural Buffer. An agricultural buffer setback from the northern property line of
100 feet and a requirement to plant a dense row of trees and a hedgerow to reduce dust along the
northern property line, shall be recorded on the property title with recordation of all subdivision
maps.

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause

rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public

Resources Code section 12220(g)), O O O [ |
timberland (as defined by Public Resources

Code section 4526), or timberland zoned

10
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Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?
d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion ] ] ] N

of forest land to non-forest use?
Discussion:

There are no forest land resources, as defined, within the City of Paso Raobles, nor does the City border forest
land resources.

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

Discussion: Il c. & d.

The LESA study referenced in item Il a. above includes an analysis of the amount of surrounding agricultural
land within a ¥ mile (area of influence) from the site. Of all the land that is within this area of influence (480
acres), approximately 242 acres/44% is in agriculture (including 39 acres that are under a Williamson Act
contract). The criteria (e.g. potential to convert land) is a component of the factors evaluated in the overall
LESA score. Under the overall LESA score, potential impacts (including of pressure to convert land to non-
agricultural uses) is not considered significant.

Per the City’s Purple Belt Program, it should be noted that the property located directly to the north of the site
(220 acres), which was formally in a Williamson Act Contract, is within the City limits and is designated and
zoned as Agriculture. Approximately 2/3 of this land is planted in vineyards, and the remainder is either
planted in row crops or is presently fallow. Potential land use conflicts between residential uses and
agriculture may occur. This may occur as a result of farming practices including tilling soil and dust, use of
pesticide and fungicide sprays, tractor headlights and noise, and other factors. The City has an adopted
“right-to-farm” ordinance to help address potential land use conflicts. This will be implemented through a
mitigation measure, to ensure it is implemented and that property owners are informed to help reduce the
potential for complaints by residents related to nearby farm-related activities.

AG-2. “Right-to-Farm” Notice. A “right-to-farm” notice shall be recorded on the deed of each
property within this project area.

Complaints and enforcement activities may result in pressure to modify and/or discontinue farming practices,
which may result in pressure to convert this land to non-agricultural land uses in the future. However, as
noted in 1l b. above, mitigation requiring an agricultural buffer and landscaping will be required to reduce
potential agricultural related impacts between the project site the property to the north. Additionally, the
City’s adopted General Plan, identified that build-out of the City would result in potential Class | impacts
resulting from conversion of prime agricultural land to urban development. The City adopted a Statement of
Overriding Considerations which included this topic and potential impacts.

I11. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality manage-
ment or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of ] ] B ]
the applicable air quality plan? (Source: 11)

11
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Discussion: A consistency analysis to determine if a project would conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the local San Luis Obispo County Clean Air Plan (CAP) must evaluate the following
guestions:

Are the population projections used in the plan or project equal to or less than those
used in the most recent CAP for the same area?

The most recent CAP was adopted in 2001. The City’s 2003 General Plan build-out
population of 44,000 has not changed since it was adopted. The proposed project density
is within the City’s planned build-out scenario. In approving the General Plan, and
adopting the General Plan EIR, the City included adoption of a Statement of Overriding
Considerations, regarding specific potential environmental impacts, including City growth
projections (above 35,300 population), and consistency with the CAP. Therefore, the
project can be determined to be consistent with the most recent CAP, and would not
conflict or obstruct implementation of the CAP.

Is rate of increase in vehicle trips and miles traveled less than or equal to the rate of
population growth for the same area?

The City’s 2011 General Plan Circulation Element and transportation impact
mitigation program is based on the build-out growth scenario of 44,000 people in the
2003 General Plan Land Use Element. The proposed project density is within the
build-out scenario of both the Land Use and Circulation Elements of the General Plan.
Therefore, the project would not result in a rate of increase in vehicle trips or miles
traveled than the rate of population growth within the City, and the project would be
consistent with the population growth planned for the City.

Have all applicable land use and transportation control measures from the CAP been
included in the plan or project to the maximum extent feasible?

The project incorporates numerous land use and transportation control measures to
ensure consistency with the CAP. These include the following:

T2A. Local Transit System Improvements. The proposed project allows for the potential to include a
transit stop within the project area.

T3. Bicycling and Bikeway Enhancements. The project includes a circulation pattern conducive to
safe bicycling opportunities, with connectively to the rest of the City consistent with the City’s
General Plan Circulation Element and Bike Master Plan, which calls for an extension of a Class Il
Bikeway into the community from Clubhouse Drive to the south, as well as providing access to a
potential regional bikeway system along the Salinas River corridor.

T6. Traffic Flow Improvements. This control measure refers to implementing traffic calming
measures to slow down vehicles and encourage safe alternative modes of transportation. This could
be accomplished through a variety of means, including traffic control devices, roadway design
appropriate to the proposed land uses, and improvements for pedestrians and bicycles to encourage
those modes of transportation. The project implements bikeway connections and roadway design
consistent with City standards, and encourages bicycling and pedestrian use relate to access to the

12
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centrally located community facilities that are part of the project. Ultimately, the City will determine
the appropriate design of circulation improvements on the site to ensure safe multimodal
transportation opportunities.

The Clean Air Plan also includes various land use planning strategies to encourage the
use of alternative forms of transportation, increase pedestrian access and accessibility to
community services and local destinations, reduce vehicle miles traveled within the
County, and promote congestion management efforts.

In general, these measures are most appropriate in the context of long-range plans,
particularly general plans, where they can be applied communitywide. Relative to the
River Oaks project, the proposed development is an extension of the existing land use
pattern within the Borkey Area Specific Plan, which plans for orderly development and
appropriate residential densities within the northern portion of the City. The degree to
which the proposed project implements these land use strategies is discussed below.

L1. Planning Compact Communities. The project concentrates residential development
into several neighborhoods, preserving and extending existing recreational open space
uses in an orderly fashion.

L2. Providing for Mixed Use. The River Oaks community is centered on a
recreationally-oriented facility that is focused on the needs of the proposed and existing
River Oaks community. This center is consistent with the mixed use concept that is at the
heart to reducing vehicle trips and air emissions. The project is envisioned as a
residential development and an extension of the existing River Oaks | development
located to the south within the Borkey Area Specific Plan. The proposed land use pattern
is appropriate for its location away from the downtown, and toward the urban edge of the
City of Paso Robles.

L3. Balancing Jobs and Housing. Balancing jobs and housing is a goal most
appropriately implemented on a Citywide basis in the context of the General Plan. The
purpose of this goal is to minimize commute distances, vehicle miles traveled, and thus
air emissions. The overall land use pattern of the City includes a variety of commercial,
industrial and residential uses that provide opportunities for residents to be employed
within the community. The River Oaks project is an appropriate extension of the
approved Borkey Area Specific Plan, which is an important residentially-oriented
component of the General Plan land use pattern intended to provide an overall jobs-
housing balance.

L-4. Circulation Management. This strategy is intended to encourage a transportation
system that supports alternative travel modes and decreases reliance on the single
occupant motor vehicle. In addition to the roadway system, the project includes
provisions for transit connections, trails (including a connection to a potential regional
trail alignment along the Salinas River), and safe pedestrian access between the proposed
neighborhoods.

L-5. Communication, Coordination and Monitoring. This goal is most appropriately
directed at the agency level, in that it encourages local and regional jurisdictions to
coordinate closely to ensure that adopted land circulation programs related to reducing

13
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air emission are implemented. The CEQA process for the River Oaks project provides
an important avenue to Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis.

b. Violate any air quality standard or

contribute substantially to an existing or ] B ] ]
projected air quality violation? (Source:

11)

Discussion: An Air Quality Analysis was prepared for this project, and is provided in Attachment 11. The
study includes an analysis of emissions that may result from the proposed development. The impact
analysis (provided in Impact AQ-2) indicates that the project may result in short-term construction
activities that may result in localized concentrations of pollutants that could adversely affect nearby land
uses, that could be considered potentially significant unless mitigated. It also indicates that the project may
result in long-term operational emissions from mobile emissions (i.e. cars), which would also be potentially
significant unless mitigated.

The project incorporates several site design features that help mitigate these impacts. These include:
e Increased Density (4 du/ac);
e Improve Walkability (16 intersections per square mile of development);
e Improve Destination Accessibility (1 mile to Downtown);
e Increase Transit Accessibility (2 transit stops within the project site);
e Improve Pedestrian Network;
e Provide Traffic Calming Measures (roundabouts and intersection improvements);
e Landscape Equipment (assumed 25% electric);
e High Energy Efficiency Lighting (used throughout site);
e Apply Water Conservation Strategies;
e Use Reclaimed Water (when available);
e Use Grey Water (when available);
e Low Flow Fixtures;
e Turf Reduction;
e Water-Efficient Landscaping;
e Water Efficient Irrigation;
e Recycling;

To address short-term construction-related emissions, the project would comply with Mitigation Measure
AQ-1, which provides Standard Measures for Construction Activities. These include:

AQ-1. Short-Term Construction-Related Emissions.

e Interior and exterior paints used during project construction shall have a maximum
allowable VOC content of 150 grams per liter;

e Maintain all construction equipment in proper tune according to manufacturer’s
specifications;

e Fuel all off-road and portable diesel powered equipment with ARB certified motor vehicle
diesel fuel (non-taxed version suitable for use off-road);

e Use diesel construction equipment meeting ARB's Tier 2 certified engines or cleaner off-
road heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with the State off-Road Regulation;

e Useon-road heavy-duty trucks that meet the ARB’s 2007 or cleaner certification standard for

14
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on-road heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with the State On-Road Regulation;

e Construction or trucking companies with fleets that that do not have engines in their fleet
that meet the engine standards identified in the above two measures (e.g. captive or NOx
exempt area fleets) may be eligible by proving alternative compliance;

e Signs shall be posted in the designated queuing areas and or job sites to remind drivers
and operators, discouraging them from idling for more than 5 minutes;

e Diesel idling within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors shall be discouraged to the extent
feasible;

e Staging and queuing areas shall not be located within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors;

e Electrify equipment when feasible; Substitute gasoline-powered in place of diesel-powered
equipment, where feasible; and,

e Use alternatively fueled construction equipment on-site where feasible, such as compressed
natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane or biodiesel. Further reducing
emissions by expanding use of Tier 3 and Tier 4 off-road and 2010 on-road compliant
engines;

e Repowering equipment with the cleanest engines available; and

e Installing California Verified Diesel Emission Control Strategies. These strategies are listed
at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm

AQ-2. Dust Control Construction Emissions

o Reduce the amount of the disturbed area where possible;
. Use water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent airborne
dust from leaving the site. Water could be applied as soon as possible whenever wind
speeds exceed 15 miles per hour;

e All dirt-stock-pile areas could be sprayed daily as needed;

e Permanent dust control measures could be identified in the approved project revegetation
and landscape plans and implemented as soon as possible following completion of any
soil disturbing activities;

e Exposed ground areas that are planned to be reworked at dates greater than one month after
initial grading could be sown with a fast-germinating native grass seed and watered until
vegetation is established;

e All disturbed soil areas not subject to revegetation could be stabilized using approved
chemical soil binders, jute netting, or other methods approved in advance by the APCD;

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

e Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles could not exceed 15 mph on any unpaved
surface at the construction site;

e All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose materials could be covered or could
maintain at least two feet of freeboard (minimum vertical distance between top of load
and top of trailer) in accordance with CVC Section 23114;

e Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto streets, and/or
rumble strips for trucks and equipment leaving the site;

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

e Construction personnel should wear protective face masks while grading and excavating
soils that contain serpentine soil;
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All PM10 mitigation measures required shall be shown on grading and building plans;
and,
The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the fugitive dust
emissions and enhance the implementation of the measures as necessary to minimize dust
complaints, reduce shall include holidays and weekend periods when work may not be in
progress. The name and telephone number of such persons shall be provided to the APCD
Compliance Division prior to the start of any grading, earthwork or demolition.
AQ-3. Mobile Emissions.
Mitigation Measure AQ-3, provides measures to reduce mobile emissions to a less than significant
level. These include implementing at least 18 of the 24 measures identified by the local air district,
provided below:

1. Provide a pedestrian-friendly and interconnected streetscape to make walking more
convenient, comfortable and safe (including appropriate signalization and signage).

2. Provide good access to/from the development for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit
users.

3. Incorporate outdoor electrical outlets to encourage the use of electric appliances and tools.

4. Provide shade tree planting in parking lots to reduceevaporative emissions from parked
vehicles. Design should provide 50% tree coverage within 10 years of construction using
low ROG emitting, low maintenance native droughtresistant trees.

5. Pave and maintain the roads and parking areas

6. No residential wood burning appliances.

7. Incorporate traffic calming modifications to project roads, such as narrower streets, speed
platforms, bulb---outs and intersection designs that reduce vehicles speeds and encourage
pedestrian and bicycle travel.

8. Increase number of connected bicycle routes/lanes in the vicinity of the project.

9. Provide easements or land dedications and construct bikeways and pedestrian walkways.

10. Link cul-de-sacs and dead-end streets to encourage pedestrian and bicycle travel to adjacent
land uses.

11. Plant drought tolerant, native shade trees along southern exposures of buildings to reduce
energy used to cool buildings in summer.

12. Utilize green building materials (materials which are resource efficient, recycled, and
sustainable) available locally if possible.

13. Install high efficiency heating and cooling systems.

14. Utilize high efficiency gas or solar water heaters.
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15. Utilize built---in energy efficient appliances (i.e. Energy Star®).
16. Utilize double---paned windows.

17. Utilize low energy street lights (i.e. sodium).

18. Utilize energy efficient interior lighting.

19. Install door sweeps and weather stripping (if more efficient doors and windows are not
available).

20. Install energy---reducing programmable thermostats.

21. Develop recreational facility (e.g., parks, gym, pool, etc.) within one---quarter of a mile from
site.

22. If the project is located on an established transit route, provide improved public transit amenities
(i.e., covered transit turnouts, direct pedestrian access, covered bench, smart signage, route
information displays, lighting etc.).

23. Project provides a display case or kiosk displaying transportation information in a prominent
area accessible to employees or residents.

24. Provide vanpool, shuttle, mini bus service (alternative fueled preferred).

With implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-2 and AQ-3, the proposed project would result in short-
term and long-term emissions that would be less than significant, and therefore, the project would not violate
any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.

Result in a cumulatively considerable net

increase of any criteria pollutant for which

the project region is non-attainment under an

applicable federal or state ambient air quality O [ | O O
standard (including releasing emissions

which exceed quantitative thresholds for

0zone precursors)? (Source: 11)

Discussion: As noted in the Air Quality Study, Table 6, the project may result in short-term construction
emissions of DPM/PMy, ROG and NOX, as well as ROG and NO, from operational emissions.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-2 and AQ-3 (noted above) would reduce these impacts to a less
than significant level.

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial ] B ] ]
pollutant concentrations? (Source: 11)

Discussion: There are sensitive receptors within the near vicinity of the project site, including senior housing
and an elementary school that would be downwind from the project, that may be affected during construction.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-4 would reduce the potential impacts to sensitive receptors to a
less than significant level, as follows:
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AQ-4. Sensitive Receptors.

a. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a permit to operate shall be obtained from the SLOAPCD for
any diesel emergency back-up generator, 50 hp or greater, that is included as part of the project
plans. If the applicant decides to add a permit-required generator to the facility after the
occupancy permit, then this mitigation measure is official notice to the applicant that an APCD
permit is required prior to the installation of the proposed generator.

b. Prior to any grading activities a geologic evaluation shall be conducted to determine if NOA is
present within the area that will be disturbed. If NOA is not present, an exemption request must
be filed with the SLOAPCD. If NOA is found at the site, the applicant must comply with all
requirements outlined in the Asbestos ATCM.

These requirements may include development of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan, which must be
approved by the SLOAPCD prior to construction, and Development and approval of an Asbestos
Health and Safety Program (potentially required for some projects).

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a ] ] B ]
substantial number of people? (Source: 11)

Discussion: The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depends on numerous factors,
including: the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; wind speed and direction; and the
sensitivity of the receptors. While offensive odors rarely cause any physical harm, they still can
be very unpleasant, leading to considerable distress among the public and often generating citizen
complaints to local governments and regulatory agencies. Projects with the potential to frequently
expose members of the public to objectionable odors would be deemed to have a significantimpact.

The proposed project would not result in the installation of any equipment or processes that would be
considered a major odor emission source. However, construction of the proposed project would involve
the use of a variety of gasoline or diesel powered equipment that would emit exhaust fumes. Exhaust
fumes, particularly diesel exhaust, may be considered objectionable by some people. In addition,
pavement coatings and architectural coatings used during project construction would also emit temporary
odors. However, construction generated emissions would occur intermittently throughout the workday
and would dissipate rapidly with increasing distance from the source. Asa result, short term construction
activities would not expose a substantial number of people to frequent odorous emissions. For these
reasons, potential exposure of sensitive receptors to odorous emissions would be considered less than
significant.

|
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or O | O [
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
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Discussion: A Biological Report was prepared by Althouse & Meade in October 2013 (provided in
Attachment 12), to assess the biological resources on the project site, potential impacts, and mitigations that
may apply to minimize effects to these resources. The study documents site surveys for floralistic and
wildlife species, and also considered information from previous biological studies of the site in 1999, 2000,
2001 and 2007.

The 2013 Biological Report indicates that the project could impact common habitat types, wetlands, oak
trees, common and special status plants and animals, and nesting birds. The study indicates that there are
eight (8) special status plants, and 19 special status animals that have the potential to occur in or near the
Study Area. A complete list of all species within the area and those found on the site, and associated status is
provided in the report. No special status plants (except for locally protected oak trees) occur on the site.
However, the site hosts suitable habitat and soil conditions for four (4) special status plants and 17 special
status animals. Wetland habitat is a sensitive natural communities and special aquatic site present on the
property.

Potential impacts to sensitive habitat, plant and animal species include:

Habitats: blue oak woodland, riparian, and wetland

Plants: none

Animals: silvery legless lizard, pallid bat, vernal pool fairy shrimp, Western pond turtle, Western spadefoot
toad, California steelhead, California red-legged frog, American badger, and San Joaquin kit fox.

Mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level include the following:

Mitigation Measure BR-1. If impacts to wetlands would occur as a result of proposed project
activities, a mitigation, monitoring, and reporting plan should be prepared and approved by the
City and other jurisdictional agencies, as appropriate (i.e., California Department of Fish and
Wildlife, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board).
Wetland mitigation will increase the areal extent of wetland habitat on site at a two-to-one ratio
(created wetland area to impacted wetland area), or other ratio determined by the permitting
agency. Mitigation implementation and success will be monitored for a minimum of three years,
depending on the jurisdictional agencies’ requirements.

Mitigation Measure BR-2. Tree canopies and trunks within 50 feet of proposed disturbance
zones should be mapped and numbered by a certified arborist of qualified biologist and a licensed
land surveyor. Data for each tree should include date, species, number of stems, diameter at breast
height (dbh) of each stem, critical root zone (CRZ) diameter, canopy diameter, tree height, health,
habitat notes, and nests observed.

Mitigation Measure BR-3. An oak tree protection plan should be prepared by a qualified (City
listed) arborist, and approved by the City of Paso Robles.

Mitigation Measure BR-4. Impacts to the oak canopy or critical root zone (CRZ) should be
avoided where practicable. Impacts to oak trees may result from pruning, ground disturbance
within the dripline or CRZ of the tree (whichever distance is greater), and damage to tree trunks.

Mitigation Measure BR-5. Impacts to oak trees should be assessed by a licensed arborist.
Mitigations for impacted trees should comply with the City of Paso Robles tree ordinance.

Mitigation Measure BR-6. Replacement oaks for removed trees must be equivalent to 25% of the

diameter of the removed tree(s). For example, the replacement requirement for removal of two

trees of 15 inches dbh (30 total diameter inches), would be 7.5 inches (30" removed x 0.25
19
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replacement factor). This requirement could be satisfied by planting five 1.5 inch trees, or three
2.5 inch trees, or any other combination totaling 7.5 inches. A minimum of two 24 inch box, 1.5
inch trees should be required for each oak tree removed.

Mitigation Measure BR-7. Replacement trees shall be seasonally maintained (browse protection,
weed reduction and irrigation, as needed) and monitored annually for at least three years.
Replacement trees should be of local origin, and of the same species as was impacted or removed.

Migratory non-game native bird species are protected by international treaty under the
Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (50 C.F.R. Section 10.13). Sections
3503, 3503.5 and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibit take of all birds and
their active nests including raptors and other migratory non-game birds (as listed under the
Federal MBTA).

BR-8. Within one week of ground disturbance or tree removal/trimming activities,

if work occurs between March 15 and August 15, nesting bird surveys shall be conducted. To
avoid impacts to nesting birds, grading and construction activities that affect trees and grasslands
should not be conducted during the breeding season from March 1 to August 31. If construction
activities must be conducted during this period, nesting bird surveys shall take place within one
week of habitat disturbance. If surveys do not locate nesting birds, construction activities may be
conducted. If nesting birds are located, no construction activities shall occur within 100 feet of
nests until chicks are fledged. Construction activities shall observe a 300-foot buffer for occupied
raptor Althouse and Meade, Inc. — 590.01 Biological Report for River Oaks Il, Paso Robles, San
Luis Obispo County 50 nests. A 500-foot buffer should be observed from occupied nests of all
special status species. A pre-construction survey report shall be submitted to the lead agency
immediately upon completion of the survey. The report will detail appropriate fencing or flagging
of the buffer zone and make recommendations on additional monitoring requirements. Impacts to
significant wildlife movement corridors are not anticipated from the proposed project; therefore no
mitigation is recommended. Special status plants were not found and are not expected to occur in
the Study Area; therefore no mitigation is recommended.

If construction activities are conducted during the nesting season, from March 15 through
August 15, pre-construction nesting bird surveys will be conducted (see BR-8). If occupied
nests of special status birds (e.g. Cooper's hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, golden eagle,
burrowing owl, yellow warbler, white-tailed kite, loggerhead shrike, and least Bell's vireo)
are present, the following additional mitigation recommendations will be implemented:

BR-9. All occupied nests of special status bird species will be mapped using GPS or survey
equipment. The mapped locations will be placed on a copy of the grading plans with a 500-foot
buffer indicated. Work shall not be allowed within the 500-foot buffer while the nest is in use. The
buffer zone should be delineated on the ground with orange construction fencing where it overlaps
work areas.

BR-10. Occupied nests of special status bird species that are within 500 feet of project work
areas will be monitored bi-monthly through the nesting season to document nest success and

check for project compliance with buffer zones. Once nests are deemed inactive and/or chicks
have fledged and are no longer dependent on the nest, work can commence.

BR-11. Grubbing, grading, and other ground disturbance activities conducted within 50 feet
of the Salinas River or the perennial pond will be monitored by a qualified biologist. If pond
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turtles are found in the project areas, they will be moved to an appropriate safe location on site.
The biological monitor must have appropriate permits for handling pond turtles.

Spadefoot toads breed in ephemeral pools in the Paso Robles region. They are known to occur in
the vicinity of the subject property. Surveys of the property conducted during the 2006-2007
rainfall year were not definitive due to the extreme below normal rainfall, and ephemeral pools did
not adequately fill. Therefore, additional surveys for spadefoot toad in potential ephemeral pool
locations should be conducted prior to project construction.

BR-12. Prior to development, a survey of any ephemeral pools should be conducted within
three weeks of saturating winter rainfall to determine the presence or absence of spadefoot toad
on the property. If spadefoot toad is found, a mitigation plan, which may include avoidance,
capture, and relocation, will be developed by a qualified biologist to reduce project effects on this
species to a less than significant level.

BR-13. Prior to development, a survey of any ephemeral pools will be conducted within
three weeks of saturating winter rainfall to determine the presence or absence of spadefoot toad
on the property. If spadefoot toad is found, a mitigation plan, which may include avoidance,
capture, and relocation, will be developed by a qualified biologist to reduce project effects on this
species to a less than significant level.

BR-13. All construction related activities must observe a 100-foot set-back from the Salinas
River, as measured from the outer edge of riparian canopy. A minimum 50-foot set-back will
be observed from the ephemeral drainages and flood channels, as measured from the outer edge of
riparian vegetation.

BR-14. The project will develop a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
acceptable to the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Appropriate erosion
control measures should be implemented at all times in areas that could potentially flow into the
Salinas River. Erosion control measures should include, but are not limited to, effective placement
of silt fence, straw waddles, hydroseed applications, and erosion control fabric. Project planning
should strive for temporary and permanent erosion control.

BR-15. A pre-construction survey will be conducted within thirty days of beginning work on
the project to identify if badgers are using the site. The results of the survey will be sent to the
project manager, CDFG, and the City of Paso Robles. If the pre-construction survey finds
potential badger dens, they should be inspected to determine whether they are occupied. The
survey should cover the entire property, and should examine both old and new dens. If potential
badger dens are too long to completely inspect from the entrance, a fiber optic scope should be
used to examine the den to the end. Inactive dens may be excavated by hand with a shovel to
prevent re-use of dens during construction. If badgers are found in dens on the property between
February and July, nursing young may be present. To avoid disturbance and the possibility of
direct take of adults and nursing young, and to prevent badgers from becoming trapped in burrows
during construction activity, no grading will occur within 100 feet of active badger dens between
February and July. Between July 1 and February 1 all potential badger dens will be inspected to
determine if badgers are present. During the winter, badgers do not truly hibernate but are
inactive and asleep in their dens for several days at a time. Because they can be torpid during the
winter, they are vulnerable to disturbances that may collapse their dens before they rouse and
emerge. Therefore, surveys should be conducted for badger dens throughout the year. If badgers
are found on the property from July 1 through February 1, a qualified biologist may capture
badgers and relocate them to an appropriate location off the property.
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BR-16. San Joaquin Kit Fox (SJKF) habitat. San Joaquin kit fox could occur in the project
area. Future development of the property will result in a net loss of kit fox habitat. The project
biologist prepared a SIKF habitat evaluation form, which indicates that the mitigation ratio for
loss of SIKF habitat is a 2:1 ratio, which requires two acres of habitat to be preserved for every
acre of habitat lost to site disturbance. The proposed mitigation strategy, which is provided in
Attachment 13, provides for purchase of land bank credits through the Palo Prieto Conservation
bank or by paying in-lieu fees through the Nature Conservancy. (Fees shall be paid prior to
issuance of permits for ground disturbance/grading.) This strategy was circulated to the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and CDFW s satisfied that this is an acceptable
mitigation strategy, if the City of Paso Robles, as “Lead Agency” is satisfied that these measures
provide adequate mitigation.

As a modification to the City’s standard mitigation program, it is recommended that kit fox mitigation be
partially fulfilled by habitat enhancements for San Joaquin kit fox on the property. These enhancements can
include: kit fox friendly fencing, and artificial dens and escape structures in open space areas, drainage
basins, and on the golf course, and signage and information to increase public awareness regarding San
Joaquin kit fox. Areas of the existing golf course on the project to the south could also be included in this kit
fox habitat area.

With implementation of the above biological resource mitigation measures, potential effects to that may have
a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species would be mitigated to a less than significant level.

Have a substantial adverse effect on any

identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department O
of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife

Service?

N [] []

Discussion: Riparian habitat and other potentially sensitive natural communities located on the project site
were evaluated in the Biological Report referenced in (a) above, and it was determined that potential effects
to these resources can be reduced with mitigation measures implemented, as provided above. (BR-1 — BR-16)

Have a substantial adverse effect on

federally protected wetlands as defined by

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act

(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal O [ | O O
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,

filling, hydrological interruption, or other

means?

Discussion: The wetland area (i.e. existing pond) located on the project site, will not be significantly
impacted by the project since it will not be disturbed or altered with project implementation. Additionally,
mitigation measures identified in (a) above (BR-1 — BR-16) , will ensure that potential effects that may result
from the project will be reduced to a less than significant level.

Interfere substantially with the movement of

any native resident or migratory fish or

wildlife species or with established native ] N ] ]
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or

impede the use of native wildlife nursery

sites?
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Discussion: Potential migratory species on the site include birds and SIKF specified in the study. Mitigation
measures are provided in (a) above (BR-1 — BR-16) that will ensure that the project does not significantly
impact or interfere with their movement, nesting or breeding, and that potential effects are reduced to a less
than significant level.

e. Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources, ] ] | ]
such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

Discussion: The only applicable local regulation is the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance. The project
intends to preserve all existing oak trees on the property through implementation of standard oak tree
protection measures. Should any oak trees be proposed for removal in the future, the applicant would need to
apply for an Oak Tree Removal Permit and comply with compensatory oak tree mitigation requirements, as
approved by the City Council.

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

Discussion: There are not local, regional or state habitat conservation plans that apply to property within the
City of Paso Robles.

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 0 0
significance of a historical resource as
defined in §15064.5?

Discussion: A Cultural Resource Study was prepared for this project in 2009 (Parker & Associates), provided
in Attachment 14. The study included a survey of the entire property (in addition to property located adjacent
to the northern property line). The study and did not identify any “significant” historical resources, as defined
in §15064.5. Therefore, potential impacts that may result from this project would not likely result in
substantial adverse changes in historical resources, and impacts can be determined to be less than significant.

N ]

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the O O O
significance of an archaeological resource |
pursuant to §15064.5?

Discussion: The Cultural Resource Study, noted above, determined that materials found during field
inspections were not considered significant cultural resources, as defined by Title 14 PRC, Sec. 4852 (b) &
(c). Additionally, an archaeological resource records search was conducted at the City’s request by the
Central Coast Information Center (March 2016). The records search indicates that there are no recorded
archaeological sites mapped on or in the near vicinity of the project site, and no significant prehistoric
artifacts were identified from prior studies on the site. Therefore, it can be determined that impacts from this
project on archaeological resources, pursuant to 8§15064.5, would be less than significant. The Native
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American Tribal Consultation process was conducted in 2014, and formal consultation was not requested by
any listed tribes.

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique O O O |
geologic feature?

Discussion:  The Cultural Resource Study prepared for this site, indicates that there are no known
paleontological resources on the project site or unique geological features. Therefore, the project would not
result in potential impacts to paleontological resources or site or unique geologic feature.

d. Disturb any human remains, including those ] N ] ]
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Discussion: There are no known human remains on the project site, however per mitigation measure CR-1, if
human remains are found during site disturbance, all grading and/or construction activities shall stop, and the
County Coroner shall be contacted to investigate. Therefore, this project will result in less than significant
impacts on cultural resources.

CR-1. Human Remains. if human remains are found during site disturbance, all grading and/or
construction activities shall stop, and the County Coroner shall be contacted to investigate.

|
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:

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

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the ] ] N ]
area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42. (Sources: 1, 2, & 3)

Discussion: The potential for and mitigation of impacts that may result from fault rupture in the project
area are identified and addressed in the General Plan EIR, pg. 4.5-8. There are two known fault zones on
either side of the Salinas Rivers valley. The Rinconada Fault system runs on the west side of the valley,
and grazes the City on its western boundary. The San Andreas Fault is on the east side of the valley and
is situated about 30 miles east of Paso Robles. The City of Paso Robles recognizes these geologic
influences in the application of the California Building Code (CBC) to all new development within the
City. Review of available information and examinations indicate that neither of these faults is active with
respect to ground rupture in Paso Robles. Soils and geotechnical reports and structural engineering in
accordance with local seismic influences would be applied in conjunction with any new development
proposal. Based on standard conditions of approval, the potential for fault rupture and exposure of
persons or property to seismic hazards is not considered significant. There are no Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zones within City limits.
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ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? ] ] B ]
(Sources: 1, 2, & 3)

Discussion: The proposed project will be constructed to current CBC codes. The General Plan EIR
identified impacts resulting from ground shaking as less than significant and provided mitigation
measures that will be incorporated into the design of this project including adequate structural design and
not constructing over active or potentially active faults. Therefore, impacts that may result from seismic
ground shaking are considered less than significant.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction? (Sources: 1,2 & O O | O
3)

Discussion: In accordance with the General Plan Safety Element and the City Local Hazard Mitigation
Plan, the project site is located in an area with low potential for liquefaction. Therefore, impacts that
may result from seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, are considered less than
significant.

b. Landslides? ] ] ] L]

Discussion: In accordance with the General Plan Safety Element and the City Local Hazard Mitigation Plan,
the project site is located in an area with low to moderate potential for landslides. Therefore, in compliance
with grading and building standards, impacts that may result from landslides are considered less than
significant.

c. Result in substantial soil erosion or the ] ] N ]
loss of topsoil? (Sources: 1, 2, & 3)

Discussion: In accordance with the General Plan Safety Element and the City Local Hazard Mitigation Plan,
the project site is located in an area with low to moderate potential for erosive soils. Therefore, in compliance
with grading and building standards, impacts that may result from erosion are considered less than significant.

d. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in O O | O
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Discussion: See a.iii above. The applicant prepared a geotechnical Phase | Environmental Site Assessment
(GeoSolutions), that included soil borings and analysis, and concluded that the site is suitable for
development. See Attachment 16, Phase | Environmental Site Assessment.

e.  Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building ] ] B ]
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life
or property?

Discussion: In accordance with the General Plan Safety Element and the City Local Hazard Mitigation Plan,
the project site is located in an area with low to moderate potential for expansive soils. Therefore, in
compliance with grading and building standards, impacts that may result from expansive soils are considered
less than significant.
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f.  Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems O O O [ |
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

Discussion: Alternative waste water disposal or management systems are not proposed with this project.

VIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the project:

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

Discussion: A Greenhouse Gas Emissions Study was prepared for this project. See Attachment 11. Estimated
GHG emissions attributable to future development would be primarily associated with increases of CO2
from mobile sources. To a lesser extent, other GHG pollutants, such as CH4 and N20, would also be
generated. Short-term and long-term GHG emissions associated with the development of the proposed
project are discussed in greater detail, as follows:

Short-term Construction GHG Emissions.  Estimated increases in GHG emissions associated with
construction of the proposed project are summarized in Table 10. Based on the modeling conducted,
annual emissions of greenhouse gases associated with construction of the proposed project would range from
approximately 686.7 to 1,151.6 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2¢). Amortized GHG
emissions, when averaged over the assumed 50-year life of the project, would total approximately 96.8
MTCO2e/year. There would also be a small amount of GHG emissions from waste generated during
construction; however, this amount is speculative. Actual emissions may vary, depending on the final
construction schedules, equipment required, and activities conducted.

Table 10.
Construction-Generated GHG Emissions Without Mitigation

Construction Year GHG Emissions
(MTCO2elyear)
2016 1,151.6
2017 760.9
2018 836.6
2019 700.6
2020 686.7
2021 702.6
Total 4,839.1
Amortized Construction Emissions 96.8
* Amortized emissions are based on an estimated 50-year project life. See Appendix C for
modeling assumptions and results.

Long-term Operational GHG Emissions. Estimated long-term increases in GHG emissions associated with the
proposed project are summarized in Table 11. Based on the modeling conducted, operational GHG emissions
would be predominantly associated with mobile sources and energy use. To a lesser extent, GHG emissions would
also be associated with solid waste generation, as well as, water use and conveyance. With amortized
construction-generated emissions, annual emissions would total approximately 3,166 MTCO2e/year. However, as
described in Impact GHG-2, the project would be consistent with the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy
included in the CAP, so both construction and operational impacts would be less than significant.
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Table 11.
Operational GHG Emissions Without Mitigation

Source GHG Emissions
(MTCOgelyear)
Area Source 110.9
Energy Use 853.8
Motor Vehicles 1,943.1
Waste Generation 110.8
Water Use and Conveyance 51.0
Total Project-Generated Emissions 3,069.6
Construction (amortized annually) 96.8
Total 3,166.4
Appendix C for modeling assumptions and results.

b. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency adopted for the N N u N
purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gasses?

Discussion: The City’s adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP) is a longrange plan to reduce
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from City government operations and community activities within Paso
Robles and prepare for the anticipated effects of climate change. The CAP will also help achieve
multiple community goals such as lowering energy costs, reducing air pollution, supporting local
economic development, and improving public health and quality of life (City of Paso Robles, 2013).
To help achieve these goals, the CAP includes a “Consistency Worksheet”, which identifies various
mandatory and voluntary actions designed to reduce GHG emissions. The CAP Consistency Worksheet
can be used to demonstrate project-level compliance with the CAP.

A CAP consistency worksheet for the proposed project is included in Appendix B of the Climate Action
Plan report. As depicted in the worksheet, proposed land uses would be consistent with proposed
Specific Plan designations and zoning, and would implement all applicable mandatory measures
identified in the City’s CAP, provided in Attachment 15. The proposed project would also include
numerous voluntary measures, which would further reduce project-generated GHG emissions. For these
reasons, the project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. This impact would be
considered less than significant with implementation of GHG reduction measures included in the CAP
Consistency Worksheet.

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous ] ] ] ]
materials?

Discussion: The future development project would use industry-standard landscape and building supplies and
maintenance products which would be stored in compliance with all applicable safety requirements. The
project would not include use of, transport, storage or disposal of hazardous materials that would create a
significant hazard to the public or environment.
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Create a significant hazard to the public or

the environment through reasonably

foreseeable upset and accident conditions O O [ | O
involving the release of hazardous materials

into the environment?

Discussion: See VIII a. above.

Emit hazardous emissions or handle

hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, ] ] N ]
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile

of an existing or proposed school?

Discussion: Kermit King Elementary School is located within one-quarter mile of the project planning area.
As a residential project, it will not likely emit hazardous emissions or materials, that could negatively affect
Kermit King Elementary School. It is undefined at this time if the community garden/farm area would use
agricultural chemicals such as pesticides, however the agricultural area is located farther than one-quarter
mile from the elementary school. Therefore, it is unlikely that the project would result in emitting hazardous
emissions, materials, or substances, that would negatively affect the school, and potential affects can be
determined to be less than significant.

Be located on a site which is included on a

list of hazardous materials sites compiled

pursuant to Government Code Section ] ] ] H
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a

significant hazard to the public or the

environment?

Discussion: A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was conducted on the project site (which
previously included additional acreage), in 2005. This study is provided in Attachment 18. The ESA
includes field surveys to determine if the site has existing or the potential for Recognized Environmental
Conditions (RECs). The study indicates that no RECs were observed on any of the properties proposed with
this project.

In accordance with the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), under Government Code
Section 65962.5(a), none of the properties proposed for this project are listed in the database of hazardous
substance release sites as having record of hazardous materials located there. Therefore, it is unlikely that the
project would result in exposing or creating a hazard to the public or environment.

For a project located within an airport land

use plan or, where such a plan has not been

adopted, within two miles of a public airport ] ] N ]
or public use airport, would the project result

in a safety hazard for people residing or

working in the project area?

Discussion: The proposed project site is not located within the Paso Robles Airport planning area of the Paso
Robles Airport Land Use Plan. Therefore, the project will not likely result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area from airport traffic.

For a project within the vicinity of a private

airstrip, would the project result in a safety ] ] ] N
hazard for people residing or working in the

project area?
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Discussion: There are no private airstrips within the City of Paso Robles city limits, therefore, the project
could not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area from air traffic due to a
private airstrip.

g. Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency ] ] ] B
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

Discussion: The City does not have an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.
Therefore, the project will not impair or interfere with adopted emergency response routes or plans.

h. Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are O O O [ |
adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Discussion: The project site is not located within the vicinity of wildlands, therefore it could not expose
people or structures to risks associated with wildland fires.

|
IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste ] ] N ]
discharge requirements?

Discussion: The proposed project is intended for future residential development, with a limited amount hot
spring spa related uses. The nature of these uses do not typically use or create substances that require water
or wastewater treatment beyond what is required for domestic uses, and would not likely violate water quality
standards.

The project is intended to be designed with stormwater management basins where water quality will be
enhanced through settlement of the suspended particles, filtered and infiltrated through the site using
bioswales along streets and in open spaces. Design of the basins, with the primary basin being Basin #1 - the
existing lake on the east side of the project, will incorporate storm water control measures to meet the
Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements, by incorporating low-impact development features.
This will include structural improvements, including, but not limited to: pervious concrete, gravel reservoirs,
and infiltration trenches, and other “best management” practices. Therefore, with stormwater quality
management features incorporated into the future design of this project, potential water quality impacts will
be reduced to a less than significant level.

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., Would
the production rate of pre-existing nearby ] N ] ]
wells drop to a level which would not
support existing land uses or planned uses
for which permits have been granted)?
Would decreased rainfall infiltration or
groundwater recharge reduce stream
baseflow? (Source: 7)
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Discussion: A Water Supply Evaluation (WSE) was prepared for this project by the hydro-engineering firm,
TODD Groundwater (March, 2016), which is provided in Attachment 17. The WSE estimates the proposed
project-related water demand and available water resources to supply the project in the near- and long-term
horizon, under normal, drought, and sustained drought conditions. The study then evaluates the ability to
serve the projected water needs. The assumptions in the WSE are based on planned the growth scenario
through General Plan build-out as documented in the City’s adopted 2010 Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP), as well as current water supply availability from the City’s water resource allocations of
groundwater, Salinas River underflow, treated recycled water, and water from the Nacimiento Water Project.
The project proponent also has existing rights to use well water from two existing wells within the Salinas
River corridor. These wells provide water to the existing River Oaks golf course, lake, and Spa facility. In
accordance with the City’s adopted well ordinance, the applicant will be permitted to continue the use private
well water for existing uses, as well as land zoned Agricultural, used for agricultural purposes. Well water is
proposed to be used on an interim basis for landscaping in the public right-of-way until such time as recycled
City water becomes available. The project will be plumbed with “purple pipe” for this purpose.

Water demand includes water necessary to serve each home, as well and landscaping in the public right-of-
way, open space areas, lake, and the expanded spa facility. Current total potable water use is 18 acre-feet per
year (AFY), and the total water use, including potable, recycled, private well and geothermal wells is
approximately 363 AFY, see Attachment 19, Table 2.

The 2010 UWMP estimated the potable water demand for the site to be 64 AFY. The potable water demand
estimated for the proposed residential use is estimated to be 105 AFY, with total potable demand (including
the spa, and other community facilities) is estimated to be 132 AFY (which includes unaccounted for water,
i.e. leaks, meter error, etc.). The overall estimated future water use (including all sources) is 498 AFY, see
Table 3 in the WSE. As noted in the conclusions of the WSE, the additional water supply needed for this
project is accounted/planned for in the General Plan.

As demonstrated in Table 14 of the WSE, the report indicates that the City has an adequate potable water
supply to provide a reliable long-term water supply for the project, and as shown in Table 15, it concludes
that the same determination under normal and drought conditions through build-out of the City under the
existing General Plan build-out scenario. Therefore, as demonstrated the proposed project will not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level as a result of
this project. Therefore, the project would result in less than significant impacts to use of water resources.

Additionally, through implementation of post-construction hydromodification low-impact development
features and best practices, the project will be designed to infiltrate all new stormwater runoff on the project
site, and will not result in decreased rainfall infiltration or groundwater recharge that may reduce stream
baseflow. The applicant is not proposing a specific development plan application, therefore general
mitigation measures for future development is appropriate. With incorporation of these measures the
proposed project will result in less than significant impacts to groundwater recharge capacity, with
stormwater management mitigation measures incorporated into the future project design.

HYD-1. Recycled Water. The project shall use recycled water when it becomes available for
landscape irrigation and agricultural purposes.

HYD-2. Well Metering. All on- and off-site wells permitted for use with this project shall have
well meters installed per Public Works standards prior to recordation of the first subdivision map.

Substantially alter the existing drainage

pattern of the site or area, including through

the alteration of the course of a stream or ] N ] ]
river, in a manner which would result in

substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-

site? (Source: 10)
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Discussion:  The historic stormwater runoff of the site flows from the western side of the property to the
Salinas River. The proposed preliminary drainage design will include implementation of onsite decentralized
drainage basins, (including use of the existing lake), to will maintain the overall historic drainage pattern and
maintain post-construction hydromodification on the project site. All stormwater control measures will be in
compliance with the Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements. Additionally, the project would
not alter the course of any stream or river on the site, since neither features exists on the site, and storm water
runoff will not add to or exacerbate historic flows to the Salinas River with implementation of the proposed
site drainage features. Therefore, with implementation of mitigation measure HDY-3 and HYD-4, the project
will be mitigated to a less than significant level.

HYD-3. Low-impact development.

Incorporate all storm water control measures to meet the Regional Water Quality Control Board
requirements by incorporating low-impact development features into the future project design.

HYD-4. Post-Construction Hydromodification.

Incorporate all storm water control measures to manage potential post-construction
hydromodification per the Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements into the future
project design.

Substantially alter the existing drainage

pattern of the site or area, including through

the alteration of the course of a stream or

river, or substantially increase the rate or O
amount of surface runoff in a manner which

would result in flooding on- or off-site?

(Source: 10)

Discussion: See IX b. and c. above. With implementation of HYD-3 and HYD-4 above, the project could
not result in flooding on- or off-site since it would not increase or modify historic drainage flows, therefore,
potential impacts from this project that would substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site, would be less than
significant.

Create or contribute runoff water which

would exceed the capacity of existing or

planned stormwater drainage systems or O
provide substantial additional sources of

polluted runoff? (Source: 10)

N [] []

Discussion: See IX b. and c. above. With implementation of HYD-3 and HYD-4 above, the project could
not result in creating or contributing runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, potential
impacts to the existing and/or planned stormwater drainage systems and water quality would be less than
significant.

Otherwise substantially degrade water ] ] N ]
quality?

Discussion: The proposed project does not propose land uses or other activities that could otherwise
substantially degrade water quality, therefore, potential impacts from this project on water quality would be
less than significant. As noted in IX b. and c. above, site drainage will be managed onsite.
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g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard ] ] ] N
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map?

Discussion: In accordance with the City’s General Plan Safety Element, Flood Hazard Maps, the future
development area of the project site is not within or near a 100-year flood hazard area. Therefore, the
proposed project could not result in impacts by placing housing within a 100-year flood hazard area.

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect [ [ [ |
flood flows?

Discussion: See IX g. above. The proposed project could not result in impacts by structures that would
impede or redirect flood flow within a 100-year flood hazard area.

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

Discussion: See 1X g. above. Additionally, in accordance with the General Plan Safety Element, the project
does not include structures that would be within the dam inundation flood hazard zone.

j. Inundation by mudflow? O O L] ]

Discussion: See 1X g. above. Additionally, in accordance with the General Plan Safety Element, the project
does not include structures that would be within an area subject mudflow.

k. Conflict with any Best Management
Practices found within the City’s Storm O O O |
Water Management Plan?

Discussion: As noted in 1X b. above, the project will incorporate BMPs for stormwater management which
are consistent with the City’s Stormwater Management Plan, and in compliance with requirements of the
Regional Water Quality Control Board.

I.  Substantially decrease or degrade watershed
storage of runoff, wetlands, riparian areas, O O O [ |
aquatic habitat, or associated buffer zones?

Discussion: As noted in IX a. b. & c. above, the project will incorporate low-impact development features to
maintain stormwater on the project site. New stormwater runoff will therefore not impact watershed storage,
wetland, riparian areas, aquatic habitat or buffer zones.

|
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] N

Discussion: The proposed project would expand existing neighborhoods located to the south the of project
site, and would not physically divide an established community.

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, ] ] ] B
policy, or regulation of an agency with
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jurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

Discussion: The proposed project scope includes amendments to the General Plan Land Use Plan and
applicable zoning, to change the majority of the site from Agriculture to Single-Family Residential. The
project also includes an amendment to the Borkey Area Specific Plan to provide for increased density of the
property. These amendments will be internally consistent, and consistent with the General Plan and Zoning
Code. The future project is intended to be consistent with surrounding land uses.

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community O O O |
conservation plan?

Discussion: There are no habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans that are applicable
within the City of Paso Robles, therefore, the project could not conflict with these types of plans.

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
X1. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to ] ] ] N
the region and the residents of the state?
(Source: 1)

Discussion: There are no known mineral resources located within the project area.

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site ] ] ] N
delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan? (Source: 1)

Discussion: See Xl a. above.

|
XI1. NOISE: Would the project result in:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise O | [ [
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies? (Source: 1)

Discussion:

Noise is generally defined as unwanted or objectionable sound. Noise levels are measured on a logarithmic
scale because of the physical characteristics of sound transmission and reception. Noise energy is typically
reported in units of decibels (dB). The duration of noise and the time of day at which it occurs are important
factors in determining the impact on communities. Noise is more disturbing at night and noise indices have
been developed to account for the time of day and duration of noise generation. The Community Noise
Equivalent (CNEL) and Day Night Average Level (DNL or Ldn) are such indices. According to the Paso
Robles General Plan Noise Element, noise exposure thresholds are as provided in the table below.
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Implementation of this expansion project would result in additional vehicle traffic on area roadways,
increasing the ambient noise along those corridors, and would increase the number of residences exposed to
noise in the planning area. In reviewing the General Plan Noise Element existing and future roadway and
railroad noise contour figures (see Attachment 18, Figures N-2a and N-3a), demonstrate that due to the
location of the property the noise from the highway or the railroad line would not exceed the thresholds
established for residential development (as indicated in the table above). Additionally, construction methods
also help attenuate noise through glazing and insulation materials. Therefore, potential impacts from
highway and railroad noise would be less than significant on future development of this project.

Construction activity would result in localized noise within the planning area which may temporarily exceed
standards. Noise sensitive land uses generally include: residential development; schools; health care services;
and convalescent homes, churches, libraries and museums, and hotels. There are existing residences and an
elementary school located adjacent to and/or near the project site which, as sensitive land uses, would be
exposed to construction-related noise. Construction of this project would be phased. Construction-related
noise typically occurs intermittently, and varies depending upon the nature or phase of construction (e.g., land
clearing, grading, excavation, and paving). Noise generated by construction equipment including earth
movers, material handlers, and portable generators, can reach high levels. Although noise ranges are generally
similar for all construction phases, the initial site preparation phase tends to involve the most heavy-duty
equipment, having a higher noise-generation potential. Noise levels associated with individual construction
equipment is summarized in the table below. As depicted, noise levels generated by individual construction
equipment typically range from approximately 74 dBA to 89 DBA Lmax at 50 feet (FTA 2006). Construction
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activities occurring during the more noise-sensitive nighttime hours would be of particular concern given the
potential for increased levels of annoyance. However, construction noise is typically short-term in duration,
and the project will include mitigation measures to limit hours and days of construction to reduce exposure of
noise to sensitive land uses. Mitigations including the following measures:

N-1: Construction Hours. Unless otherwise provided for in a validly issued permit or approval,
noise-generating construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7:00am and 7:00pm.
Noise-generating construction activities shall not occur on Sundays or City holidays.

N-2: Construction Equipment Noise. Construction equipment shall be properly maintained and
equipped with noise-reduction intake and exhausted mufflers and engine shrouds, in accordance
with manufacturers’ recommendations. Equipment engine shrouds should be closed during
equipment operation.

With the mitigation measures identified, construction activities would be limited to the daytime hours. The
proper maintenance of construction equipment and use of mufflers would reduce equipment noise levels by
approximately 10 dB. With these mitigation measures this impact is considered less than significant.

Table 9

Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels
Eaupmen o W bamtarn '

A Compressor 81

Backhoe 80

| Compactor 82

Concrete Mixer 85

Concrete Vibrator 74

Cranc, Mabile B3

Dozer Bs

Generator a1

Grader BS

Impact Wrench as

Jock H;\-'r'fnlar Be

Loader ) 85

Truck 88

Faver a9

Praumatic Tool ) as

Roller T 74

Sow B 76

Sources: FTA 2006 T

Additionally, the adopted General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), identified cumulative
development and construction-related noise impacts as Class I, potentially significant and unavoidable, and
adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations to accept future development consistent with the General
Plan.

Exposure of persons to or generation of 0 0 0
excessive  groundborne  vibration  or |
groundborne noise levels?

Discussion: Increases in groundborne vibration levels attributable to the proposed project would be primarily
associated with short-term construction-related activities. Construction activities associated with the proposed
project would likely require the use of various off-road equipment, such as tractors, concrete mixers, and haul
trucks. The use of major groundborne vibration-generating construction equipment, such as pile drivers, is not
anticipated to be required for this project. Groundborne vibration levels associated with this project by
construction equipment would not be anticipated to exceed City standards. As a result, this impact would be
considered less than significant.
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c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient 0 O O
noise levels in the project vicinity above [ |
levels existing without the project?

Discussion: See XII a. above.

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase O O
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

Discussion: See XII b. above.

e. Foraproject located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the project ] ] [ | ]
expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?
(Sources: 1, 4)

Discussion: The proposed project site is located just over one (1) mile from the Paso Robles Airport Land
Use Plan planning area boundary, and therefore, would not expose people residing in the project area in the
future to airport-related noise that would be excessive. Additionally, all property within the City limits are
subject to a citywide avigation easement which acknowledges that residential development may be exposed
to a limited amount of airport-related noise at times. Therefore, potential exposure to airport-related noise for
this project would be less than significant.

|
XI1Il. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project:

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

N ]

Discussion: The proposed project which includes construction of 271 homes, is anticipated to result in a
population increase of approximately 721 people (e.g. 2.66 persons per household). The project is consistent
with the City’s General Plan build-out scenario of 44,000 people, and represents less than 2 percent growth
(0.016) for residential development, which is planned to occur in several phases over the next decade. The
extension of infrastructure proposed to serve this project includes utilities and roads, and represent an orderly
development pattern connecting the project area to existing City neighborhoods and services.

The adjacent vacant property to the north of the project site is zoned Agriculture, and is privately owned.
This property was recently planted in vineyards. The vacant property to the east of the site is owned by
Cuesta College and is zoned for Public Facilities. It is intended for future development of the college.
Neither property is planned for future residential development in the General Plan designation. If future
development were proposed for either of these two properties, they would require General Plan, Zoning and
Specific Plan amendments to expand the City’s population growth and build-out scenario, and the capacity
serve them. This would be a significant deterrent from future development, thereby reducing the potential for
the currently proposed project to induce substantial growth beyond what is already planned for in the General
Plan. Therefore, given the proposed growth and limited capacity to expand the City’s build-out planned in
the General Plan, the project would not likely induce substantial growth in the area, or extension of major
infrastructure.
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b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 0 O O
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion: The subject site does not currently have any existing housing located on it, therefore, the project
could not displace housing. Thus, the project could not result in an impact on housing displacement.

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, 0 0 0
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Discussion: See XIlII b. above.

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

a. Fire protection? (Sources: 1,10) ] ] N ]

Discussion: The Paso Robles Emergency Services (EMS) Department reviewed the project for consistency
with access standards, and considered the City’s ability to serve the project. The EMS Department is satisfied
with the conceptual site layout and access for emergency services. Since this application does not include
development plans, specific details on emergency access will be closely reviewed by EMS when those plans
are submitted.

According to the Fire Chief, Ken Johnson, the City has adequate capacity to serve this project, and the project
would not result in the need to construct new facilities. Payment of development impact fees and future
annexation to the City’s Community Facilities District (CFD) will ensure the City has adequate resources to
provide emergency services and be in compliance with the City’s General Plan Safety Element policies.
Therefore, implementation of future project conditions of approval which require payment of development
impact fees and annexation to the CFD, for emergencies services and facilities would reduce the potential
impact of this development to a less than significant level.

b. Police protection? (Sources: 1,10) ] ] N ]

Discussion: In accordance with the City’s General Plan and impact fee program, payment of development
impact fees and annexation to the City’s CFD, adequately mitigates impacts from development and ensures
the City has adequate resources to provide police protection for new development. Therefore, future payment
of development impact fees and participation in the CFD would reduce potential impacts to police services to
a less than significant level.

c. Schools? ] L] ] []

Discussion: According to Government Code 65995(h), and consistent with the City’s General Plan EIR, the
payment of school fees charged with building permits mitigates school impacts, and potential impacts would
be determined to be less than significant. Additionally, according to the Paso Robles Unified School District,
Kermit King Elementary School has adequate capacity to accommodate new students that may be generated
by future development.
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d. Parks? L] [] [ ] [

Discussion: The proposed project is consistent with the projected build-out scenario of the General Plan,
which includes projected demand for construction and improvements of park facilities (i.e. 7 acres per 1,000
population). The project will not require construction of new park facilities to accommodate the recreational
needs of the proposed development.

The City has provided several new park facilities in recent years, including the new Uptown Park in the north
end of the City. Additionally, the City and County established a Salinas River Trail Master Plan, which
provides for a multi-purpose trail system along the river corridor. The City has improved over two miles of
recreational river trail facilities. The Salinas River Trail Master Plan includes future trail improvements
adjacent to the proposed project on the applicants’ property. The project will be conditioned to dedicate land
to extend this segment of the trail for the City, consistent with the Salinas River Trail Master Plan to continue
trail improvements in the future. See Section XVI (f), for transportation-related trail mitigation measure, TR-
3.

The proposed project includes a significant amount of open space area for passive park uses, onsite multi-
purpose trails, and bike lanes. The project also includes expanding recreational facilities at the existing spa
with pools, tennis courts and other amenities. The applicant will also be required to pay future development
impact fees. With the proposed recreational improvements, existing City recreational amenities available,
and future payment of development impact fees, potential impacts from development of this project would be
less than significant level.

e. Other public facilities? (Sources: 1,10) ] ] ] N

Discussion: No other public facilities impacts have been identified that would result from this project.

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
XV. RECREATION

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

Discussion: As noted in XIV d. Future residents would use City recreational facilities, however, the project
incorporates substantial recreational amenities that would reduce the potential impact of residents using City
facilities to the extent that they would result in physical deterioration. In addition, the applicant will be
required to pay development impact fees to offset the incremental impacts of the proposed development to a
less than significant extent.

b. Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which [] [] [ []
might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?
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Discussion: See XV a. above. The project would not result in adverse physical effect on the environment.

|
XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the project:

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance
or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including mass ] N ] ]
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Discussion: The proposed project circulation plan is consistent with the City’s General Plan Circulation
Element, goals, policies and actions. The project incorporates a well-connected multi-modal street network
and circulation plan. The primary access for the project is from an extension of Clubhouse Drive. The
“active adult” neighborhood is proposed to be developed on relatively flat land, and provides a grid-style
street network. The larger lot area on the east side of the project has significant topography, however, the
streets are proposed to connect to the existing neighborhood to the south, the proposed open space areas,
incorporates several internally connected streets, and provides a second access to Buena Vista Drive. The
circulation plan also includes several intersection traffic circles. The project includes two transit stops,
however specific locations will be determined when the applicant submits applications for development.

The proposed circulation plan is not consistent with the Circulation Element, Circulation Master Plan Map.
The Master Plan Map includes a connection of Dry Creek Road through the project site connecting to North
River Road. Due to the topographic constraints of the property and the feasibility of this road connection
through other properties in the County, the applicant has requested, as part of the General Plan amendment to
eliminate this road connection. The traffic study demonstrates that since this road would carry a minimal
volume of traffic, that elimination of the road connection would not result in significant traffic impacts on the
surrounding circulation network. Therefore, with this amendment to the Master Plan, impacts from this
component of the project would be less than significant.

A Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared for this project to determine if future development of
the project would conflict with measures of performance of the City circulation system (see Attachment 19).
Traffic counts were collected for weekday AM and PM peak hour conditions at the study intersections in May
2014 and October 2015, when schools were in session.

The following intersections were evaluated during the weekday morning (7-9 AM) and evening (4-6 PM)
time periods:

(1) North River Road/River Oaks Drive;

(2) Buena Vista Drive/River Oaks Drive;

(3) State Route 46 E/Buena Vista Drive (Caltrans intersection); and
(4) State Route 46 E/Golden Hill Road (Caltrans intersection).

The study intersections were evaluated under the following analysis scenarios:
(1) Existing Conditions - reflects recently collected traffic counts and the existing transportation network;
(2) Existing Plus Project Conditions - adds project generated traffic to Existing Conditions volumes;
(3) Near Term Conditions - adds approved and pending projects in the study area to Existing Conditions
volumes;
(4) Near Term Plus Project Conditions - adds project traffic to Near Term Conditions volumes;
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(5) Cumulative Conditions - reflects future traffic conditions developed using the City’s Travel Demand
Model;
(6) Cumulative Plus Project Conditions - adds project traffic to Cumulative Conditions volumes.

The study concludes that existing conditions for all study intersections operate at a Level of Service (LOS) of
“C” or better during weekday peak hours. Queue lengths for existing conditions for study intersections
operate acceptably. The study analyzes the “existing plus project conditions”, which includes trip generation,
trip distribution and assignment, and a deficiency analysis of roadways and intersections, for vehicles,
bicycles, pedestrians, transit and onsite circulation. The project is expected to generate 2,128 trips per day
(160 AM peak hour, and 207 PM peak hour), as noted in Table 5 from the TIA below.

The directions of approach and departure for project trips were estimated using the City’s Travel Demand
Model, existing trip patterns, and the locations of complementary land uses. Project trips were assigned to
individual intersections based on the trip distribution percentages, and were then added to the existing traffic
volumes to establish Existing Plus Project Conditions. The report concludes that all of the study intersections
operate acceptably at LOS “C” or better with the addition of project traffic. It also indicates that there would
be no queuing deficiencies with existing plus project traffic. See Tables 6 and 7 from the TIA below.
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The study indicates that additional improvements for bicycles on Clubhouse Drive and Buena Vista Drive are
necessary to ensure deficiencies would not occur, and that the project is consistent with the City’s Bike
Master Plan. In accordance with the proposed Site Master Plan, bike lanes are proposed to be included on
those streets. The project indicates proposed pedestrian connections throughout the site, however the study
provides specifications to ensure this, and that there would be direct connections to transit and Cuesta
College.

The study indicates that the plan provides for planning-level (conceptual) designs for bike, pedestrian and
internal site circulation but that further review of all street networks, sidewalks, bike lanes, multi-purpose
paths, roundabouts, etc. will be conducted to ensure compliance with City standards when final designs for
the project are reviewed.

The traffic study evaluates “Near Term Traffic Conditions”, which includes traffic from the existing
conditions, the proposed project, and approved and pending development applications (list provided on page
17 of the TIA, Appendix 19), that will be completed in the near future that would affect traffic operations.
The study indicates that the level of service at all study intersections and queuing would remain at LOS “C”
or better, and that queuing would be acceptable.
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The TIA also analyzed “Cumulative Traffic Conditions”, which reflect future traffic volumes and planned
roadway improvements and “Cumulative Plus Project” conditions. The Cumulative conditions analysis
reflects planned roadway capacity expansions identified in the City’s Circulation Element. While numerous
capacity expansions are planned in the vicinity of the project, including widening State Route 46 east of
Airport Road and the Airport Road Extension among others, no improvements are planned at the four study
intersections. Therefore, the study intersection lane configurations have not been changed from Existing
conditions.

The City’s Travel Demand Model was developed to forecast future travel patterns in the City. The Model
incorporates future improvements identified in the Circulation Element and projected land uses both locally
and regionally to output future year traffic forecasts. The Model was applied to develop Cumulative forecasts
using the difference method, where the model’s projected growth of future year volumes over base year
volumes was added to the recently collected traffic counts. Project traffic was added to Cumulative conditions
volumes to yield Cumulative Plus Project conditions. The cumulative conditions analysis indicates that the
intersection of SR46E and Golden Hill Road is expected to operate at LOS D and E at AM and PM peak
hours, both with and without the project. There are also some projected queuing deficiencies in the
cumulative scenario, as noted in the following Tables 10 and 11.
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Mitigation measures are proposed to reduce the proportional share of the projects cumulative impacts to
deficient intersections and vehicles queuing delays.

TR-1 State Route 46/Buena Vista Drive

Add a second eastbound left-turn lane. This maintains LOS C conditions during the AM/PM
peaks. Queue lengths would be reduced to acceptable levels with the second left-turn lane. This
project is included in the City’s Traffic Impact Fee program; funding from cumulative projects
will be used to ensure that this improvement is implemented. The timing for this improvement
depends on growth in the area, particularly increases in staffing and enrollment at Cuesta College
North. Payment of the City’s impact fees would address these deficiencies.

MM TR-2

TR-2 State Route 46/Golden Hill Road:

Improve the North River Road/River Oaks Drive intersection with safety improvements, including
but not limited to, traffic calming features, enhanced “line-of-sight” visibility, stormwater
management, and landscape enhancements, as part of parallel route improvements. This is
consistent with the Caltrans SR 46 Corridor System Management Plan, which notes that Golden
Hill Road remains a low-priority for location improvement and that local road improvements are a
high priority within the corridor. The City’s Traffic Impact Fee program funds improvements to
parallel local routes. The City has developed plans to improve the intersection of North River
Road/River Oaks Drive to reduce delay for the predominant vehicle flows at this intersection. The
applicant shall construct improvements at this intersection prior to issuance of the 90th sfr
building permit.

With mitigation measures implemented to reduce the projects’ impacts under cumulative conditions, and with

other improvements proposed with the project, the project would not conflict with the City’s Circulation
Element of the General Plan and potential impacts would be less than significant.
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Conflict with an applicable congestion

management program, including but not

limited to_a level of service standards and

travel demand measures, or other standards O [ | O O
established by the county congestion

management agency for designated roads or

highways?

Discussion: As noted in XVI a. above, the project would result in cumulative impacts that could affect
congestion and the level of service at Buena Vista and Golden Hill Roads at SR 46E. However, with
mitigation measures implemented the project would be consistent with applicable congestion management
programs and standards.

Result in a change in air traffic patterns,

including either an increase in traffic levels ] ] ] |
or a change in location that results in

substantial safety risks?

Discussion: The proposed project area is not within the Paso Robles airport influence area, or included
within the Paso Robles Airport Land Use Plan. Therefore, it is unlikely that the proposed project could result
in changes to air traffic patterns or pose air traffic related safety risks.

Substantially increase hazards due to a

design feature (e.g., sharp curves or ] ] ] N
dangerous intersections) or incompatible

uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Discussion: The proposed project is an extension of an existing residential neighborhood. The traffic study
did not identify any traffic related hazards or incompatible traffic-related uses. The project circulation system
is not proposed to be connected to the agriculturally zoned property to the north, which reduces the potential
to conflict between agricultural and residential land uses.

The project mitigation includes improving an existing intersection that has traffic conflicts to increase safety
and improve the parallel route system, which will be a benefit to the community. Therefore, the project will
not result in hazards due to design features or incompatible land uses.

Result in inadequate emergency access? ] ] N ]

Discussion: The proposed project has adequate emergency access through connection to Buena Vista Drive
and SR 46E and North River Road via River Oaks Drive. The neighborhoods are planned to have two (2) or
more points of access, which satisfies emergency service requirements.

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or

programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or ] N ] ]
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease

the performance or safety of such facilities?

Discussion:  The project incorporates active multi-modal transportation facilities within the project,
including, bike lanes, sidewalks, multi-purpose pathways, trails, and transit stops. However, the project is not
consistent with the City’s Circulation Element and Bicycle Master Plan regarding planned bicycle facilities,
or with the Salinas River Trail Master Plan regarding multi-purpose trail planning. To be consistent, and not
conflict with adopted policies and plans in the Circulation Element and Bicycle Master Plan, bicycle facilities
(“Class 11" bike lane improvements) and sidewalks would need to be extended on Buena Vista Drive,
connecting the east entrance of the project site to the existing bike lanes on Buena Vista Drive that end at the
City limits. This would facilitate bike and pedestrian connections to Cuesta College and commercial uses in
the vicinity.
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Additionally, the bike plan includes future bike lane improvements on River Road from the intersection of
River Oaks Drive and River Road, north to the City limits. Improvements necessary for consistency include
either a “Class 1” bike lane (or multi-purpose pathway) along the river corridor adjacent to River Road.

Specific policies related to bicycle facility improvements that apply to this project in the City’s Circulation
Element include:

POLICY CE-1A: Circulation Master Plan. Revise/update the City’s Circulation Master Plan to address the
mobility needs of all users of the streets, roads and highways including bicyclists, children, persons with
disabilities, motorists, movers of commercial goods, pedestrians, users of public transportation, and seniors as
follows:

d. Establish safe pedestrian and bicycle paths, for children and their parents to schools and
other major destinations such as downtown, retail and job centers;

Action Item 2. Set conditions of approval of development applications to provide access for all modes
of travel and to make appropriate improvements to the transportation system serving subject sites
including frontage improvements and all improvements needed to mitigate transportation impacts.

Action Item 16. View all transportation improvements, new or retrofit, as opportunities to improve
safety, access, and mobility for all travelers and recognize bicycle, pedestrian, and transit modes as
integral elements of the transportation system.

Action tem 19. Transportation improvements shall improve accessibility and promote physical activity.

POLICY CE-1B: Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). The City shall strive to reduce VMT generated
per household per weekday by making efficient use of existing transportation facilities and by providing
direct routes for pedestrians and bicyclists through the implementation of sustainable planning principles.

Action Item 2. Develop well connected routes for bicycles throughout the City in accordance with the
most current council adopted Bike Master Plan.

POLICY CE-1F: Pedestrian and Bicycle Access. Provide safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle
access to all areas of the city.

Action Item 3. Provide safe and convenient pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle access to the Cuesta College
North County Campus, through the following means:

e Incorporate access to and from the campus in City circulation, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
planning.

e Implement appropriate signage and vehicle speed controls to ensure safety to pedestrians in the
vicinity of the campus.

e Encourage distribution of trip reduction information, including transit and ridesharing
information, to Cuesta College students, faculty, and staff.

e Work with Caltrans and SLOCOG to construct bicycle-pedestrian under-crossings of State
Route 46E per the adopted BMP and the Caltrans Corridor Study.

The City’s Bicycle Master Plan identifies specific policies that apply to this project, as follows:

e The City shall provide safe bicycle routes between major destinations such as, commercial areas
for shopping, entertainment and services, and employment centers, neighborhoods, schools and
parks - consistent with this plan and the City’s Circulation Element.

e The City shall create bicycle facilities that are focused on the scenic qualities of Paso Robles such
as the Salinas River.

e The City shall design new and rehabilitated streets consistent with the “Complete Streets”
program of the City’s General Plan Circulation Element, addressing a variety of transportation
needs including vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian.
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e The City shall develop an integrated multi-modal public transportation system that has an
emphasis on the ability to use bicycles as a viable means for commuting so that commuters are
not reliant on use of automobiles.

The City’s Bicycle Master Plan Map 2, identifies future bike lanes along Buena Vista Road and River Road.

The regional Salinas River Trail Master adopted by the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments in 2015,
and formally endorsed by the Paso Robles City Council, (November 19, 2013), also identifies a future
alignment of a multi-use trail system along the project frontage within the Salinas River Corridor. This plan
was adopted after the City’s Bicycle Master Plan. Since the trail plan integrates multiple user groups,
including pedestrians and bicycle, it would be appropriate to implement a multi-use trail within the river
corridor, then to provide additional bike lane improvements on River Road, as shown below.

Salinas River Trail improvement specifications are noted below for the various types of trails applicable to
the proposed project (1B & 3A).
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With implementation of mitigations measures T-3 and T-4 below, the project would not conflict adopted
policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, and potential policy
conflict impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. These facilities will be designed for public
safety and comply with all applicable codes and standards, and will therefore, not decrease the performance
or safety of these facilities.

TR-3 Buena Vista Drive. Buena Vista Drive shall be widened and improved to accommodate
“Class 2” bike lane improvements on both sides of the street, extending from the project entrance on
Buena Vista Drive south to the City boundary. The improvements will be installed concurrently
with the connection of street improvements to Buena Vista Drive.

TR-4 River Trail. The applicant shall dedicate a 25-foot wide easement to the City along the
Salinas River corridor west of River Road (the precise alignment to be determined upon
implementation of this mitigation measure based upon suitability, such as terrain, vegetation and
other constraints) to accommodate a public multi-use trail within the river corridor, consistent with
the Salinas River Trail Master Plan. The applicant shall construct said trail improvements, and may
enter into a reimbursement agreement for AB 1600 Park and Recreation Impact Fees. Said trail
improvements shall be constructed prior to issuance construction permits for the 144th residential
unit of the project development.
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____________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project:

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements 0 0 0
of the applicable Regional Water Quality [ |
Control Board?

Discussion: The project will comply with all applicable wastewater treatment requirements as required by the
City, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the State Water Board. Therefore, there will be less than
significant impacts resulting from wastewater treatment from this project.

b. Require or result in the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the O O | O
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Discussion: Discussion: Per the City’s General Plan EIR, Urban Water Management Plan, and Sewer System
Management Plan (SSMP), the City’s water and wastewater treatment facilities are adequately sized,
including new and planned facility upgrades, to provide water needed for this project and to treat resulting
effluent. The applicant will be required to pay for utility connections and associated improvements, as well
as development impact fees. Therefore, this project will not result in the need to construct new facilities.

c. Require or result in the construction of new
storm water drainage facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of O O | O
which could cause significant environmental
effects?

Discussion: Discussion: All new stormwater resulting from this project will be managed on the project site,
and will not enter existing storm water drainage facilities or require expansion of new drainage facilities.
Therefore, the project will not impact the City’s storm water drainage facilities.

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing entitlements ] ] N ]
and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

Discussion: As noted in section 1X on Hydrology, the project can be served with existing water resources
available and will not require expansion of new water resource entitlements.

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate capacity ] ] B ]
to serve the projects projected demand in
addition to the providers existing
commitments?

Discussion: Per the City’s SSMP, the City’s newly upgraded wastewater treatment facility has adequate
capacity to serve this project as well as with existing water service commitments.

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

48

Resolution No. 16-027 Page 53 of 601



Discussion: Per the City’s Landfill Master Plan, the City’s landfill has adequate capacity to accommodate
construction-related and operational solid waste disposal for this project.

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

Discussion: The project will comply with all federal, state, and local solid waste regulations.

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
XVII. 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 ] ] N ]
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: As noted within this environmental analysis, the proposed amendments are intended to allow for
future development of a residential Master Plan. Development of the Master Plan may result in potentially
significant environmental impacts to biological resources. As provided for the analysis on biological
resources, mitigation measures are proposed to be incorporated to address impacts related to biological
resources as a result of future development of the property. With implementation of these mitigation
measures, potential impacts to habitat for wildlife species, and impacts to plants and animals will be reduced
to a less than significant level. Therefore, the project will not 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.

Additionally, as noted in the analysis, a Cultural Resource Study was prepared for the site, and no significant
cultural resources were identified on the property. Therefore, future development of the property would not
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.

b. Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable™
means that the incremental effects of a ] ] B ]
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: The environmental analysis prepared for this project indicates in the Traffic Impact Analysis that
future development of the project site could result in cumulative impacts at two intersections, SR46E and
Golden Hill Road, and SR46E and Buena Vista Drive. The cumulative conditions analysis indicates that the
intersection of SR46E and Golden Hill Road is expected to operate at LOS D and E at AM and PM peak
hours, both with and without the project. Mitigation measures are proposed to reduce the proportional share
of the projects cumulative impacts to deficient intersections and vehicles queuing delays. With these
mitigation measures incorporated cumulatively considerable impacts will be reduced to less than significant
levels.
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Does the project have environmental effects

which will cause substantial adverse effects ] ] | ]
on human beings, either directly or

indirectly?

Discussion: With mitigation measures applied as noted in analysis topics on: aesthetics; biological resources;
greenhouse gas emissions; agricultural resources; cultural resources; public resources; utilities; air quality;
hydrology; and noise, the project will not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly.
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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 (¢)(3)(D).

Earlier Documents that may have been used in this Analysis and Background /
Explanatory Materials

Reference #

1

10

11

12

13

14

Document Title

City of Paso Robles General Plan

City of Paso Robles Zoning Code

City of Paso Robles Environmental Impact Report for General
Plan Update

2005 Airport Land Use Plan
City of Paso Robles Municipal Code
City of Paso Robles Water Master Plan
City of Paso Robles Urban Water Management Plan 2005
City of Paso Robles Sewer Master Plan
City of Paso Robles Housing Element

City of Paso Robles Standard Conditions of
Approval for New Development

San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District

Guidelines for Impact Thresholds

San Luis Obispo County — Land Use Element

USDA, Soils Conservation Service,
Soil Survey of San Luis Obispo County,
Paso Robles Area, 1983
Bike Master Plan, 2009
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Available for Review at:

City of Paso Robles Community
Development Department
1000 Spring Street
Paso Robles, CA 93446
Same as above

Same as above

Same as above
Same as above
Same as above
Same as above
Same as above
Same as above
Same as above
APCD
3433 Roberto Court
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
San Luis Obispo County
Department of Planning
County Government Center

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408

Soil Conservation Offices
Paso Robles, Ca 93446

City of Paso Robles Community
Development Department
1000 Spring Street
Paso Robles, CA 93446



Attachments:

1 — Project Location Map

2 - General Plan Land Use Map Amendments

3 - General Plan Circulation Master Plan Map Amendment
4 - Zoning Map Amendments

5 - Borkey Area Specific Plan, Subarea A, Map Amendment
6 - Borkey Area Specific Plan, Subarea A, Text Amendments
7 - Site Development Master Plan

8 - Viewpoint Exhibit

9 - Conceptual Development Circulation Master Plan

10 - Land Evaluation and Site Assessment

11 - Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment
12 - Preliminary Biological Assessment

13 - San Joaquin Kit Fox Mitigation Strategy

14 - Cultural Resources Study

15 - Climate Action Plan Checklist

16 - Phase 1 — Environmental Site Assessment

17 - Water Supply Evaluation

18 - General Plan Noise Element Figures N-2a & N-3a

19 - Traffic Impact Assessment
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http://www.prcity.com/government/departments/commdev/planning/pdf/RiverOaks2/index.php

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan

Attachment 13

Project File No./Name: River Oaks Il Expansion — GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and Specific Plan Amendment 13-001

Approving Resolution No.:

by: [] Planning Commission [X]City Council

Date:

The following environmental mitigation measures were either incorporated into the approved plans or were incorporated into the conditions of approval. Each and
every mitigation measure listed below has been found by the approving body indicated above to lessen the level of environmental impact of the project to a level of
non-significance. A completed and signed checklist for each mitigation measure indicates that it has been completed.

Explanation of Headings:

TYPE. e Project, ongoing, cumulative

Monitoring Department or Agency: ........ Department or Agency responsible for monitoring a particular mitigation measure

Shown on Plans: ........cccccceeiiiiiiiiinennenn. When a mitigation measure is shown on the plans, this column will be initialed and dated.
Verified Implementation: ........................ When a mitigation measure has been implemented, this column will be initialed and dated.
RemMarks: .....cccocvvviiiiieiriice e Area for describing status of ongoing mitigation measure, or for other information.

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring s
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and Shown on Verified .
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001 Type Department . Implementation Timing/Remarks
or Agency
Aesthetics
AES-1. .(?‘rading. Future site develo'pment of.the site Project CDbD Apply ;?adigg pleslzsown on Z?gé?g;;i?;ﬁi of
shall utilize landform, contour grading techniques to
reduce the appearance of unnatural, angled slopes to
help graded slopes blend in with the surrounding
landscape. All exposed graded slopes shall be
landscaped to soften the appearance of and
camouflage graded slopes to be compatible with the
surrounding development pattern and landscape.
AG-1. Agricultural Buffer. An agricu!tural buffer (F;rnog]eoci:r:é cbb Apply {\rlgz:etsnz(;s: ssi?gv;{;ns, Recorded 9” th.e
setback from the northern property line of 100 feet grading plans and property title with
and a requirement to plant a dense row of trees and construction recordation of all
a hedgerow to reduce dust along the northern documents subdivision maps
property line, shall be recorded on the property title
with recordation of all subdivision maps.
AG-2. “Right-to-Farm” Notice. A “right-to-farm” notice Project CDD Tract map A “right-to-farm” notice
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Mitigation Measure Monitoring
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and Shown on Verified -
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001 Type Department Plans Implementation Timing/Remarks
or Agency
shall be recorded on the deed of each property within shall be recorded on the
this project area. deed of each property
within this project area.
Air Quality
Project CDD Submit with site | Prior to issuance of

AQ-1. Short-Term Construction-Related Emissions. grading and building | grading permit

e Interior and exterior paints used during plans
project construction shall have a maximum
allowable VOC content of 150 grams per liter;

e Maintain all construction equipment in proper
tune according to manufacturer’s specifications;

e Fuel all off-road and portable diesel powered
equipment with ARB certified motor vehicle
diesel fuel (non-taxed version suitable for use off-
road);

e Use diesel construction equipment meeting
ARB's Tier 2 certified engines or cleaner off-road
heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with the
State off-Road Regulation;

e Use on-road heavy-duty trucks that meet the
ARB’s 2007 or cleaner certification standard for
on-road heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply
with the State On-Road Regulation;

e Construction or trucking companies with fleets
that that do not have engines in their fleet that
meet the engine standards identified in the
above two measures (e.g. captive or NOx
exempt area fleets) may be eligible by proving
alternative compliance;

e Signs shall be posted in the designated queuing

areas and or job sites to remind drivers
and operators, discouraging them from idling for
more than 5 minutes;

e Diesel idling within 1,000 feet of sensitive
receptors shall be discouraged to the extent
feasible;
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Mitigation Measure
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001

Monitoring
Type Department
or Agency

Shown on Verified

Plans Implementation Timing/Remarks

e Staging and queuing areas shall not be located

within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors;

e Electrify equipment when feasible; Substitute
gasoline-powered in place of diesel-powered
equipment, where feasible; and,

e Use alternatively fueled construction equipment
on-site where feasible, such as compressed
natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG),
propane or biodiesel. Further reducing emissions
by expanding use of Tier 3 and Tier 4 off-road
and 2010 on-road compliant engines;

e Repowering equipment with the cleanest

engines available; and

e Installing California Verified Diesel Emission
Control Strategies. These strategies are listed at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm

AQ-2. Dust Control Construction Emissions Project; CDD Submit with site | Prior to issuance of

e Reduce the amount of the disturbed area ongoingt grading and building | grading permit

where possible; plans
° Use water trucks or sprinkler systems in
sufficient quantities to prevent airborne dust
from leaving the site. Water could be applied as
soon as possible whenever wind speeds exceed
15 miles per hour;

o All dirt-stock-pile areas could be sprayed daily as

needed;

e Permanent dust control measures could be
identified in the approved project revegetation
and landscape plans and implemented as soon
as possible following completion of any soil
disturbing activities;

e Exposed ground areas that are planned to be
reworked at dates greater than one month after
initial grading could be sown with a fast-
germinating native grass seed and watered until
vegetation is established;
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Mitigation Measure

Monitoring s
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and Shown on Verified -
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001 Type %erp:g:?]g;t Plans Implementation Timing/Remarks

All  disturbed soil areas not subject to
revegetation could be stabilized using
approved chemical soil binders, jute netting, or
other methods approved in advance by the
APCD;

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

Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles
could not exceed 15 mph on any unpaved
surface at the construction site;

All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other
loose materials could be covered or could
maintain at least two feet of freeboard
(minimum vertical distance between top of
load and top of trailer) in accordance with CVC
Section 23114;

Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and
exit unpaved roads onto streets, and/or rumble
strips for trucks and equipment leaving the site;
Sweep streets at the end of each day if
visible soil material is carried onto adjacent
paved roads. Water sweepers with reclaimed
water could be used where feasible;and
Construction personnel should wear protective
face masks while grading and excavating soils
that contain serpentine soil;

All PM10 mitigation measures required shall
be shown on grading and building plans; and,
The contractor or builder shall designate a
person or persons to monitor the fugitive dust
emissions and enhance the implementation of
the measures as necessary to minimize dust
complaints, reduce shall include holidays and
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Mitigation Measure

Monitoring -
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and Shown on Verified -
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001 Type DEpaitnE Plans Implementation Timing/Remarks
or Agency
weekend periods when work may not be in
progress. The name and telephone number of
such persons shall be provided to the APCD
Compliance Division prior to the start of any
grading, earthwork or demolition.
AQ-3. Mobile Emissions. Project; CDD Submit with site | Prior to issuance of
Mitigation Measure AQ-3, provides measures to on-going grading and building | grading permit
plans

reduce mobile emissions to a less than significant
level. These include implementing at least 18 of the
24 measures identified by the local air district,
provided below:

1. Provide a pedestrian-friendly and
interconnected streetscape to make
walking more convenient, comfortable
and safe (including appropriate
signalization and signage).

2. Provide good access to/from the
development for pedestrians, bicyclists,
and transit users.

3. Incorporate outdoor electrical outlets to
encourage the use of electric appliances and
tools.

4. Provide shade tree planting in parking lots to
reduceevaporative emissions from parked
vehicles. Design should provide 50% tree
coverage within 10 years of construction using
low ROG emitting, low maintenance native
droughtresistant trees.

5. Pave and maintain the roads and parking areas

6. No residential wood burning appliances.
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Mitigation Measure
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001

Type

Monitoring
Department
or Agency

Shown on
Plans

Verified
Implementation

Timing/Remarks

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Incorporate traffic calming modifications to project
roads, such as narrower streets, speed platforms,
bulb---outs and intersection designs that reduce
vehicles speeds and encourage pedestrian and
bicycle travel.

Increase number of connected bicycle routes/lanes
in the vicinity of the project.

Provide easements or land dedications and
construct bikeways and pedestrian walkways.

Link cul-de-sacs and dead-end streets to encourage
pedestrian and bicycle travel to adjacent land uses.

Plant drought tolerant, native shade trees along
southern exposures of buildings to reduce energy
used to cool buildings in summer.

Utilize green building materials (materials which
are resource efficient, recycled, and sustainable)
available locally if possible.

Install high efficiency heating and cooling systems.

Utilize high efficiency gas or solar water heaters.

Utilize built---in energy efficient appliances (i.e.
Energy Star®).

Utilize double---paned windows.
Utilize low energy street lights (i.e. sodium).
Utilize energy efficient interior lighting.

Install door sweeps and weather stripping (if more
efficient doors and windows are not available).
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Mitigation Measure

Monitoring -
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and Shown on Verified -
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001 Type Department Plans Implementation Timing/Remarks
or Agency
20. Install energy---reducing programmable
thermostats.
21. Develop recreational facility (e.g., parks, gym, pool,
etc.) within one---quarter of a mile from site.
22. If the project is located on an established transit
route, provide improved public transit amenities
(i.e., covered transit turnouts, direct pedestrian
access, covered bench, smart signage, route
information displays, lighting etc.).
23. Project provides a display case or kiosk displaying
transportation information in a prominent area
accessible to employees or residents.
24. Provide vanpool, shuttle, mini bus service
(alternative fueled preferred).
. On- CDD Prior to issuance of
AQ-4. Sensitive Receptors. going grading permit

a. Priortoissuance of a grading permit, a permit to operate
shall be obtained from the SLOAPCD for any diesel
emergency back-up generator, 50 hp or greater, that is
included as part of the project plans. If the applicant
decides to add a permit-required generator to the
facility after the occupancy permit, then this mitigation
measure is official notice to the applicant that an APCD
permit is required prior to the installation of the
proposed generator.

b. Prior to any grading activities a geologic evaluation
shall be conducted to determine if NOA is present
within the area that will be disturbed. If NOA is not
present, an exemption request must be filed with
the SLOAPCD. If NOA is found at the site, the
applicant must comply with all requirements outlined
in the Asbestos ATCM.
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Mitigation Measure

Monitoring -
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and Shown on Verified -
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001 Type Department Plans Implementation Timing/Remarks
or Agency
These requirements may include development of an
Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan, which must be approved
by the SLOAPCD prior to construction, and
Development and approval of an Asbestos Health and
Safety Program (potentially required for some
projects).
Biology
Mitigation Measure BR-1. If impacts to wetlands Project; CDD; Annual report Prior to issuance of
would occur as a result of proposed project activities, ongoing | California grading permit
a mitigation, monitoring, and reporting plan should Department
be prepared and approved by the City and other of Fish and
jurisdictional agencies, as appropriate (i.e., California Wildlife, U.S.
Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Army Corps of Army  Corps
Engineers, and the Regional Water Quality Control of Engineers,
Board). Wetland mitigation will increase the areal and the
extent of wetland habitat on site at a two-to-one Regional
ratio (created wetland area to impacted wetland Water
area), or other ratio determined by the permitting Quality
agency. Mitigation implementation and success will Control
be monitored for a minimum of three vyears, Board
depending on the jurisdictional agencies’
requirements.
Mitigation Measure BR-2. Tree canopies and trunks Project CDD; Apply Note on plans Prior to issuance of
within 50 feet of proposed disturbance zones should arborist grading permit
be mapped and numbered by a certified arborist of
qualified biologist and a licensed land surveyor. Data
for each tree should include date, species, number of
stems, diameter at breast height (dbh) of each stem,
critical root zone (CRZ) diameter, canopy diameter,
tree height, health, habitat notes, and nests
observed.
Mitigation Measure BR-3. An oak tree protection Project CDD; Apply Note on plans Prior to issuance of
plan should be prepared by a qualified (City listed) arborist grading permit
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Mitigation Measure

Monitoring s
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and Shown on Verified -
Specific Plar’l Amendment 13,-001 Type DEpaitnE Plans Implementation Timing/Remarks
or Agency
arborist, and approved by the City of Paso Robles.
Mitigation Measure BR-4. Impacts to the oak canopy Project CDD; Apply Note on plans Prior to issuance of
or critical root zone (CRZ) should be avoided where arborist grading permit
practicable. Impacts to oak trees may result from
pruning, ground disturbance within the dripline or
CRZ of the tree (whichever distance is greater), and
damage to tree trunks.
Mitigation Measure BR-5. Impacts to oak trees Project CDD; Apply Note on plans Prior to issuance of
should be assessed by a licensed arborist. Mitigations arborist grading permit
for impacted trees should comply with the City of
Paso Robles tree ordinance.
Mitigation Measure BR-6. I_?eplacement oaks for Project gr?)g}ist Apply Note on plans erlg(rjitr?g;s;uearl;ie of
removed trees must be equivalent to 25% of the
diameter of the removed tree(s). For example, the
replacement requirement for removal of two trees of
15 inches dbh (30 total diameter inches), would be
7.5 inches (30" removed x 0.25 replacement factor).
This requirement could be satisfied by planting five
1.5 inch trees, or three 2.5 inch trees, or any other
combination totaling 7.5 inches. A minimum of two
24 inch box, 1.5 inch trees should be required for
each oak tree removed.
Mitigation Measure BR-7. Replacement trees shall Project CDD; Apply Note on plans Prior to issuance of
be seasonally maintained (browse protection, weed arborist grading permit; annual

reduction and irrigation, as needed) and monitored
annually for at least three years. Replacement trees
should be of local origin, and of the same species as
was impacted or removed.

Migratory non-game native bird species are
protected by international treaty under the Federal
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (50 C.F.R.
Section 10.13). Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513 of
the California Fish and Game Code prohibit take of
all birds and their active nests including raptors and
other migratory non-game birds (as listed under the
Federal MBTA).

report first 3 years
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Mitigation Measure

Monitoring s
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and Shown on Verified A
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001 Type | Department Plans Implementation Timing/Remarks

or Agency

BR-8. Within one week of ground disturbance or Project; CDD; Annual report Prior to issuance of

tree removal/trimming activities, ongoing | California grading permit

if work occurs between March 15 and August 15, Department

nesting bird surveys shall be conducted. To avoid of Fish and

impacts to nesting birds, grading and construction Wildlife, U.S.

activities that affect trees and grasslands should not Army  Corps

be conducted during the breeding season from of Engineers,

March 1 to August 31. If construction activities must and the

be conducted during this period, nesting bird surveys Regional

shall take place within one week of habitat Water

disturbance. If surveys do not locate nesting birds, Quality

construction activities may be conducted. If nesting Control

birds are located, no construction activities shall Board

occur within 100 feet of nests until chicks are
fledged. Construction activities shall observe a 300-
foot buffer for occupied raptor Althouse and Meade,
Inc. — 590.01 Biological Report for River Oaks Il, Paso
Robles, San Luis Obispo County 50 nests. A 500-foot
buffer should be observed from occupied nests of all
special status species. A pre-construction survey
report shall be submitted to the lead agency
immediately upon completion of the survey. The
report will detail appropriate fencing or flagging of
the buffer zone and make recommendations on
additional monitoring requirements. Impacts to
significant wildlife movement corridors are not
anticipated from the proposed project; therefore no
mitigation is recommended. Special status plants
were not found and are not expected to occur in the
Study Area; therefore no mitigation is recommended.

If construction activities are conducted during the
nesting season, from March 15 through August 15,
pre-construction nesting bird surveys will be
conducted (see BR-8). If occupied nests of special
status birds (e.g. Cooper's hawk, sharp-shinned
hawk, golden eagle, burrowing owl, yellow warbler,
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Mitigation Measure

Monitoring

GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and Shown on Verified -
Specific Plar’1 Amendment 13,-001 Type Department Plans Implementation Timing/Remarks
or Agency
white-tailed kite, loggerhead shrike, and least Bell's
vireo) are present, the following additional
mitigation recommendations will be implemented:
BR-9. All occupied nests of special status bird Project; CDD; Annual report Prior to issuance of
species will be mapped using GPS or survey ongoing | California grading permit
equipment. The mapped locations will be placed on a Department
copy of the grading plans with a 500-foot buffer of Fish and
indicated. Work shall not be allowed within the 500- Wildlife, U.S.
foot buffer while the nest is in use. The buffer zone Army  Corps
should be delineated on the ground with orange of Engineers,
construction fencing where it overlaps work areas. and the
Regional
Water
Quality
Control
Board
BR-10. Occupied nests of special status bird species Project; CDD; Annual report Prior to issuance of
that are within 500 feet of project work areas will be ongoing | California grading permit
monitored bi-monthly through the nesting season to Department
document nest success and check for project of Fish and
compliance with buffer zones. Once nests are Wildlife, U.S.
deemed inactive and/or chicks have fledged and are Army  Corps
no longer dependent on the nest, work can of Engineers,
commence. and the
Regional
Water
Quality
Control
Board
BR-11. Grubbing, grading, and other ground Project; CDD; Annual report Prior to issuance of
disturbance activities conducted within 50 feet of ongoing | California grading permit
the Salinas River or the perennial pond will be Department
monitored by a qualified biologist. If pond of Fish and
Wildlife, U.S.
turtles are found in the project areas, they will be Army  Corps
moved to an appropriate safe location on site. The of Engineers,
biological monitor must have appropriate permits for and the
Regional
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Mitigation Measure

Monitoring -
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and Shown on Verified "
Specific Plar’1 Amendment 13,-001 Type Department Plans Implementation Timing/Remarks
or Agency
handling pond turtles. Water
Quality
Spadefoot toads breed in ephemeral pools in the Control
Paso Robles region. They are known to occur in the Board
vicinity of the subject property. Surveys of the
property conducted during the 2006-2007 rainfall
year were not definitive due to the extreme below
normal rainfall, and ephemeral pools did not
adequately fill. Therefore, additional surveys for
spadefoot toad in potential ephemeral pool locations
should be conducted prior to project construction.
BR-12. Prior to development, a survey of any Project; CDD; Annual report Prior to issuance of
ephemeral pools should be conducted within three ongoing | California grading permit
weeks of saturating winter rainfall to determine the Department
presence or absence of spadefoot toad on the of Fish and
property. If spadefoot toad is found, a mitigation Wildlife, U.S.
plan, which may include avoidance, capture, and Army  Corps
relocation, will be developed by a qualified biologist of Engineers,
to reduce project effects on this species to a less than and the
significant level. Regional
Water
Quality
Control
Board
BR-13. Prior to development, a survey of any Project; CDD; Annual report Prior to issuance of
ephemeral pools will be conducted within three ongoing | California grading permit
weeks of saturating winter rainfall to determine the Department
presence or absence of spadefoot toad on the of Fish and
property. If spadefoot toad is found, a mitigation Wildlife, U.S.
plan, which may include avoidance, capture, and Army  Corps
relocation, will be developed by a qualified biologist of Engineers,
to reduce project effects on this species to a less than and the
significant level. Regional
Water
Quality
Control
Board
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Mitigation Measure

Monitoring -
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and Shown on Verifi "
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001 Type Department Planso Imple(ranenetgtion Timing/Remarks
or Agency
BR-13. All construction related activities must Project; CDD; Annual report Prior to issuance of
observe a 100-foot set-back from the Salinas River, ongoing | California grading permit
as measured from the outer edge of riparian Department
canopy. A minimum 50-foot set-back will be of Fish and
observed from the ephemeral drainages and flood Wildlife, U.S.
channels, as measured from the outer edge of Army  Corps
riparian vegetation. of Engineers,
and the
Regional
Water
Quality
Control
Board
BR-14. The project will develop a Stormwater Project; CDD; Annual report Prior to issuance of
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) acceptable to ongoing | California grading permit
the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Department
Appropriate erosion control measures should be of Fish and
implemented at all times in areas that could Wildlife, U.S.
potentially flow into the Salinas River. Erosion control Army  Corps
measures should include, but are not limited to, of Engineers,
effective placement of silt fence, straw waddles, and the
hydroseed applications, and erosion control fabric. Regional
Project planning should strive for temporary and Water
permanent erosion control. Quiality
Control
Board
BR-15. A pre-construction survey will be conducted Project; CDD; Annual report Prior to issuance of
within thirty days of beginning work on the project ongoing | California grading permit
to identify if badgers are using the site. The results of Department
the survey will be sent to the project manager, CDFG, of Fish and
and the City of Paso Robles. If the pre-construction Wildlife, U.S.
survey finds potential badger dens, they should be Army  Corps
inspected to determine whether they are occupied. of Engineers,
The survey should cover the entire property, and and the
should examine both old and new dens. If potential Regional
badger dens are too long to completely inspect from Water
the entrance, a fiber optic scope should be used to Quality
examine the den to the end. Inactive dens may be Control
excavated by hand with a shovel to prevent re-use of Board
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Mitigation Measure

Monitoring -
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and Shown on Verified -
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001 Type %erp:;g?]g;t Plans Implementation Timing/Remarks
dens during construction. If badgers are found in
dens on the property between February and July,
nursing young may be present. To avoid disturbance
and the possibility of direct take of adults and nursing
young, and to prevent badgers from becoming
trapped in burrows during construction activity, no
grading will occur within 100 feet of active badger
dens between February and July. Between July 1 and
February 1 all potential badger dens will be inspected
to determine if badgers are present. During the
winter, badgers do not truly hibernate but are
inactive and asleep in their dens for several days at a
time. Because they can be torpid during the winter,
they are vulnerable to disturbances that may collapse
their dens before they rouse and emerge. Therefore,
surveys should be conducted for badger dens
throughout the year. If badgers are found on the
property from July 1 through February 1, a qualified
biologist may capture badgers and relocate them to
an appropriate location off the property.
BR-16. San Joaquin Kit Fox (SJKF) habitat. San (F;rnoéi(i:r:;; ga?h?c;mia Annual report Z:‘;&?ﬁ;;i?;ﬁe of
Joaquin kit fox could occur in the project area. Future Department
development of the property will result in a net loss of Fish and
of kit fox habitat. The project biologist prepared a wildlife, US.
SIKF habitat evaluation form, which indicates that Armv  Coros
. . o y p

the mitigation ratio for loss of SIKF habitat is a 2:1 .

i i . : of Engineers,
ratio, which requires two acres of habitat to be and the
preserved for every acre of habitat lost to site Regional
disturbance. The proposed mitigation strategy, Water
which is provided in Attachment 13, provides for Quality
purchase of land bank credits through the Palo Prieto Control
Conservation bank or by paying in-lieu fees through Board

the Nature Conservancy. (Fees shall be paid prior to
issuance of permits for ground disturbance/grading.)
This strategy was circulated to the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and CDFW
is satisfied that this is an acceptable mitigation
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Mitigation Measure Monitoring
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and Shown on Verified -
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001 Type DEpaitnE Plans Implementation Timing/Remarks
or Agency
strategy, if the City of Paso Robles, as “Lead Agency”
is satisfied that these measures provide adequate
mitigation
Cultural Resources
Project CDD As needed
CR-1. Human Remains. if human remains are found J
during site disturbance, all grading and/or
construction activities shall stop, and the County
Coroner shall be contacted to investigate.
Hydrology
Project CDD; PW Recorded with track
HYD-1. Recycled Water. The project shall use recycled ) maps
water when it becomes available for landscape
irrigation and agricultural purposes.
Project CDD; PW Recorded with track
HYD-2. Well Metering. All on- and off-site wells ) maps
permitted for use with this project shall have well
meters installed per Public Works standards prior to
recordation of the first subdivision map.
i Project; CDD; PW Apply Plancheck Prior to issuance of
HYD-3. Low-impact development. ongoing Regional grading permits
Incorporate all storm water control measures to Water
meet the Regional Water Quality Control Board Quality
requirements by incorporating low-impact Control
development features into the future project design. Board
. e is Project; CDD; PW; | Apply Plancheck Prior to issuance of
HYD-4. Post-Construction Hydromodification. ongoing Regional grading permits
Incorporate all storm water control measures to Water
manage potential post-construction .
A . . Quality
hydromodification per the Regional Water Quality Control
Control Board requirements into the future project Board
design.
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Mitigation Measure
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001

Monitoring
Type Department
or Agency

Shown on Verified

Plans Implementation Timing/Remarks

Noise

N-1: Construction Hours. Unless otherwise provided Project CDD Notes shown on Prior to issuing grading
for in a validly issued permit or approval, noise- construction permit.

generating construction activities shall be limited to documents.
the hours of 7:00am and 7:00pm. Noise-generating
construction activities shall not occur on Sundays or
City holidays.

N-2: Construction Equipment Noise. Construction Project CDD Notes shown on Prior to issuing grading
equipment shall be properly maintained and construction permit.

equipped with noise-reduction intake and exhausted documents.
mufflers and engine shrouds, in accordance with
manufacturers’ recommendations. Equipment engine
shrouds should be closed during equipment
operation.

Transportation

TR-1 State Route 46/Buena Vista Drive. Add a On- CDD Prior to issuing grading
second eastbound left-turn lane. This maintains LOS going permit.

C conditions during the AM/PM peaks. Queue lengths
would be reduced to acceptable levels with the
second left-turn lane. This project is included in the
City’s Traffic Impact Fee program; funding from
cumulative projects will be used to ensure that this
improvement is implemented. The timing for this
improvement depends on growth in the area,
particularly increases in staffing and enrollment at
Cuesta College North. Payment of the City’s impact
fees would address these deficiencies.

Project CDD Prior to issuance of 91st
TR-2 State Route 46/Golden Hill Road. Improve the sfr building

North River Road/River Oaks Drive intersection with
safety improvements, including but not limited to,
traffic calming features, enhanced “line-of-sight”

Mitigation Monitoring Program — Page 16 of 18
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Mitigation Measure
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001

Type

Monitoring
Department
or Agency

Shown on
Plans

Verified

Implementation Timing/Remarks

visibility, stormwater management, and landscape
enhancements, as part of parallel route
improvements. This is consistent with the Caltrans SR
46 Corridor System Management Plan, which notes
that Golden Hill Road remains a low-priority for
location improvement and that local road
improvements are a high priority within the corridor.
The City’s Traffic Impact Fee program funds
improvements to parallel local routes. The City has
developed plans to improve the intersection of North
River Road/River Oaks Drive to reduce delay for the
predominant vehicle flows at this intersection. The
applicant shall construct improvements at this
intersection prior to issuance of the 90th sfr building
permit.

TR-3 Buena Vista Drive. Buena Vista Drive shall be
widened and improved to accommodate “Class 2” bike
lane improvements on both sides of the street,
extending from the project entrance on Buena Vista
Drive south to the City boundary. The improvements
will be installed concurrently with the connection of
street improvements to Buena Vista Drive.

Project

CDD

The improvements
will  be installed
concurrently  with
the connection of
street

improvements to
Buena Vista Drive.

TR-4 River Trail. The applicant shall dedicate a 25-foot
wide easement to the City along the Salinas River
corridor west of River Road (the precise alighment to be
determined upon implementation of this mitigation
measure based upon suitability, such as terrain,
vegetation and other constraints) to accommodate a
public multi-use trail within the river corridor,
consistent with the Salinas River Trail Master Plan. The
applicant shall construct said trail improvements, and
may enter into a reimbursement agreement for AB
1600 Park and Recreation Impact Fees. Said trail
improvements shall be constructed prior to issuance
construction permits for the 144th residential unit of
the project development.

Project

CDD

Prior to issuance
construction permits for
the 144th residential
unit of the project
development
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Mitigation Measure
GPA 13-002, Rezone 13-001, and
Specific Plan Amendment 13-001

Monitoring
Type Department
or Agency

Shown on Verified

Plans Implementation Timing/Remarks
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Explanation of Headings:

TYPE. e Project, ongoing, cumulative

Monitoring Department or Agency: ........ Department or Agency responsible for monitoring a particular mitigation measure

Shown on Plans: .......cccccviiiiinenee, When a mitigation measure is shown on the plans, this column will be initialed and dated.
Verified Implementation: ........................ When a mitigation measure has been implemented, this column will be initialed and dated.
Remarks: ......cccccoiviiiiiie e Area for describing status of ongoing mitigation measure, or for other information.

Mitigation Monitoring Program — Page 19 of 18
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Attachment 1
Project Location Map
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Attachment 2
General Plan Land Use Map
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Attachment 3
General Plan Circulation Map

B r A I--—-.h
General Plan Circulation Plan Map

Proposed Circulation Plan

1
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Attachment 4
Proposed Zoning Map
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Attachment 5
Borkey Area Specific Plan, Subarea A Map
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.. _ Attachment 6
Borkey Area Specific Plan, Subarea A
Text Amendments

Proposed Text Changes

Chapter 2 - Existing Conditions in Plan Area
e Page lI-1: Revise Subarea A, paragraph 2, last sentence asfollows:

The 113 acres west of the college site are proposed as single family residential (RSF) with the

western most portion being an active adult neighborhood. The northern 117 acres of Subarea A will

remain agriculture.

Chapter 3 — Development Plan for the Borkey Area
e Page IlI-5: Revise Subarea A, paragraph 1, asfollows:

Subarea A is designated to accommodate the completion of the River Oaks Master Plan Community

and accommodate the existing hot springs and spa facility. Anticipated development will include an

active adult neighborhood consistent with “Traditions” and the extension of “The Classics”

conventional residential neighborhoods to the south and emulating both the concepts of “The

Classics” and “Vineyard Estates.” In addition, the existing River Oaks Hot Springs Spa and pavilion is

proposed to be maintained and expanded along the existing lake, and will serve as an amenity

feature for the existing and proposed residences. The northern portion of Subarea A will remain

agriculture, providing a significant transition to the agricultural uses to the north and east.
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* Page lll - 6: Revise Table 3 - 1 for Plan Subarea A as follows:

» Page Ill - 16: Revise A - 1 as follows:

The River Oaks Hot Springs Spa resort, if expanded, shall be developed in accordance with a master
development plan approved by the City. The facility will be improved in its current location with the
potential for expansion along the west side of the lake. The facility will be made available as a private
amenity for exclusive use of River Oaks master plan community (Plan Subarea A), and to others for a
fee, through the master homeowners association (HOA).
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e Page 1ll-49 and following: Revise Subarea A, Project Design Standards as follows:
Subarea A
The following standards shall apply to the northern 117 acres of Subarea A designated
Agriculture (AG/PD):

SA-1 The minimum building setback from any public right of way shall be fifty (50) feet.

SA-2 The minimum building setback from any side lot line, except for such a lot line
abutting a public right of way, shall be thirty (30) feet.

SA-3 The minimum building setback from any rear lot line, except for such a lot line
abutting a public right of way, shall be thirty (30) feet.

SA-4 No building intended for human occupation or routine human use shall be erected in
the agricultural buffer designated by the Plan Diagram, within three hundred (300) feet of
the northerly boundary of Subarea A, of as long as the adjacent parcel(s) to the north are
zoned for agricultural use.

SA-5 No principal building shall exceed thirty-five (35) feet above the average natural

grade, in height. Architectural or agricultural elements, such as towers, silos, etc. may be
approved at heights greater than thirty-five (35) feet after review by the Development
Review Committee or the Planning Commission, provided that heights do not exceed those
as stated in the City’s Zoning Ordinance for Agricultural Districts. On ridges and hills,
building designs shall be architecturally compatible to thesite.

The following standards shall apply to the creation and/or development of all residential parcels
and lots on the southern portion of Subarea A designated Residential Single Family (RSF):

SA-6 The minimum building setback from any front lot line shall be twenty (20) feet to a
street facing garage or carport and ten (10) feet to any residence or other building
(detached Casita) or side entry garage (See Chapter 3 of River Oaks Il Design Manual for
additional design considerations). A detached Casita (home office or guest room not for
the purposes of a separate dwelling unit) is permitted at front yard setback lines when the
design is fully integrated into the architectural style and character of the single family
residence. Casitas shall only be permitted when CC&Rs or other reliable constructive
notice is established for lot owners to be notified of strict restrictions on the Casitas
against rental or related multiple family uses. Conditions shall be imposed at the time of
issuance of a building permit that will reduce the potential for such units to be converted
for rental use.
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SA-7 The minimum building setback from any side lot line shall be that prescribed by the
City of Paso Robles zoning ordinance for the R-1 zone district, except that the City may
approve a building setback of zero (0) feet for one side line of any lot, if a Planned
Development application is processed in conjunction with a subdivision application and
findings can be made in accordance with the City’s Planned Development Chapter (21.16A),
(See Chapter 3 of River Oaks |l Desigh Manual).

SA-8 The minimum building setback from any rear lot line shall be that prescribed by the
City of Paso Robles zoning ordinance for the R-1 zone district (20 feet for the residence, 3
feet for accessory structures).

SA-9 Homes placed along the Salinas River Bluff shall match the setback of the existing
homes to the south in the “Traditions” neighborhood.

SA-10 All building heights shall conform to the requirements of the City’s Zoning
Ordinance.

SA-11 No two adjacent residences constructed by the same builder shall be painted or
color coated the same color. A minimum ratio of one (1) different house color for each
four (4) houses constructed by any builder shall be required.

SA-12 A detailed fence plan shall be submitted to the City at the time of application for
any development. Fence style and construction shall be consistent for all residential lots.
The erection of any chain link fencing is prohibited within any required building setback.

SA-13 Five (5) foot concrete sidewalks shall be constructed adjacent to each public street,
or an eight (8) foot sidewalk may be constructed on one side of the roadway, when the
opposite side adjoins a passive/active recreational site. Sidewalks shall be detached
(separated from the curb by a landscaped/irrigated parkway) in accordance with the City’s
engineeringstandards.

SA-14 All residences shall have driveway aprons extending between required garages
and/or carports and the public right-of-way that are consistent with the existing
developed phases of the River Oaks master plan community.

SA-15 When practical, residential structures are recommended to be oriented to achieve
optimum solar accessibility. The use of active solar systems is encouraged, particularly for
domestic water heating, heating of swimming pools and spas, and similar purposes.
Passive solar design and orientation is also particularly encouraged, to reduce energy use
for residential space heating and cooling.

SA-16 The use of drought-tolerant landscaping is encouraged, to minimize water
consumption requirements for irrigation.

SA-17 Residential units shall be required to utilize water-saving fixtures and devices,
including those which might be prescribed by the City at the time of development

4
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application review in excess of the requirements of applicable building and construction
codes.

SA-18 Any appurtenant structure on any residential lot shall be constructed in the same
architectural character and style as the primary residential structure on the lot.

SA-19 Landscaped “entry way” shall be constructed on both sides of the east-west
collector street crossing Subarea A at its intersection with Buena Vista Road.

SA-20 Landscaping and trail improvements along the bluff shall be environmentally
sensitive and be consistent with the existing trail and landscaping to the south. Said
landscaping would take into account the existing oak trees and other native vegetation.

SA-21 Street trees shall be provided by the developer or sub divider of any property at the
average rate of one tree for each forty (40) feet, or fraction thereof, of public street
frontage. Trees may be planted in clusters and should be planted within the street right-
of- way (detached parkway) or within the first five (5) feet of the private property
adjacent to the right-of-way when a parkway does not exist. Trees shall be selected from
the street tree list provided in the “River Oaks Il Expansion - Design Manual”.

Street trees shall be the maintenance obligation of the adjacent private property owner

either directly (when on private property) or indirectly through a Home Owners
Association (when in the parkway).

SA-22 The extension of Clubhouse Drive into Subarea A may be constructed at a local
street standard and may be dedicated as a public street or maintained as a private street
consistent _with the street section shown in the “River Oaks Il Expansion — Design
Manual”, Chapters6.

SA-23 Reduced width street sections may be proposed within the residential
neighborhoods as shown in the “River Oaks Il Expansion — Design Manual” (see Exhibits

13-19).

SA-24 Apply the following Low Impact Development (LID) principles into development
applications:

e Limit the use of potable water or other natural surface or subsurface water
resources available on or near the project site for landscape irrigation.

e Drought-tolerant landscaping is required. Plant selection should be based on the
climate and environment of the area, as well as site characteristics such as
exposure, light intensity, soil analysis, site drainage and irrigation. Proper plant
selection based on site characteristics will enhance the plants’ likelihood of
becoming established in the site and reduce potential incidences of low vigor,
excessive maintenance, disease or death. California native species are preferred
for natural landscapes.

e Permeable paving shall be used in parking lots and private driveways where
practical.

5
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e All permeable paving surfaces must be Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
accessible.

e Pervious pavement (pervious concrete, pervious asphalt, pervious pavers, and
similar surface and subsurface materials) shall be utilized wherever practical to
reduce stormwater runoff and to allow for ground water recharging.

e Site runoff shall be directed to vegetated open areas, planting areas, rain gardens,
etc. to improve the quality of stormwater runoff through bio-filtration.

e Detention basins, bioswales (vegetated swales) and rain gardens shall be utilized
wherever practical in the storm drainage system to collect, detain, or slow
stormwater runoff and improve runoff water quality.

e A point of connection to the underground storm drainage system should be
provided to allow use of on-site stormwater best management practice (bmp)
features to treat stormwater prior to allowing excess inflows to enter the storm
drain.

e Site drainage shall be designed to integrate a decentralized system that
distributes stormwater across the project site to replenish groundwater supplies.

e Reduce pollution from construction activities by controlling soil erosion, waterway
sedimentation, and airborne dust generation.

e Constructed surfaces on the site should be shaded whenever possible with
landscape features and utilize high-reflectance materials and other materials to
reduce the heat absorption of hardscape.

SA-25 Existing non-potable water sources have been historically utilized for irrigation,
and shall be utilized in the same manner for irrigation within Subarea A.

SA-26 Storm water Plan: Upon tentative tract map submittal the developer shall

submit a storm water control plan offering an overall evaluation and assessment of

constraints and opportunities for Low Impact Development and corresponding storm

water management strategies. The plan must guantify storm water retention in
relation to new regulations adopted by the Water Board on July 12, 2013.

Finally, for each subarea of the overall plan area, the design guidelines prescribed by
the RO Il Expansion Design Manual include specific landscaping requirements,
augmenting those already set out in the City’s zoning ordinance for the applicable
zone districts allocated to the area. Approval of any development application for the
plan area will require City approval of an accompanying detailed landscaping plan for
the proposed project neighborhood. The above referenced Design Manual is hereby
incorporated into this Specific Plan by reference.

Chapter 4 — Plan Implementation and Phasing

Agricultural District (AG) for 117 acres or 113 acres

6
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Attachment 7
Site Development Master Plan
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Attachment 8
Viewpoint Photographs for Viewshed Analysis

River Oaks Il — Expansion

Northbound Highway 101 Northbound Highway 101

i

Vo T

Southbound Highway 11 }\lorthbound River Road

1
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Southbound River Road Buena Vista Drive

Buena Vista Drive
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Attachment 9
Proposed Circulation Master Plan

Proposed Circulation Plan

Proposed Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan
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Attachment 10
Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment

Land Evaluation and Site Assessment for the

River Oaks Il Project

Submitted to:
City of Paso Robles
Community Development Department

May 2014

John F. Rickenbach Consulting
7675 Bella Vista Road
Atascadero, California 93422
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Estrella Associates
River Qaks — The Next Generation

Attachment K

Agricultural Impact Analysis

* [ESA (Land Evaluation and Site Assessment) Analysis

* Memo on Agricultural Buffers and CEQA (May 16, 2014)

* Memo on Ag Buffer Standards in California (February 9,
2015)

John F. Rickenbach Consulting
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for the
River Oaks Il Project

Prepared for:
City of Paso Robles
1000 Spring Street
Paso Robles, California 93446

Prepared by:
John F. Rickenbach Consulting
7675 Bella Vista Road
Atascadero, California 93422

May 2014

ERYIHUMNMENT AL GLINSULTING
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River Oaks |l Project
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment

Cortinn
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Table 1. Project Site Soil Capabilities....

Table 2. Land Evaluation Score Summary (assumes irrlgated sonls}
Table 3. Land Evaluation Score Summary {assuming non-irrigated souls)
Table 4. Project Site Size Score {assumes irrigated SOIIS) ..o ieeemr e
Table 5. Project Site Size Score (assumes non-irrigated smls)

Table &. Water Resources Availability Score .. -
Table 7. Surrounding Land Uses (within one- quarter mlle)
Table 8. Surrounding Land Scores ..

Table 9. QOverall Project LESA Score Summaryr
Table 10. California LESA Model Scoring Thresholds

List of Figures
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Figure 2. Onsite Soils ..
Figure 3. Quarter-Mile Zone of Influence {North)
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Figure 6. Quarter-Mile Zone of Influence (East).......comricnnniioinee s BTN 11

Figure 7. Protected Resource Lands in Zone of Influence ... cccee

Appendices

s Appendix A: NRCS Soils Report — River Oaks Project
*»  Appendix B: California LESA Model Instruction Manual
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River Oaks Il Project
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River Oaks Il Project
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) Guidelines identifies the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment {LESA} Model as an approved approach for assessing
impacts on agriculture and farmland, putting the quality of soils in the context of the size of the site,
surrounding land uses, water availability, and other factors. The LESA Model was prepared for the
proposed River Oaks Il Project (or Project) to assess potential impacts.

The LESA Model describes an approach for rating the relative quality of land resources using specific
measurable features. The LESA system is a point-based method composed of six different factors: Land
Capability Classification, Storie Index, Project Size, Water Resource Availability, Surrounding Agricultural
Land and Surrounding Protected Resource Land.

The two Land Evaluation factors (Land Use Capability Classification and Store Index) are based on
measures of soil resource quality. The four Site Assessment factors provide measures of a given project's
size, water resource availability, surrounding agricultural lands, and surrounding protected resource
lands.

For a given project, each of these factors is separately rated on a 100-point scale. The factors are then
weighted relative to one another and combined, resulting in a single numeric score for a given project.
The maximum attainable score is 100 points. This project score becomes the basis for making a
determination of a project's potential significance, based upon a range of established scoring thresholds
{Department of Conservation, 1997).

There are two appendices attached to this analysis to assist the reader. Appendix A includes the Natural
Resources Conservation Service (MRCS) Soil Survey for the site, which includes detailed descriptions of
the site’s soil characteristics. This appendix aiso includes soils information for the site from the State of
California Important Farmlands Mapping and Monitoring Program. Appendix B is the California
Agricultural Land Evaluotion and Site Assessment Model instruction Manual, which forms the basis for
the analysis that follows.

The project is a General Plan Amendment and amendment to the Borkey Area Specific Plan that would
facilitate the development of a variety of land uses on a 132-acre site within the City of Paso Robles.
The proposed project includes a range of residential housing, related community amenities and open
space, which collectively would complete the existing River Oaks master plan community, already
developed on land to the south. The proposed project would allow 271 residential units within Subarea
A of the Borkey Area Specific Plan area. Figure 1 shows the study area.

JFR Consulting
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The project site is within the City limits. Agricultural uses are to the north of the project site (mostly
within the City}, while the Salinas River is to the west. Rural Residential uses and the Cuesta College
campus are to the east of the slte, east of Buena Vista Drive. Residentlal suburban, elementary school
and recreational uses are deveioped to the south in the existing River Oaks community, an area that is
similar in character to what is planned on the project site. The City's wastewater treatment plant is
located southwest of the property, across the Salinas River.

The project site was evaluated using the LESA Model to rate the quality and availability of agricultural
resources. The Model was also used to identify whether the proposed project would exceed the
threshold criteria {(see Table 10) established to determine whether a significant impact to Agricultural
Resources wou occ 1+ It CEC ' ; ot oo ) v LESA  del, L |
Evaluation and Site Assessment, which are weighted equally. The factors that comprise these
componerts are evaluated in the following sections.

Land Evaluation

The Land Evaluation portion of the LESA Model focuses on two main components that are separately
rated:

* The Land Capability Classification {LCC) Rating: The LCC indicates the suitability of soils for most
kinds of crops. Soils are rated on a scale from Class 1 to Class 8, with Class 1 being the highest
rating. Soils having the fewest limitations receive the highest rating. The concept of “prime”
soils is not used in a LESA evaluation, because the quality of the soils must be considered in the
context of many other factors before a determination of significance can be made.

* The Storie Index Rating: The Storie Index provides a numeric rating (based on a 100 point scale)
of the relative degree of suitability or value of a given soil for intensive agriculture use. This
rating is based on soil characteristics only. Note that the Storie rating system was recently
simplified to numerically rate soils on a scale of 1 to 6, while the LESA model still calls for a
numeric rating from 0 to 100. In a LESA analysis, the simplified ratings are now typically
translated to the midpoint of the range of each rating from the original scale, as follows:

Revised Storie Index Original Range Midpoint
Score

1 80-100 90

2 60-79 69.5

3 40-59 49.5

) 20-39 29.5

- 10-19 14.5
0-9 4.5

However, to provide a more conservative result, this LESA analysis will use the highest (not
midpoint) point value within each category.
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The United States Department of Agriculture survey for the site (see Appendix A) found six soil types
present on Lhe project site (Figure 2. Their characterislics are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Project Site Soil Capabilities

Map Soil Map Unit Project % of Capabllity Class Irrigation Limitatlons CA Revised
Symbol Acres Project {if irrfigated; Storie Index
Aren unirrigated in
parentheses)
100 Arbuckle fine sandy loam, 0 23.9 18% 1i4c) somewhat limited (rapid 1
to 2 percent slopes e S o
104 Arbuckle-positas complex, 30 9.4 7% e (7e) voiy IIIIIIiCU \Hvpc, a
to 50 percent slopes water holding capacity)
106 Arbuckte-San Ysidro complex, 9.1 3 3e (4e) somewhat limited (rapid 1
2 to 9 percent slopes water movement; slope}
173 Mocho clay loam, 0to 2 7.6 6% 1 {ac) samewhat limited (rapid 1
percent slopes water movement)
177 Nacimiento-Ayar complex, 9 75.9 57% de {de} very limited (slope) 3
PR T, Q" T
association
TOTAL 132.0 100%

Source: NRCS Web Soil Survey, 2014,

Note that the highest quality soils are those with the lowest LCC and Storie Index ratings. There are
approximately 31.5 acres of Class 1 soils on the site, if they can be irrigated. However, the NRCS
identifies limitations to their irrigation potential, including the concept that irrigation water tends to run
off these soils when applied. Historically, these soils have not been irrigated. The remaining soils on the
site face even greater limitations to their irrigation potential, including steep slopes and limited water
holding capacity.

If these soils are not irrigated, none are considered higher than Class 4 soils.

Table 2 translates the soil capabilities shown in Table 1 into Land Evaluation scores, based on the criteria
set forth in the Califarnio Agricuitural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Mode! Instruction Manual
(California Department of Conservation, 1997). Note that Table 2 assumes that all soils can be irrigated,
which would present the highest possible scores, even though as noted previously, actual onsite
irrigation potential is limited. In this way, this analysis presents a very conservative result and worst-
case. If we assume that onsite soils cannot be irrigated, the score would be considerably lower.

Table 2. Land Evaluation Score Summary {assumes irrigated soils)

Map Soil Map Unit Project % of LCC Raw LcC Storie Index Starie Index
Symbol Acres Project Score Weighted Raw Score Welghted
Score Score
IRV AL WULRIE TS Al Iy IS, W L £3.3 L4050 EAY Y] 18.10 100 18-10
2 percent slapes
104 Arbuckle-positas complex, 30 9.4 7% 10 071 59 4,20
to 50 percent slopes

SE R NI TAMRTTY
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Table 2. Land Evaluation Scare Summary (assumes irrigated soils)

Map Soil Map Unit Project % of LEC Raw LCC Storie Index Storie Index
Symbol Acres Project Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted
Area Score Score

106 Arbuckle-San Ysidro complex, 9.1 7% 70 4.82 100 6.89
2 1o 9 percent slapes

173 Mocho clay loam, O to 2 7.6 6% 100 5.79 100 5.79
percent slopes

177 Nacimiento-Ayar complex, 9 759 57% 50 28.74 59 33.01
to 30 percent slopes

212 Xerafluvents-Riverwash 6.1 5% 20 0.92 59 2.73
association
TOTAL 132.0 100% 59.09 71.62

Source: NRCS Web Soif Survey, 2014.

Nates:

LCC Row Score is derived from Table 2 of the LESA Instruction Manual,

LCC Weighted Score is derived by muitiplying the raw score by the % of site in that particular soif type.

Storie Index Raw Score is derived by translating the CA Storie Index to the high end of the 0-100 ronge from the originol Index.
Storie Index Weighted Score is derived by multiplying the raw score by the % of site in that particular soil type.

Table 3 shows what the Land Evaluation Scores would be if the site were assumed not to be irrigable.
This may in fact be a reasonable assumption given the site factors described above, especially in the
context of the current drought and the fact that irrigation water would come from groundwater wells,
for which the City discourages such use. However, while reasonable, this table is only presented for
comparative purposes to show how the lack of irrigation would downward revise the score. The actual
LESA score will be based on the assumption that soils can be irrigated. Note that whether or not the soil
is irrigated has no effect on the Storie Index rating of the soil, just the Land Capability Classification.

Table 3. Land Evaluation Score Summary {assuming non-irrigated soils)

Map Soil Map Unit Project % of LCC Raw Lec Storie Index Storie Index
Symbol Acres Project Score Welghted Raw Score Weighted
Area Score Score
100 Arbuckle fine sandy loam, 0 to 239 18% 40 7.24 100 18.10
2 percent slopes
104 Arbuckle-pasitas complex, 30 9.4 7% 10 0.71 59 4.20
to 50 percent slopes
106 Arbuckle-5an Ysidro complex, 9.1 7% 50 3.45 100 6.89
2 to 9 percent slopes
173 Mocha clay loam, O to 2 7.6 6% 40 2.31 100 5.79
percent slopes
177 Nacimiente-Ayar complex, 9 75.9 57% 50 28.74 59 3391
to 30 percent slopes
212 Xerofluvents-Riverwash 6.1 5% 10 0.46 59 2.73
assaciation
TMTAI 423 N ‘Iﬂﬂ" 42.92 71.52
Notes:

LCC Raw Score is derived from Table 2 of the LESA instruction Manual.

LCC Weighted Score is derived by multiplying the raw score by the % of site in thaot porticular soil type.

Storie {ndex Raw Score is derived by transiating the CA Storie index to the high end of the 0-100 range from the ariginol fndex.
Storie index Weighted Score is derived by multiplving the raw score by the % of site in thot porticular sail type.

JFR Consuiting
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Site Assessment

The Site Assessment portion of the LESA Model focuses on four main components that are separately
rated:

*  Project Size Rating

*  Water Resources Availability Rating

*  Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating

*  Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating

Project Size Rating

The project size rating recognizes the role of farm size in determining the viability of commercial
agricultural operations. Larger farming operations generally can provide greater flexibility in farm
management and marketing decisions. in addition, larger operations tend to have greater impacits upon
the local economy through direct employment, as well as impacts upon supporting industries and food
processing industries (California Department of Conservation, 1997).

Wwith regard to agricultural productivity, the size of the farming operation can be considered not just
from its total acreage, but the acreage of different quality lands that comprise the operation. Lands with
higher quality soils lend themselves to greater management and cropping flexibility and have the
potential to provide greater economic return per acre unit. For a given project, instead of relying on a
single acreage figure in the Project Size rating, the project is divided into three acreage groupings based
upon the LCC ratings that were previously determined in the Land Evaluation analysis. Under the Project
Size rating, relatively fewer acres of high quality soils are required to achieve a maximum Project Size
score. Alternatively, a maximum score on lesser quality soils could also achieve a maximum Project Size
score.

The analysis is independent of how much land would actually be converted as part of the project, but
simply considers the viability of the entire site as a whole. Thus, it implicitly assumes that the entire site
might be converted by the project, although in reality, portions of the site will remain undeveloped
under the project, and substantial acreage for a new onsite vineyard operation will be included. Thus,
this analysis may be considered as a worst-case scenario.

Table 4 summarizes the Project Size score for the proposed project, assuming soils can be irrigated.

Table 4. Project Site Size Score {assumes irrigated soils)
Map Saoll Map Unit LCC Class LCC Class LCC Class TOTAL
Symbol 1-2 Solls 3 Soils 4-8 Soils
100 Arbuckle fine sandy laam, 0 to 23.9 - - 2319
2 percent slopes
104 Arbuckie-positas complex, 30 - - 9.4 9.4
to 50 percent slopes
106 Arbuckle-5an Ysidro complex, - 9.1 - 9.1
2 to 9 percent siopes
173 Mocho clay loam, 0 to 2 7.6 - - 7.6
percent slopes
177 Nacimienta-Ayar complex, 9 - - 75.9 75.9
to 30 percent slopes
212 Xerofluvents-Riverwash - - 6.1 6.1
association
JFR Consufting
-6 -

Resolution No. 16-027 Page 101 of 601



River Oaks Il Project
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment

Table 4. Project Site Size Score [assumes irrigated soifs)

Map Soll Map Unit LEC Class LCC Class LCC Class TOTAL
Symbol 1-2 Soils 3 Soils 4-8 5olls
TOTAL Acreage 315 9.1 91.4 132.0
SCORE 50 0 20
HIGHEST 5CORE 50

Source: NRCS Web Soil Survey, 2014.

Notes:
1. LCC Class is derived from the numeric value not in parentheses in the fifth column of Table 1 in this report.
2. Project Site Size Score is derived from Toble 3 of the LESA Instruction Manual,

3. Only the highest score from the three columns is used.

Table 5 summarizes the Project Size score for the proposed project, assuming soils cannot be irrigated.
It is presented for comparative purposes only, and is not factored into the final LESA score, because it

does not present the most conservative (worst-case) resuit.

Table 5. Project Site Size Score {assumes non-irrigated soils)

Map Soil Map Unit LCC Class LEC Class LCC Class TOTAL
Symbol 1-2 Sails 3 Soils 4-8 Soils

100 Arbuckle fine sandy loam, 0 to - - 239 239
2 percent slopes

104 Arhuckle-positas complex, 30 - - 9.4 9.4
to 50 percent siopes

106 Arbuckle-5an Ysidro complex, - - 9.1 9.1
2 to 9 percent slopes

173 Mocho clay loam, 0 to 2 - - 7.6 7.6
percent slopes

177 Nacimiento-Ayar complex, 9 - - 75.9 759
to 30 percent slopes

212 Aerofluvents-Riverwash - - 6.1 6.1
association
TOTAL Acreage [ [ 132.0 132.0
SCORE 0 1] 40
HIGHEST SCORE 40

Notes:
I

Source: NRCS Web Soil Survey, 2014.

LCC Class is derived from the numeric volue not in porentheses in the fifth column of Table 1 in this report.

2. Project Site Size Score {5 derived from Tabie 3 of the LESA instruction Manual.
3. Only the highest score from the three columns is used.

Water Resources Avoilability Roting
The Water Resource Availability Rating is based on the various water sources that may supply a given
property, and then determining whether different restrictions in supply are likely to take place in years

JFR Cansuiting
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that are characterized as drought and non-drought. The site would be able to use on groundwater from
onsite wells if used for irrigated agriculture, although groundwater use is discouraged by the City as a
matter of policy. The region is also in extreme drought, and the long-term reliability of the Paso Robles
groundwater basin is guestionable. For these reasons, long-term groundwater availability for
agricultural irrigation is also questionable.

Much of the project site is subject to other physical restrictions with regard to water use for irrigation,
including substantial areas with steeper slopes or within the riverbed, and the fact that some of the site

has already been developed as part of the River Oaks Hot Springs complex.

However, to provide the most conservative result, this analysis assumes that irrigation water can be

Table 6 summarizes the Water Resources Availability score for the praject.

Table 6. Water Resources Availability Score

Portlon of Water Source Project % of Irrigation | Water Restrictions Raw Scare Weighted
Slte Acres Project | Feasible? Score
Area

Level Onsite wells 158 12% Yes Drought 100 12.05

Rangeland

Sloped Onsite wells 76.7 58% No Drought; physical 20 11.62

Rangeland {steep slopes)

Existing City supplies 25.0 19% No Physical {already 0 0

Development developed)

Riverbed None required 14.4 11% No Physical {riverbed) 0 0

TOTAL 132.0 100% 23.67

Sources: NRCS Web Soil Survey, 2014; 5LO County PermitView, 2014.

Notes:

1. “Water availabiiity” means for ag uses, not urbon develogment.

2. Assumes groundwater for ag irrigation. Urbon development would use City supplies.

3. Project acres derived from SLO County PermitView (hitp://www.sloplanning.org/PermitView/MapSearch) for
existing development and riverbed. NRCS Soil Survey used far areas with ag potentiol fsee appendix].

4. "kxisting Development” includes River Oaks Hot Springs and surrounding grounds, including pands, iondscaping and
pavement. Also includes ather onsite roads and disturbed areas within the project site.

5. “Level Rangefand” includes aff partions of site less than 2% in sfope that are not neither developed nor in the
riverbed.

6. Raw score derived from Toble 5 of LESA Instruction Monual.

7. Weighted score is raw score multiplied by % of project area.

Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating

The Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating is designed to provide a measurement of the level of
agricultural land use for lands within the Zone of Influence {ZOl) of the project site. The "Zone of
Influence" is the amount of surrounding lands up to a minimum of one-quarter mile from the project
site boundary. Parcels that are intersected by the quarter-mile buffer are included in their entirety.
Based on the percentage of agricultural land in the ZOI, the project site is assigned a "Surrounding
Agricultural Land" score.
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The LESA Model rates the potential significance of the conversion of an agricultural parcel that has a
farge proportion of surrounding land in agricultural production more highly than one that has a
relatively small percentage of surrounding land in agricultural production (California Department of
Conservation, 1997). Table 7 summarizes the land uses within one-quarter mile of the project site in
each direction, including land use designations and presence of lands under Williamson Act (LCA)
contract. Figures 3 through & show the extent of the Zone of Influence in each direction from the
project site.

Table 7. Surrounding Land Uses {within one-quarter mile)

Direction Acresin % of all Land Use General Plan Acres in Ag Acres Under Acres in
“Zone of Area in Designation {or Rural LCA Contract | Salinas River
Influence" Z0lI Residantial)
North 220 46% River/AG/AR POS/AG/RR 194 a9 26
Sauth 162 34% River/Urban POS; RSF-4; 0 0 15
RMF-12; PF

West 50 10% River/0S POS ) 0 3D
East 48 10% Res Rural/AG PF/RR 48 0 0
480 100% 242 39 71

Source: SLO County PermitView, 2014, City of Paso Robies General Plan, 2003.

MNotes:

1. The “Zone of Influence” is a polygan one-guarter mile wide from the praoject boundary, which created four sectors os
indicated in column 1 ond shown on Figures 3 through 6.

2. Areo to the north inciudes 136 ocres in City, with the remainder in the County. Only County areo is under LCA.

3. Some fond to the East is within the County.

4. “Acres in Solinos River” includes 35 ocres of City-owned iand in the Safinas River as well as afi private lands in the
floodplain of the river.

The project site is in the City, and is generally bounded by areas within the City limits, with the exception
of a small area to the northeast of the site, and directly east. Much of the area to the north {even within
the City limits) is in agricultural use, or designated for that purpose. Limited areas of Rural Residential
development in the County are to the east (typically on 5-acre parcels), which may contain small areas
of cultivation for private use. To provide the most conservative result, this analysis considers these rural
residential parcels the same as agriculture. By this measure, 44% of the surrounding area within one-
quarter mile is either designated or used for agriculture {including Rural Residential). About 8% of the
surrounding area (all to the north within the County) is under LCA contract.

The Surrounding Agricultural Land score for the project site is shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Surrounding Land Scores

Total Acres In Ag {or Rural % In Ag Acres in % In Protected | Surrcunding Ag Surrounding
Acres Resldentlal) or RR Protected Resource Land Land Score Protected Resource
in 201 Resource Land Land Score
480 242 44% 115 39% 10 0
Source: SLO County PermitView, 2014; City of Paso Robles General Plan, 2003.
MNates:
1. “Protected Resource Lond” includes lands under LCA Controct and Public lands within the Salinas River from Toble 7.
2. Scares ore derived from Tables 6 and 7 from the LESA instruction Manual.

-9.
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Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating

The Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating is essentially an extension of the Surrounding
Agricultural Land Rating and is scored in a similar manner. Protected resource lands are those lands
with long-term use restrictions that are compatible with or supportive of agricultural uses of land,
including:

*  Williamson Act contracted land;

s Publicly owned tands maintained as park, forest, or watershed resources; and,

* lands with agricultural, wildlife hobitat, open space, or other natural resource easements that
restrict the conversion of such land to urbon or industrial uses.

There are about 74 acres within one quarter mile of the site considered to be Protected Resource Land
including 39 acres in LCA contract, and about 35 acres of publicly-owned lands within the Salinas River
{Table 7). However, to provide the mast conservative result possible, this analysis expands the river
lands to include all 71 acres within the flood plain of the Salinas River within a quarter mile of the
project site, aven though about half of that area is not within public ownership {or has conservation
easements) and thus does not actually qualify as “protected” under the LESA guidelinas. Using this
more conservative approach, the LESA analysis will assume that 110 acres (39 in LCA; 71 in the Salinas
River) are Protected Resource Lands for scoring purposes. This is about 23% of all the land within a
quarter mile of the project site. Figure 7 shows the extent of Protected Resource Lands surrounding the
project site.

The Surrounding Protected Resource Land score for the project site is shown in Table 8. Note that this
score is zero because less than 40% of the surrounding lands are considered “protected resources”.
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The LESA Model is weighted so that half of the total score is derived from the Land Evaluation and half
from the Site Assessment. There are 50 points possible in each category, with a total possible score of
100. As shown in Table 9, the Land Evaluation subscore is 32.68 for this project, while the Site
Assessment subscore is 12.55. The total LESA score is 45.23,

It should be noted that this resuit is based on the following very conservative assumptions that tend to
skew the score higher than would be the case if more typical assumptions were made:

¢ Storie index Rating. When converting the Storie index ratings to the revised ratings, a typical
LESA approach would be to use the midpoint of the range of the former values (e.g., a Revised
Storie Index rating of “1” would typicolly convert to “90”, which is the midpoint in the range of
80 to 100 for that volue. However, this study uses the high end of the range when converting
volues. Thus, a Revised Storie Index of “1" would convert to "100”"not “90”. This mokes the
Storie Index rating score higher than in o typical LESA onalysis.

s Water Resource Availability. The analysis assumes that water is available for irrigating the
more level portions of the site, even though there are extreme drought conditions and both
physical and regulatory issues that limit the potential use of groundwater. The assumption used
in this analysis makes the Water Resource Availability Rating higher than would otherwise be
expected.

¢  Surrounding Agricultural Lands. The analysis assumes that Residential Rural areas in the
County qualify as “Agriculture”, even on fully developed 5-acre residential parcels. This makes
the "Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating” higher would otherwise be expected.

*  Surrounding Protected Resource Lands. The analysis assumes that all lands within the 5alinas
River floodplain within a quarter-mile of the site would qualify as “protected resource lands”,
when a LESA analysis typically assumes only the publicly-owned and protected lands would
qualify in this regard.

Table 9, Overall Project LESA Score Summary
Factor Factor Rating Factor Welghting Welghed Score
{0-100 points) {Total = 100%)
Land Evaluation {LE}
1. Land Capability Classification (LCC) 59.09 25% 14,77
2. Storie Index Rating 71.62 25% 17.50
Land Evaluation Subscore 32.68
Site Assessment {5A)
1.Project Size Rating 50.00 15% 7.50
2.Water Resource Availability Rating 23.67 15% 3.55
3.Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating 10.00 15% 1.50
4.5urrounding Protected Resource Lands Rating 0 5% 0
Site Assessment Subscore 12,55
TOTAL LESA SCORE 45.23
Source. California Department of Conservation, 1997.
Note: Weighted Score is derived by multiplying the Factor rating by the Factor Weighting.
IFR Consulting
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Determination of Significance

As shown in Table 10, a final LESA score between 40 and 59 is considered significant unless either the
Land Evaluation or the Site Assessment subscore is less than 20. Because the Site Assessment subscore
is less than 20, the impact of the conversion of the project site to non-agricultural use is considered less
than significant.

Table 10. California LESA Model Scoring Thresholds
Total LESA Scare Determination of Significance
0to 39 Not considered significant
4010 59 Considered significant only if Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
subscares are greater than ar equal to 20 points
60to 79 Considered significant unless elther Land Evaluation or Site
Assessment subscore is less than 20 points
80to 100 Considered significant
Source: Cafifornia Department of Conservation, 1997,
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Preface

Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. They

DHIRIarn Useis, NGy idnmne G, 1gdhiuingns, 1orgswen s, ngUIIOH‘IIS[S, uman planners,
community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers. Also,
conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste disposal,
and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand, protect, or enhance
the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil properties
that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. The information
is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of soil limitations on
various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for identifying and complying
with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area

i AaEmaibs msmmbimabimm im o mmmA e a] b sl e m b Ll e f e Ll T e ____!s

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as septic
tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to basements or
underground installations.

The MNational Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States Department
of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the Agricultural
Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal par of the National Cooperative Soil
Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs
and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where
applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual
arientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a part of an
individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited
bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means

2
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for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should
contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). To file a
complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400
Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or cail (800) 795-3272
{voice) or {202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and
employer,
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How Soil Surveys Are Made

Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous areas
in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous areas and
their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and limitations
affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length, and shape of
the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and native plants; and
the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil profiles. A soil profile is
the sequence of natural layers, or herizons, in a soil. The profile extends from the
surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the soil formed or from the
surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is devoid of roots and other
living organisms and has not been changed by other biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource areas
(MLRASs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that share
common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water resources,
soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2008). Soil survey areas typically
consist of parts of ong or more MLRA.

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area ¢ccur in an orderly pattern that is
related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the area.
Each kind of soil and miscellanecus area is associated with a particutar kind of
landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and miscellaneous
areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific segments of the
landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they were formed. Thus,
during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict with a considerable
degree of eccuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a specific location on the
landscape.

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their
characteristics gradually change. To construct an eccurate soil map, however, soil
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can cbserve only
a limited number of sail profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented by
an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to verify
predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock
fragrments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and cther features that enable them to
identify soils. After describing the seils in the survey area and determining their
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units).
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soil
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxenomic
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character of
soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil
scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the

5
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individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that have
similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a unique
combination of s0il components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components of
the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes
the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such landforms and
landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the development of
resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite investigation is
needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map.
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape, and
experence of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the soil-
landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at specific
locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller number of
measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded. These
measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color, depth to
bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for content of
sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soil typically vary from
one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists interpret
the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed characteristics
and the soil properties io determine the expected behavior of the soils under different
uses. Interpretations for all of the sails are field tested through observation of the soils
in different uses and under different levels of management. Some interpretations are
medified to fit local conditions, and some new interpretations are developed to meet
local needs. Data are assembled from other sources, such as research information,
production records, and field experience of specialists. For example, data on crop
yields under defined levels of management are assembled from farm records and from
field or plot experiments on the same kinds of saqil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on such
variables as climate and biclogical activity. Soil conditions are predictable over long
periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example, soil
scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will have
& high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict that a
high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and
identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings, fields,
roads, and rivers, alt of which help in locating boundaries accurately.

6
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Soil Map

The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of sail
map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.

7
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where the pattern was so complex that it was impractical to make enough observations
fo identify all the soils and miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the usefuiness
or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate pure taxonomic
classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that
have similar use and management requirements. The delineation of such segments
on the map provides sufficient information for the development of resource plans. If
intensive use of small areas is planned, however, onsite investigation is needed to
define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions. Each
description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil properties
and qualittes.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major horizons
that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one senies can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness, salinity,
degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the basis of such
differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas shown on the
detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase commonly
indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha silt loam, 0
to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps. The
pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar in all
areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to & percent slopes, is an example.

An associafion is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present or
anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered practical
or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The pattern and
relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar. Atpha-
Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example,

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas that
could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion of
the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform, An area can be
made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made up
of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscelfanecus areas. Such areas have little or no soil material
and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.

11
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San Luis Obispo County, California, Paso Robles Area

100—Arbuckle fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 600 to 1,500 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 12 to 20 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 61 degrees F
Frost-free period: 200 days

Map Unit Composition
Arbuckle and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent

Description of Arbuckle

Seatting
Landform: Terraces
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional); Tread
Down-siope shape: Linear
Across-siope shape: Linear
Parent matenal: Alluvium from mixed rock sources

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacily of the most limiting layer to fransmit water (Ksat): Moderately high {0.20 to
0.57 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water capacity: Very high (about 15.8 inches)

Interpretive groups
Farmiand ciassification: Prime farmland if irrigated
Land capability classification (irrigated): 1
Land capability {nonirigated}: 4c
Hydrologic Soif Group: C
Ecologicai site: COARSE LOAMY (RO14XEQ03CA)

Typical profile
0 to 29 inches: Fine sandy loam
29 to 53 inches: Loam, sandy clay loam, clay loam
53 to 62 inches: Stratified sandy loam to very gravelly sandy clay loam
Minor Components

Unnamed, similar to arbuckle
Percent of map unit: 5 percent

San ysidro, loam
Percent of map unit: 5 percent

Cropley, clay
Parcant of map unit: 3 percent

12
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Hanford, fine sandy loam

Percent of map unit: 2 percent

104—Arbuckle-Positas complex, 30 to 50 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 600 to 1,500 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 12 to 20 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 60 to 61 degrees F
Frost-free period: 200 days

Map Unit Composition
Arbuckie and similar soifs: 40 percent
Positas and similar soils: 30 percent
Minor components: 30 percent

Description of Arbuckle

Setting

Landform: Terraces

Landform position (two-dimensionai). Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear

Across-siope shape: Linear

Parent material: Alluvium from mixed rock sources

Properties and qualities

Slope: 30 to 50 percent

Depth to restriclive feature: More than 80 inches

Drainage class: Well drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water {Ksat): Moderately high (0.20 to
0.57 infhr)

Depth to water table: More than 80 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Freqguency of ponding. None

Available water capacity: Moderate (about 8.1 inches)

Interpretive groups

Farmiand classification: Not prime farmland

Land capabilily classification (irigated): Te

Land capability (nonimgated): Te

Hydrologic Soif Group: C

Ecological sifte; COARSE LOAMY (RO14XEQ03CA)

Typical profile

0 to 29 inchas: Fine sandy loam
29 to 53 inches: Sandy clay loam
53 to 62 inches: Stratified sandy loam to very gravelly sandy clay loam

13
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Description of Positas

Setting
Landform: Terraces
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landformn position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium from mixed rock sources

Properties and qualities
Siope: 30 to 50 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 8 to 20 inches to abrupt textural change
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting laver to fransmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately
jow (0.00 to 0.08 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Freguency of ponding: None
Maximum salinify: Nonsaline (0.0 to 2.0 mmbos/cm)
Available water capacity: Very low {about 1.2 inches)

interpretive groups
Fammland classification: Not prime farmland
Land capability classification (irrigated): Te
Land capability (nonirrigated): 7e
Hydrologic Soll Group: D
Ecologicai site: COARSE LOAMY CLAYPAN (RO14XEQ05CA)

Typical profile
0 fo 10 inches: Coarse sandy loam
10 to 28 inches: Clay
28 to 40 inches: Sandy clay loam
40 to 60 inches: Stratified sandy loam to gravelly clay loam

Minor Components

Shimmon, loam on north slopes
Percent of map unit: 15 percent
Landform: Terraces
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

Unnamed, similar to positas
Percent of map unit: 8 percent

Balcom, loam
Percent of map unit: 1 percent

Linne, shaly clay loam
Percent of map unit: 1 percent

MNacimiento, silty clay loam
Percent of map unit: 1 percent

14
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Unnamed, slopes of 50 to 75 percent
Percent of map unif: 1 percent

Badland
Percent of map unit: 1 percent

Greenfield, fine sandy loam
Percent of map unit; 1 percent

Ayar, silty clay
Percent of map unit. 1 percent

106—Arbuckle-San Ysidro complex, 2 to 9 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
Efevation; 800 to 1,500 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 12 to 20 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 60 to 81 degrees F
Frost-free period: 200 days

Map Unit Composition
Arbuckle and similar soils: 40 percent
San ysidro and similar soifs: 20 percent
Minor components: 39 percent

Description of Arbuckle

Setting
Landform: Terraces
Landform position (fwo-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-siope shape: Linear
Across-siope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium from mixed rock sources

Properties and qualities
Slope: 2 to 9 percent
Depth to resfrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage cfass: Well dreined
Capacily of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high (0.20 to
0.57 in/hr)
Depth to water fable: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water capacity; Moderate (about 6.8 inches)

Interpretive groups
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance
Land capability classification (irrigated): 3e
Land capability (nonirrigated). 4e

15
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Hydmiogic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: COARSE LOAMY (RO14XEQ03CA)

Typical profile
0 to 29 inches: Fine sandy loam
29 to 38 inches: Sandy clay loam
38 to 62 inches: Stratified sandy loam to very gravelly sandy clay loam

Description of San Ysidro

Setting
Landform: Terraces
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position {three-dirmensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium derived from mixed rocks

Properties and qualities
Slope: 2 to 9 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 20 to 37 inches to abrupt textural change
Drainage class: Moderately well drained
Capacity of the most limiting laysr to transmit wator (Ksat): Very low to modcrately
low {0.00 to 0.08 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Freguency of ponding: None
Avallable water capacity: Low (about 3.4 inches)

Interpretive groups
Farmiand classification: Farmiand of statewide importance
Land capability classification (irrigated). 3e
Land capability (nonimgated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Ecological sife: LOAMY CLAYPAN (RO14XE029CA)

Typical profile
0 to 23 inches: Loam
23 to 38 inches: Clay loam
36 to 71 inches: Sandy loam
Minor Components

Greenfield, fine sandy loam
Percent of map unit: 14 percent

Unnamed, similar to san ysidro soil
Percent of map unit: 10 percent

Unnamed, simialr to arbuckle
Percent of map unit: § percent

Hanford, fine sandy loam
Percent of map unit: 5 percent

Cropley, clay
Percent of map unit: 2 percent

Rincon, clay loam
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
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Unnamed
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Drainageways

173—Mocho clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
Efevation: 800 to 1,500 feet
Mean annual precipitation; 12 to 20 inches
Mean annual air temperature. 60 degrees F
Frost-free period: 200 days

Map Unit Composition
Mocho and similar soils: 75 percent
Minor components: 25 percent

Description of Mocho

Setting
Landform: Alluvial flats
L andform paosition (two-dimensional). Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-siope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium derived from calcareous sedimentary rock

Properties and qualities
Siope: G to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacily of the most limiting layer to transmif water (Ksat): Moderately high (0.20 to

0.57 in/hr)

Depth to water fable; More than 80 inches
Freguency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: S percent
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available water capacity: High (about 11.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Farmiand classification: Prime farmland if irrigated
Land capability classification (irfigated): 1
Land capability (nonirmigated): 4c
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Ecolagical site: FINE LOAMY BOTTOM (R0O14XED25CA)

Typical profile
0 to 19 inches: Clay loam
19 to 64 inches: Clay loam

17
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Minor Components

Still, clay loam
Percent of map unit: 10 percent

Unnamed
Percert of map unit: 10 percent

Sorrento, clay loam
Percent of map unit: 3 percent

Tujunga, fine sand
Percent of map unit: 2 percent

177—Nacimiento-Ayar complex, 9 to 30 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 600 to 1,500 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 10 to 20 inches
Mean annual air temperature. 60 to 61 degrees F
Frost-free period. 200 days

Map Unit Compaosition
Nacimiento and similar soifs. 35 percent
Ayar and similar soils: 30 percent
Minor components: 35 percent

Description of Nacimiento

Setting
Landform: Hills
L andform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope
Down-siope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parenf maferial: Residuum weathered frormn calcareous shale and/or sandstone

Properties and qualities
Siopa: 9 to 30 percent
Dapth to restrictive feature: 20 to 40 inches to paralithic bedrock
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit wafer (Ksat): Moderately high (0.20 to
0.57 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Freguency of ponding: None
Caicium carbonate, maximum confent: 10 percent
Maximum salinily: Nonsaline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available waler capacity: Low (about 5.0 inches)

18
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Interpretive groups
Farmmiand classification: Not prime famrmland
L and capability classification (irmigated): 4e
Land capabifity (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: Fine Loamy 9-13 (R015XE020CA)

Typical profile
0 to 18 inches: Silty clay loam
18 to 28 inches: Silty clay loam
28 to 32 inches: Weathered bedrock

Description of Ayar

Setting
Landform: Hills
Landform position {two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slops shape: Convex
Parent material: Residuum weathered from calcareous shale and/or sandstone

Properties and qualities
Siope: 9 to 30 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 40 to 70 inches to paralithic bedrock
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacily of the most limiting layer fo transmit waler (Ksat): Moderately low to
moderately high (0.06 to 0.20 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 15 percent
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available water capacify: High (about 9.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Farmiand classification: Not prime farmland
Land capability classification (irnigaled). 4e
Land capability (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydmologic Soif Group: D
Ecological site: Clayey Hills 10-14" p.z. (RO15XE001CA)

Typical profile
0 to 9 inches: Silty clay
9 fo 61 inches: Clay
&1 to 65 inches. Weathered bedrock
Minor Components

Linne, shaly clay loam
Percent of map unit: 15 percent

Diablo, clay
Percent of map unit: 10 percent

Balcom, loam
Percent of map unit; 4 percent
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Calodo, clay loam
Percent of map unit: 1 percent

Rock outcrop
Percent of map unit: 1 percent

Unnamed, areas of deep gullies
Percent of map unit; 1 percent

Dibble, clay loam
Percent of map unif: 1 percent

Shimmon, loam
Percent of map unif: 1 percent

Positas, coarse sandly loam
Percent of map unit: 1 percent

212—Xerofluvents-Riverwash association

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 600 to 1,500 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 12 to 20 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 60 degrees F
Frost-free period: 200 days

Map Unit Composition
Xeroffuvents and similar soifs: 50 percent
Riverwash: 30 percent
Minor components: 20 percent

Description of Xerofluvents

Setting
Landform: Flood plains

Landform position {two-dimensional): Toeslope

Landform position {three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-siope shape: Linear

Properties and qualities
Stope: 0 to 2 percent

Depth fo restrictive feature: More than 80 inches

Drainage class: Somewhat excessively drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (1.98 to 5.95 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches

Frequency of flooding: Frequent

Frequency of ponding: None

Interpretive groups

Farmland classification: Not prime farmland
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Land capability classification (irrigated); 6w
Land capability (nonirrigated): 6w
Hydrologic Soif Group: A

Typical profile
0 to 10 inches: Sand
10 fo 30 inches: Stratified gravel to sand to sandy loam
30 to 60 inches: Stratified gravelly sand to gravelly loam

Description of Riverwash

Setting
Landform: Channels

Properties and qualities
Siope: 0to 2 percent
Capacily of the most limiting fayer to fransmit water (Ksaft): High to very high (5.95
to 19.98 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 to 24 inches
Frequency of flooding: Frequent

Interpretive groups
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland
Land capability classification (irfigated). 8w
Land capability (nonirrigeted). Bw

Typical proflle
0 to 6 inches: Sand
6 to 60 inches: Error
Minor Components

Metz, loamy sand
Percent of map unit: 7 percent

Elder, loam
Percent of map unif: 7 percent

Tujunga, fine sand
Percent of map unit: 8 percent
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) is a term used to define an approach
for rating the relative quality of land resources based upon specific measurable features.
The formulation of a California Agricultural LESA Model is the result of Senate Bill 850
(Chapter 812 /1993), which charges the Resources Agency, in consultation with the
Governor's Office of Planning and Research, with developing an amendment to Appendix
G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines concerning agricultural
lands. Such an amendment is intended “to provide lead agencies with an optional
methodology to ensure that significant effects on the environment of agricultural land
conversions are quantitatively and consistently considered in the environmental review
process” (Public Resources Code Section 21095).

The California Agricultural LESA Model is composed of six different factors. Two
Land Evaluation factors are based upon measures of soil resource gquality. Four Site
Assessment factors provide measures of a given project’s size, water resource availability,
surrounding agricuitural fands, and surrounding protected resource lands. For a given
project, each of these factors is separately rated on a 100 point scale. The factors are then
weighted relative to one another and combined, resulting in a single numeric score for a
given project, with a maximum attainable score of 100 points. It is this project score that
becomes the basis for making a determination of a project’s potential significance, based
upon a range of established scoring thresholds. This Manual provides detailed instructions

on how to utilize the California LESA Model, and includes worksheets for applying the
Model to specific projects.
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INTRODUCTION

Defining the LESA System

The Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) system is a point-based
approach that is generally used for rating the relative value of agricultural land resources. In
basic terms, a given LESA model is created by defining and measuring two separate sets
of factors. The first set, Land Evaluation, includes factors that measure the inherent soil
based qualities of land as they relate to agricultural suitability. The second set, Site
Assessment, includes factors that are intended to measure social, economic, and
geographic attributes that also contribute to the overall value of agricuitural land. While this
dual rating approach is common to all LESA models, the individual land evaluation and site
assessment factors that are ultimately utilized and measured can vary considerably, and
can be selected to meet the local or regional needs and conditions for which a LESA
model is being designed toc address. In short, the LESA methodology lends itself well to
adaptation and customization in individual states and localities. Considerable additional
information on LESA may be found in A Decade with LESA - the Evolution of Land
Evaluation and Site
Assessment (8).

Background on LESA Nationwide

In 1981, the federal Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), known then
as the Soil Conservation Service, released a new system that was designed to provide
objective ratings of the agricultural suitability of land compared to demands for
nonagricultural uses of lands. The systerm becarme known as Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment, or LESA. Soon after it was designed, LESA was adopted as a procedural
tool at the federal level for identifying and addressing the potential adverse effects of
federal programs (e.g., funding of highway construction) on farmland protection. The
Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (8) spells out requirements to ensure that federal
programs, to the extent practical, are compatible with state, local, and private prograrns
and policies to protect farmland, and calls for the use of LESA to aid in this analysis.
Typically, staff of the NRCS is involved in performing LESA scaoring analyses of individual
projects that involve other agencies of the federal government.

Since its inception, the LESA approach has received substantial attention from
state and local governments as well. Nationwide, over two hundred jurisdictions have
developed local LESA methodologies (7). One of the attractive features of the LESA
approach is that it is well suited to being modified to reflect regional and local conditions.
Typical local applications of LESA include assisting in decision making concerning the
sitting of projects, changes in zoning, and spheres of influence determinations. LESAis

2
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also increasingly being utilized for farmland protection programs, such as the identification
of priority areas to concentrate conservation easement acquisition efforts.

Because of the inherent flexibility in LESA model design, there is a broad array of
factors that a given LESA model can utilize. Some LESA models require the
measurement of as many as twenty different factors. Over the past 15 years, the body of
knowledge concerning LESA model development and application has begun to indicate
that LESA models utilizing only several basic factors can capture much of the variability
associated with the determination of the relative value of agricultural lands. In fact, LESA
models with many factors are increasingly viewed as having redundancies, with different
factors essentially measuring the same features, or being highly correlated with one
another. Additional information on the evolution and development of the LESA approach
is provided in, A Decade with LESA -The Evolution of Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment (8).

Development of the California Agricultural LESA Model

In 1990 the Department of Conservation commissioned a study to investigate land
use decisions that affect the conversion of agricultural lands in California. The study,
conducted by Jones and Stokes Associates, Inc., was prepared in response to concerns
about agricultural land conversion identified in the California Soif Conservation Plan (1)
(developed by the ad hoc Soil Conservation Advisory Committee serving the Department
of Conservation in 1987). Among these concerns was the belief that there was inadequate
information available concerning the socioeconomic and environmental implications of
farmland conversions, and that the adequacy of current farmland conversion impact
analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was not fully known. The
findings of this study are included in the publication, The Impacts of Farmiand Conversion
in California (2).

Currently, neither CEQA nor the State CEQA Guidelines contains procedures or
specific guidance concerning how agencies should address farmland conversion impacts
of projects. The only specific mention of agricultural issues is contained in Appendix G of
the State CEQA Guidelines, which states that a project will normally have a significant
effect on the environment if it will “convert prime agricultural land to non-agricultural use or
impair the agricultural productivity of prime agricultural land”.

Among the conclusions contained in The Impacts of Farmland Conversion in
California study was that the lack of guidance in how lead agencies should address the
significance of farmland conversion impacts resulted in many instances of no impact
analysis at all. A survey of environmental documents sent to the Governor's Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) between 1986 and 1988 was performed. The survey

3
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showed that among projects that affected at least 100 acres of land and for which
agriculture was a project issue, nearly 30 percent received Negative Declarations, and
therefore did not did not receive the environmental impact analysis that would be provided
by an Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Of those projects involving the conversion of agricultural lands and being the subject
of an EIR, the study found a broad range of approaches and levels of detail in describing
the environmental setting, performing an impact analysis, and providing alternative
mitigation measures. The only agricultural impacts found to be significant in the EIRs were
those involving the direct removal of prime agricultural lands from production by the project
itself. The focus on prime farmland conversion in the projects surveyed was deemed to be
related to the narrow direction provided in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.

The formulation of a California LESA Model is the result of Senate Bill 850 (Chapter
812 /1993), which charges the Resources Agency, in consultation with the Govemor's
Office of Planning and Research, to develop an amendment to Appendix G of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Such an amendment is intended
“to provide lead agencies with an optional methodology to ensure that significant effects on
the environment of agricultural land conversions are quantitatively and consistently
considered in the environmental review process” (Public Resources Code Section 21095).
This legislation authorizes the Department of Conservation to develop a California LESA
Model, which can in turn be adopted as the required amendment to Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines.

Presentation of the California LESA Model

The California LESA Model! is presented in this Manual in the following sections:

Section |. provides a listing of the information and tools that will typically be needed to
develop LESA scores for individual projects.

Section Il. provides step-by-step instructions for scoring each of the six Land Evaluation
and Site Assessment factors that are utilized in the Model, with an explanation of the
rationale for the use of each factor.

Section lll. defines the assignment of weights to each of the factors relative to one another,
and the creation of a final LESA score for a given project.

Section [V. assigns scoring thresholds to final LESA scores for the purpose of determining

the significance of a given project under CEQA where the conversion of agricultural lands
i$ a project issue.
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Additionally:

Appendix A. provides an abridged set of step-by-step LESA scoring instructions that can
be used and reproduced for scoring individual projects.

Appendix B. demonstrates the application of the California LESA Model to the scoring of a
hypothetical project.
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The California Agricultural LESA Model

Section |. Required Resources and Information

The California Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Model requires the use and
interpretation of basic land resource information concerning a given project. A series of
measurements and calculations is also necessary to obtain a LESA score. Listed below
are the materials and tools that will generally be needed to make these determinations.

Land Evaluation and Site Assessment calculations will require:

1. A calculator or other means of tabulating numbers
2. An accurately scaled map of the project area, such as a parcel map

3. A means for making acreage determinations of irregularly shaped map units. Options
include, from least to most technical:

e A transparent grid-square or dot-planimeter method of aerial measurement
» A hand operated electronic planimeter
* The automatic planimetry capabilities of a Geographic Information System (GIS)

4. A modern soil survey, generally produced by the USDA Natural Resources
Conservation Service, which delineates the soil-mapping units for a given project.
[Note: If modern soil survey information is not available for a given area of study, it may
be necessary to draw upon the services of a professional soil scientist to perform a
specific project survey].

5. Maps that depict land uses for parcels including and surrounding the project site, such
as the Department of Conservation's Important Farmland Map series, the Department
of Water Resources Land Use map series, or other appropriate information.

6. Maps or information that indicate the location of parcels including and surrounding the
project site that are within agricultural preserves, are under public ownership, have
conservation easements, or have other forms of long term commitments that are
considered compatible with the agricultural use of a given project site.
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Section ll. Defining and Scoring the California Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model Factors

This section provides detailed step-by-step instructions for the measurement and scoring
of each of the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment factors that are utilized in the
California Agricultural LESA Model, and is intended to serve as an introduction to the
process of utilizing the Model. Once users are familiar with the Model, a more streamlined
set of instructions and scoring sheets is available in Appendix A. In addition, the scoring of
a hypothetical project is presented using these scoring sheets in Appendix B.

Scoring of Land Evaluation Factors
The California LESA Model includes two Land Evaluation factors that are separately rated:

1. The Land Capability Classification Rating
2. The Storie Index Rating

The information needed to make these ratings is typically available from soil surveys that
have been conducted by the federal Natural Resources Conservation Service (formerly
known as the Soil Conservation Service). Consultation should be made with NRCS staff
(field offices exist in most counties) to assure that valid and current soil resource
information is available for the project site. Copies of soil surveys are available at local
field offices of the NRCS, and may also be available through libraries, city and county
planning departments, the Cooperative Extension, and other sources. In addition, a
Certified Professional Soil Scientist (CPSS) may also be consulted to obtain appropriate
soil resource information for the project site. A directory of CPSS registered soii
consultants is available through the Professional Soil Scientists Association of California,
P.O. Box 3213, Yuba City, CA 95992-3213; phone: (916)671-4276.

1) The USDA Land Capability Classification (LCC) - The LCC indicates the
suitability of soils for most kinds of crops. Groupings are made according to
the limitations of the soils when used to grow crops, and the risk of damage
to soils when they are used in agriculture. Soils are rated from Class | to
Class VIII, with soils having the fewest limitations receive the highest rating
(Class ). Specific subclasses are also utilized to further characterize soils.
An expanded explanation of the LCC is included in most soil surveys.

2) The Storie Index - The Storie Index provides a numeric rating (based upon a
100 point scale) of the relative degree of suitability or value of a given soil for
intensive agriculture. The rating is based upon soil characteristics only. Four
factors that represent the inherent characteristics and qualities of the soil are

7
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considered in the index rating. The factors are: profile characteristics,
texture of the surface layer, slope, and other factors (e.g., drainage, salinity).

In some situations, only the USDA Land Capability Classification information may
be currently available from a given published soil survey. However, Storie Index ratings can
readily be calculated from information contained in soil surveys by qualified soil scientists.
Users are encouraged to seek assistance from NRCS staff or Certified Professional Soil
Scientists to derive Storie Index information for the soils as well. [f, however, limitations of
time or resources restrict the derivation of Storie Index ratings for the soils within a region,
it may be possible to adapt the Land Evaluation by relying solely upon the LCC rating.
Under this scenario the LCC rating would account for 50 percent of the overall LESA factor
weighting.

Identifying a Project’s Soils

In order to rate the Land Capability Classification and Storie Index factors, the evaluator
must identify the soils that exist on a given project site and determine their relative
proportions. A Land Evaluation Worksheet (Table 1A.) is used to tabulate these
figures, based upon the following:

Step 1.
Locate the project on the appropriate map sheet in the Soil Survey.

Step 2.
Photocopy the map sheet and clearly delineate the project boundaries on the map,
paying close attention to the map scale.

Step 3.

Identify all of the soil mapping units existing in the project site (each mapping unit
will have a different map unit symbol) and enter the each mapping unit symbol in
Column A of the Land Evaluation Worksheet (Table 1A).

Step 4.

Calculate the acreage of each soil mapping unit present within the project site using
any of the means identified in Section 1, Required Resources and information,
and enter this information in Column B.

Step 5.
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Divide the acres of each soil mapping unit by the total project acreage to determine
the proportion of each unit that comprises the project, and enter this information in
Column C.
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1. Land Evaluation - The Land Capability Classification Rating

Step 1.

In the Guide to Mapping Units typically found within soil surveys, identify the Land
Capability Classification (LCC} designation (e.g., IV-e) for each mapping unit that
has been identified in the project and enter these designations in Column D of the
Land Evaluation Worksheet (Table 1A.).

Step 2.

From Table 2., The Numeric Conversion of Land Capability Classification
Units, obtain a numeric score for each mapping unit, and enter these scores in
ColumnE.

Step 3.
Multiply the proportion of each soil mapping unit (Column C) by the LCC points for
each mapping unit (Column E) and enter the resulting scores in Column F.

Step 4.
Sum the LCC scores in Column F to obtain a single LCC Score for the project.
Enter this LCC Score in Line 1 of the Final LESA Worksheet (Table 8)

Table 2. Numeric Conversion of Land
Capability Classification Units

Land LCC
Capability Point
Classification Rating
1 100
lle 90
lls,w 80
llle 70
lis,w 60
IVe 50
IVs,w 40
\'J 30
Vi 20
Vil 10
Vil 0
10
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Table 1A.

Land Evaluation Worksheet

Land Capability Classification (LCC)

and Storie Index Scores

A B C D E F G H
Soil Map | Project |Proportion off LCC | LGC | LCC Storie Storie Index
Unit Acres |Project Area Rating| Scare Index Scora
(Must Sum LcC Storie Index
Tofals 10 1.0) Total Total
11
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Site Assessment Worksheet 1.

Total Acres

Project Size|
Scores

Project Size Score

| J K
106 Class |1 CC Dlass | ) 0C Glass
-1 n IV - VIl

Righest Projec
Size Scor




2. Land Evaluation - The Storie Index Rating Score

Step 1.

From the appropriate soil survey or other sources of information identified in
Appendix C, determine the Storie Index Rating (the Storie Index Rating is already
based upon a 100 point scale) for each mapping unit and enter these values in
Column G of the Land Evaluation Worksheet (Table 1A.).

Step 2.
Multiply the proportion of each soil mapping unit found within the project (Column
C) by the Storie Index Rating (Column G), and enter these scores in Column H.

Step 3.
Sum the Storie Index Rating scores in Column H to obtain a single Storie Index

Rating score for the project. Enter this Storie Index Rating Score in Line 2 of the
Final LESA Worksheet (Table 8)

12
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Scoring of Site Assessment Factors

The California LESA Model includes four Site Assessment factors that are separately
rated:

The Project Size Rating

The Water Resources Availability Rating

The Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating

The Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating

ol ol o

1. Site Assessment - The Project Size Rating

The Project Size Rating relies upon acreage figures that were tabulated under the Land
Capability Classification Rating in Table 1A. The Project Size rating is based upon
identifying acreage figures for three separate groupings of soil classes within the project
site, and then determining which grouping generates the highest Projecl Size Score.

Step 1.

Using information tabulated in Columns B and D of the Land Evaluation
Worksheet (Table 1A), enter acreage figures in Site Assessment Worksheet 1. -
Project Size (Table 1B) using either Column |, J, or K for each of the soil mapping
units in a given project.

Step 2.
Sum the entries in Colurmn | to determine the total acreage of Class | and [l soils on
the project site.

Sum the entries in Column J to determine the total acreage of Class Il soils on the
project site.

Sum the entries in Column K to determine the total acreage of Class IV and lower
rated soils on the project site.

Step 3.

For each of the three columns, apply the appropriate scoring plan provided in Table
3, Project Size Scoring, and enter the Project Size Score for each grouping in
the Site Assessment Worksheet 1. - Project Size (Table 1B). Determine which
column generates the highest score. The highest score becomes the overall
Project Size Score. Enter this number in Line 3 of the Final LESA Scoresheet
(Table 8).

13
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Table 3. Project Size Scoring

LCC Class | or Il sails LCC Class lll soils LCC Class |V or lower
Acres Score Acres Score Acres Score
80 or above 100 180 or above 100 320 or above 100
60-79 0 120-158 80 240-319 80
40-59 80 80-11%¢ 80 160-239 60
20-39 50 60-79 70 100-159 40
10-19 30 40-59 &0 40-99 20
fewer than 10 0 20-39 30 fewer than 40 0
10-19 10
fewer than 10 0

Explanation of the Project Size Factor

The Project Size factor in the California Agricultural LESA Model was developed in
cooperation with Nichols-Berman, a consuiting firm under contract with the Department of
Conservation. A thorough discussion of the development of this rating is presented by
Nichols-Berman in a report to the Department entitled, Stafewide LESA Methodologies
Report - Project Size and Water Resource Availability Factors (3).

The inclusion of the measure of a project’s size in the California Agricultural LESA
Models is a recognition of the role that farm size plays in the viability of commercial
agricultural operations. In general, larger farming operations can provide greater flexibility
in farm management and marketing decisions. Cenrtain economies of scale for equipment
and infrastructure can also be more favorable for larger operations. In addition, larger
operations tend to have greater impacts upon the local economy through direct
employment, as well as impacts upon support industries (e.g., fertilizers, farm equipment,
and shipping) and food processing industries.

While the size of a given farming operation may in many cases serve as a direct
indicator of the overall economic viability of the operation, The California Agricultural LESA
Model does not specifically consider the issue of economic viability. The variables of
economic viability for a specific farm include such factors as the financial management and
farming skills of the operator, as well as the debt ioad and interest rates being paid by an
individual operator, which are issues that cannot readily be included in a statewide LESA
model.

14
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In terms of agricultural productivity, the size of a farming operation can be
considered not just from its total acreage, but the acreage of different quality lands that
comprise the operation. Lands with higher quality soils lend themselves to greater
management and cropping flexibility and have the potential to provide a greater economic
return per unit acre. For a given project, instead of relying upon a single acreage figure in
the Project Size rating, the project is divided into three acreage groupings based upon the
Land Capability Classification ratings that were previously determined in the Land
Evaluation analysis. Under the Project Size rating, relatively fewer acres of high quality
soils are required to achieve a maximum Project Size score. Alternatively, a maximum
score on lesser quality soils could also be derived, provided there is a sufficiently large
acreage present. Acreage figures utilized in scoring are the synthesis of interviews that
were conducted statewide for growers of a broad range of creps. In the interviews growers
were queried as to what acreage they felt would be necessary in order for a given parcel to
be considered attractive for them to farm.

The USDA LCC continues to be the most widely available source of information on
land quality. Project Size under this definition is readily measurable, and utilizes much of
the same information needed to score a given project under the Land Evaluation
component of the methodology. This approach also complements the LE determination,
which, while addressing soil quality, does not account for the total acreage of soils of given
qualities within a project.

This approach allows for an accounting of the significance of high quality agricultural
land as well as lesser quality agricultural lands, which by virtue of their large area can be

considered significant agricultural resources. In this way, no single acreage figure for a
specific class of soils (e.g., soils defined as “prime”} is necessary.

15
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2. Site Assessment - The Water Resources Availability Rating

The Water Resources Availability Rating is based upon identifying the various water
sources that may supply a given property, and then determining whether different
restrictions in supply are likely to take place in years that are characterized as being
periods of drought and non-drought. Site Assessment Worksheet 2. - Water
Resources Availability Worksheet (Table 4) is used to tabulate the score.

Step 1.

Identify the different water resource types that are used to supply the proposed
project site (for example, irrigation district water, ground water, and riparian water
are considered to be three different types of water resources). Where there is only
one water scurce identified for the proposed project, skip to Step 4.

Step 2.

Divide the proposed project site into portions, with the boundaries of each portion
being defined by the irrigation water source(s) supplying it. A site that is fully served
by a single source of water will have a single portion, encompassing the entire site.
A site that is fully served by two or more sources that are consistently merged
together to serve a crop’s needs would also have a single portion. (e.g., a portion of
the proposed project may receive both irrigation district and groundwater). If the
project site includes land that has no irrigation supply, consider this acreage as a
separate portion as well. Enter the water resource portions of the project in
Column B of Table 4, Site Assessment Worksheet 2. - Water Resources
Availability.

[As an example, a hypothetical project site is determined to have four separate
water supply portions:

Portion 1 is served by irrigation district water only;

Portion 2 is served by ground water only;

Portion 3 is served by both irrigation district water and ground water;
Portion 4 is not irrigated at all.]

Step 3.

Calculate the proportion of the total project area that is represented by each water
resource portion, and enter these figures in Column C of Site Assessment
Worksheet 2. - Water Resources Availability, verifying that the sum of the
proportions equals 1.0.

16
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Table 4. Site Assessment Worksheet 2. - Water Resources Avalilability

A B C D E
Water Waighted
Project Water Proportion of Availability Availability
Portion Source Project Area Score Scare
(C x D)
1
2
3
4
5
6
{Must Sum Total Waten
to1.0) Resgource Scorel
17

Resolution No. 16-027 Page 159 of 601



Step 4.

For each water resource supply portion of the project site, determine whether
irrigated and dryland agriculture is feasible, and if any physical or economic
restnctions exist, during both drought and non-drought years. These italicized
terms are defined below:

. A physical restriction is an occasional or regular interruption or reduction in a
water supply, or a shortened irrigation season, that forces a change in agriculturai
practices -- such as planting a crop that uses less water, or leaving land fallow.
(This could be from cutbacks in supply by irrigation and water districts, or by ground
or surface water becoming depleted or unusable. Poor water quality can also resuit
in a physical restriction -- for example by requiring the planting of salt-tolerant plants,
or by effectively reducing the amount of available water.)

. An economic restriction is a rise in the cost of water to a level that forces a
reduction in consumption. (This could be from surcharge increases from water
suppliers as they pass along the cost of finding new water supplies, the extra cost of
pumping mere ground water to make up for losses in surface water supplies, or the
extra energy costs of pumping the same amount of ground water from deeper within
an aquifer.)

. Irrigated agricultural production is feasible when:

1) There is an existing irrigation system on the project site that can serve the
portion of the project identified in Step 2;

2) Physical and/or economic restrictions are not severe enough to halt
production; and

3) ltis possible to achieve a viable economic return on crops though irrigated
production.

(A major question that should be considered is, if there is an irrigated crop that can be
grown within the region, can it actually be grown on the project site? Depending upon the
jurisdiction, some typical crops that have a large water demand may not be feasible to
grow on the project site, while others that require less water are feasible. Information to
aid in making this determination can be obtained from county agricultural commissioners,
the UC Cooperative Extension, irrigation districts, and other sources.)

) Drytand production is feasible when rainfall is adequate to allow an economically
viable retum on a nonirrigated crop.

. A drought year is a year that lies within a defined drought period, as defined by the
Department of Water Resources or by a local water agency. Many regions of the
state are by their arid nature dependent upon imports of water to support irrigated
agriculture. These regions shall not be considered under periods of drought
unless a condition of drought is declared for the regions that typically would be
providing water exports.

18
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Step 5.

Each of the project's water resource supply portions identified in Step 2 is scored
separately. Water Resources Availability scoring is performed by identifying the
appropriate condition that applies to each portion of the project, as identified in
Table 5., Water Resource Availability Scoring. Using Table 5, identify the option
that best describes the water resource availability for that portion and its
corresponding water resource score. Option 1 defines the condition of no
restrictions on water resource availability and is followed progressively with
increasing restrictions to Option 14, the most severe condition, where neither
irrigated nor dryland production is considered feasible. Enter each score into
Column D of Table 4.

Step 6.

For each portion of the project site, determine the section's weighted score by
multiplying the portion's score (Column D), by its proportion of the project area
(Column C), and enter these scores in Column E, the weighted Water Availability
Score. Sum the Column E scores to obtain the total Water Resource Availability
Score, and enter this figure in Line 4 of the Final LESA Score Sheet (Table 8).

19
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Table 5. Water Resource Availability Scoring

Non-Drought Years Drought Years
WATER
RESTRICTIONS RESTRICTIONS
Option RESOURCE
Irigated Physical Economic Irrigated Physical Economic
Production Restrictions | Restrictions | Production | Restrictions | Restrictions SCORE
Feasible? ? ? Feasible? ? ?
1 YES NO NO YES NO NO 100
2 YES NO NO YES NQ YES 95
3 YES NO YES YES NO YES 90
4 YES NO NO YES YES NO 85
5 YES NO NO YES YES YES 80
§ YES YES NO YES YES NQ 75
7 YES YES YES YES YES YES 65
8 YES NO NO NO - - -—- 50
9 YES NO YES NO - — - = 45
10 YES YES NO NQ - - - a5
11 YES YES YES NO - — - 30
12 Irrigated production not feasible, but rainfall adequete for dryland 25
production in both drought and non-drought years
13 Irrigated production not feasible, but rainfall adequate for dryland 20
production in nor~drought years {but not in drought years)
14 Neither irrigated nor dryland production feasible 0
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Explanation of the Water Resource Availability Rating

The Water Resource Availability factor in the California Agricultural LESA Model was
developed in cooperation with Nichols-Berman, a consulting firm under contract with the
Department of Conservation. A thorough discussion of the development of this rating is
presented by Nichols-Berman in a report to the Department entitled, Stafewide LESA
Methodologies Report - Project Size and Water Resource Availability Factors (3). During the
development of this factor it became apparent that certain conditions unigue to California would
need to be represented in this system.

First, it was decided to classify water reliability based upon the effects on agricultural
production (such as being forced to change to lower-value crops, putting in groundwater pumps,
or cutting back on the acreage farmed) rather than the actual fype of limitation {(such as a limitation
on the quantity, frequency, or duration of water delivery). LESA systems have traditionally focused
on the latter. However, it was found that the many types of limitations are too varied in California
to adequately represent in the LESA system. In the Statewide LESA system, these effects are
referred to as restrictions.

Second, the factor had to include an interrelation with cost. The historical shortages and
unreliability of California water use has led to the establishment of various interconnected and dual
systems. Probably more than any other state, reliability is related with cost -- a more reliable
water supply can sometimes be obtained, but at a greater cost. Therefore, resfrictions were
classified into two major categories -- physical and economic. These are separated because,
generally, a physical restriction is more severe than an economic restriction and this should be
reflected in the LESA system.

Third, the factor had to include the effects of the drought cycle in California. During the
drought of 1987 to 1892, many agricultural areas of the state experienced water shortages. The
impact of these shortages resulted in a number of different actions. Some areas were able to
avoid the worst effects of the drought simply by implementing water conservation measures.

Other areas were able to obtain additional water supplies, such as by securing water transfers or
simply pumping more groundwater, but at an increase in the overall price of water. Other options
included shifting crops, replanting to higher value crops to offset the increase in water prices, or
leaving land fallow. A project site that experiences restrictions during a drought year should not be
scored as high as a similar project site that does not.

The easiest way to make determinations of irrigation feasibility and the potential
restrictions of water sources is to investigate the cropping history of the project site. For instance,
was the water supply to the project site reduced by the local irrigation district during the last
drought? If the site has a ground water supply, do area ground water levels sometimes drop to
levels that force markedly higher energy costs to pump the water?

21

Resolution No. 16-027 Page 163 of 601



If the history of the project site is unavailable (including when the site has recently installed
an irrigation system), look at the history of the general area. However, remember that the project
site may have different conditions than the rest of the region. For instance, the project site could
have an older water right than others in the region. Although certain areas of the state had severe
restrictions on water deliveries during the last drought, some parcels within these areas had very
secure deliveries due to more senior water rights. [f this was the case in the region of the project
site, check the date of water right and compare it with parcels that received their total allotment
during the last drought. The local irrigation district should have information on water delivenes.

The scoring of water resource availability for a project site should not just reflect the
adequacies of water supply in the past -- it should be a prediction of how the water system will
perform in the future. For instance, a local jurisdiction might find that the allocation of flows to
stream and river systems has been recently increased for environmental reasons, which will
decrease the future available surface water supply. In this case, the past history of the site is not
an adequate representation of future water supply and water system performance.

22
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3. Site Assessment - The Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating

Determination of the surrounding agricultural land use rating is based upon the identification of a
project's "Zone of Influence™ (ZOI), which is defined as that land near a given project, both directly
adjoining and within a defined distance away, that is likely to influence, and be influenced by, the
agricultural land use of the subject project site. The determination of the ZOl is described below,
and is illustrated with an example in Figure 1.

Defining a Project’s "Zone of Influence"”

Step 1.

Locate the proposed project on an appropriate map and outline the area and dimensions
of the proposed project site.

Step 2.

Determine the smallest rectangle that will completely contain the project site
(Rectangle A).

Step 1.

Create a second rectangie (Rectangle B} that extends 0.25 mile (1320 feet)
beyond Rectangle A on all sides.

Step 4.
{dentify all parcels that are within or are intersected by Rectangle B.

Step 5.
Define the project site's "zone of influence" as the entire area of all parcels identified

in Step 4, less the area of the proposed project from Step 1.
[In the illustration provided in Figure 1, Parcels W, X, and Y extend beyond

Rectangle B and are therefore included in their entirety in defining the project site's Zone
of Influence]
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Measuring Surrounding Agricultural Land

Step 1.

Calculate the percentage of the project's Zone of Influence that is currently producing
agricultural crops. [This figure can be determined using information from the Department
of Conservation’s Important Farmiand Map Series, the Department of Water Resources’
Land Use Map Series, locally derived maps, or direct site inspection. For agricultural land
that is currently fallowed, a determination must be made concerning whether the land has
been fallowed as part of a rotational sequence during normal agricultural operations, or
because the land has become formaliy “committed” to a nonagricultural use. Land that has
become formally committed, whether fallow or not, should not generally be included in

aeienmining the proportion of ihe Zone of influence thati is agricuiturai iand. For further
information on the definition of Committed Land, refer to the following Explanation of the
Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating.]

Step 2.

Based on the percentage of agricultural land in the ZOl determined in Step 1, assign a
Surrounding Agricultural Land score to the project according to Table 6, and enter this
score in Line 5 of the Final LESA Scoresheet (Table 8) .

Table 6. Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating

Percent of Project’s Surrounding
Zone of Influence Agricultural Land
in Agricultural Use Score
90 - 100% 100 Points
80 -89 20
75-79 80
70-74 70
65-69 60
60 - 64 50
55-59 40
50-54 30
45 -49 20
40 -44 10
40 < 0
25
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Explanation of the Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating

The Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating is designed to provide a measurement of the
level of agricultural land use for lands in close proximity to a subject project. The California
Agricultural LESA Model rates the potential significance of the conversion of an agricultural parcel
that has a large proportion of surrounding land in agricultural production more highly than one that
has a relatively small percentage of surrounding iand in agricultural production. The definition of a
“Zone of Inluence” that accounts for surrounding lands up to a minimum of one quarter mile from
the project boundary is the result of several iterations during model development for assessing an
area that will generally be a representative sample of surrounding land use. In a simple example,
a single one quarter mile square project (160 acres) would have a Zone of Influence that is a
minimum of eight times greater (1280 acres) that the parcel itself.

Land within a Zone of Influence that is observed to be fallow will require a case by case
determination of whether this land should be considered agricultural land. The Department of
Conservation’s Important Farmland Maps may be of assistance in making this determination. In
addition, land currently in agricultural production may be designated as being "committed" to
future nonagricultural development. The Department of Conservation's Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program has a land use designation of Land Committed to Nonagricultural Use, and is
defined as "land that is permanently committed by local elected officials to nonagricultural
development by virtue of decisions which cannot be reversed simply by a majority vote of a city
council or county board of supervisors. The "committed” land must be so designated in an
adopted local general plan, and must also meet the requirements of either (a} or (b) below:

(a). It must have received one of the following final discretionary approvals:

Tentative subdivision map (approved per the Subdivision Map Act);

Tentative or final parcel map (approved per the Subdivision Map Act);
Recorded development agreement (per Government Code §65864);
Other decisions by a local government which are analogous to items #1-3
above and which exhibit an element of permanence. Zoning by itself does
not qualify as a permanent commitment.

RN =
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(b) it must be the subject of one of the final fiscal commitments to finance the capital
improvements specifically required for future development of the land in question as
shown below:

1. Recorded Resolution of Intent to form a district and levy an assessment;
2. Payment of assessment;
3. Sale of bonds;

4. Binding contract, secured by bonds, guaranteeing installation of
infrastructure,;

5. Other fiscal commitments which are analogous to items #1-4 above and
exhibit an element of permanence.”
Lead agencies are encouraged to identify Land Committed to Nonagricultural Use within a

project's ZOIl and make the determination whether this land, while still in agricultural production, be
considered nonagricultural land for the purposes of the calculation performed here.
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4. Site Assessment - The Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating

The Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating is essentially an extension of the Surrounding
Agricultural Land Rating, and is scored in a similar manner. Protected resource lands are those
lands with long term use restrictions that are compatible with or supportive of agricultural uses of
land. Included among them are the following:

* Williamson Act contracted lands
Publicly owned lands maintained as park, forest, or watershed resources
Lands with agricultural, wildlife habitat, open space, or other natural resource easements that
restrict the conversion of such land to urban or industrial uses.

Instructions for the Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating

Step 1.

Utilizing the same "Zone of Influence" (ZOl) area calculated for a project under the
Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating, calculate the percentage of the ZOl that is Protected
Resource Land, as defined above.

Step 2.
Assign a Surrounding Protected Resource Land score to the project according to
Table 7, and enter this score on Line 6 of the Final LESA Scoresheet (Table 8).

Table 7. Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating

Percent of Project's Surrounding
Zone of Influence Protected Resource
Defined as Protected Land Score
90 - 100% 100 Points
80-89 90
75-79 80
70-74 70
65 -69 60
60 - 64 50
55-59 40
50-54 30
45-49 20
40 -44 10
40 < 0
28
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Section lll. Weighting of Factors and Final LESA Scoring

The California LESA Model is weighted so that 50 percent of the total LESA score of a given
project is derived from the Land Evaluation factors, and 50 percent from the Site Assessment
factors. Individual factor weights are listed below, with the sum of the factor weights required to
equal 100 percent.

Land Evaluation Factors

Land Capability Classification 25%
Storie Index Rating 25%
Land Evaluation Subtotal 50%

Site Assessment Factors

Project Size 15%
Water Resource Availability 15%
Surrounding Agricultural Lands 15%
Surrounding Protected Resource Lands 5%
Site Assessment Subtotal 50%
Total LESA Factor Weighting 100%

Each factor is measured separately (each on 100 point scale) and entered in the appropriate line
in Column B of the Final LESA Scoresheet (Table 8). Each factor's score is then multiplied by
its respective factor weight, resulting in a weighted factor score in Column D as indicated in
Table 8. The weighted factor scores are summed, yielding a Total LESA Score (100 points
maximum ) for a given project, which is entered in Line 7 of Column D.
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Tahle B. Final LESA Scoresheat

{sum of weighted factor ratings}

30
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A B c D
Factor Factor Weighted
Factor Name Rating X Weighting = Factor
{0-100 points) (Total = 1.00) Rating
Lard Evaluation
1. Land Capability Classification <Line 1> X 0.25 =
2. Storie Index Rating <Line 2> X 0.25 =
Site Assessment
1. Project Size <Line 3> X 0.15 =
2. Water Resource Availability <Line 4> X 0.15 =
3. Surrounding Agricultural Lands <Line 5> X 0.15 =
4. Protected Resaurce Lands <Line 6> X 0.05 =
Total LESA Score <Line 7>




Section IV. California Agricultural LESA Scoring Thresholds -
Making Determinations of Significance Under CEQA

A single LESA score is generated for a given project after all of the individual Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment factors have been scored and weighted as detailed in Sections
2 and 3. Just as with the scoring of individual factors that comprise the California Agricultural
LESA Model, final project scoring is based on a scale of 100 points, with a given project being
capable of deriving a maximum of 50 points from the Land Evaluation factors and 50 points from
the Site Assessment factors.

The California Agricultural LESA Model is designed to make determinations of the
potential significance of a project’s conversion of agricuitural lands during the Initial Study phase
of the CEQA review process. Scoring thresholds are based upon both the total LESA score as
well as the component LE and SA subscores. In this manner the scoring thresholds are
dependent upon the attainment of a minimum score for the LE and SA subscores so that a single
threshold is not the result of heavily skewed subscores (i.e., a site with a very high LE score, but a

very low SA score, or vice versa). Table 9 presents the California Agricultural LESA scoring
thresholds.

Table 9. California LESA Model Scoring Thresholds

Total LESA Score Scoring Dacision
0 to 39 Points Not Considered Significant
40 to 59 Points Considered Significant only if LE and SA
subscores are each greater than or equal to 20 points
60 to 79 Points Considered Significant unless either LE or SA
subscore is |less than 20 points
80 to 100 Points Considered Significant
31
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John F. Rickenbach Consulting
J R 7675 Bella Vista Road
] Atascadero, California 93422

PLAMNING AND 805/610-1109

ch v UNME AL CONSULTING

JFRickenbach@aol.cam

Date:
To:
From:

Subject:

May 16, 20143
Ed Gallagher, Community Development Director
John Rickenbach, AICP, Principal Planner

River Oaks Il Project, Agricultural Issues and the CEQA Process

The following memorandum discusses the River Oaks Il project in the context of the City's
recent legal opinion with regard to the CEQA process and the analysis of agricultural issues.

Recent i

nformation {including a LESA analysis to address farmiand conversion impacts) and a

close examination of the CEQA record for the Borkey Area Specific Plan suggest that such

impacts

A. City

would be less than significant for the River Qaks Il project.

Legal Opinion

As stated in a memorandum dated May 14, 2014, the City’s legal opinion {paraphrased) is
that an EIR will be required for the River Oaks Il project for the following reasons:

1

Impacts to agricultural resources (prime soils} will be significant. This assertion is
based on the fact that the 1989 Borkey Area Specific Plan (BASP) EIR concluded that
there would be a significant unavoidable impact to agriculture because of the loss of
126 acres of prime soils, and that the proposed project would be responsible for a
portion of this loss of acreage.

Not appropriate to tier from 1989 EIR. Because of the age of the EIR and recent
changes to the Public Resources Code, a CEQA document cannot tier from an EIR
more than 3 years old, so the original Statement of Overriding Considerations cannot
be applied to a new project for agricultural impacts that were found to be significant
and unavoidable.

Modifying the 300-Foot Buffer could result in new impacts. If development on the

River Oaks site requires modification of the existing 300-foot buffer, new impacts
would be introduced not previously disclosed.
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B. CEQA Process

It is never advisable—and indeed, now no longer allowed under PRC 21094(a}(2)(d)—to tier
from an older EIR for a Specific Plan, because the conditions that existed at the time it was
prepared have likely changed too much to make the original analysis meaningful as the basis for
the new CEQA document. This correctly recognizes that physical factors, project circumstances
or regulatory requirements may have changed since the preparation of the original EIR,

For that reason, a new project in such an area must be analyzed based on a stand-alone CEQA
document. This is precisely what was done in 2002 for the proposed GPA and SPA associated
with the Paso Robles Hot Springs project. That project was processed through a Mitigated
Negative Declaration, which did not tier from the 1989 BASP EIR, but instead functioned as a
stand-alone document. Specifically, key relevant findings from that document include:

1. The project was to amend the BASP to expand Subarea A by 117 acres to the north to
include recently annexed land; to rezone 23 acres from AG to PF; and to establish a PD
overlay on 231 acres of the BASP to allow the proposed Paso Robles Hot Springs project;

2, An Initial Study and MND was prepared to address this action that referenced, but did
not tier from, the 1989 BASP EIR.

3. The potential conversion of a limited amount of prime soil was determined to be less
than significant.

4. Mitigation measures related to agriculture were required to address the following
subissues:

a. FErosion and soil disturbance;

b. Williamson Act compliance {the site was then under LCA contract);

c. The 300-foot agricultural buffer. The existing ag buffer was moved to the north
along the recently-moved City limit boundary to address potential conflicts
between development in the City and agriculture in the County.

5. Findings were made that through a mitigation agreement, required mitigation measures
would reduce all impacts to a less than significant level.

6. No Statement of Overriding Considerations was made, because all impacts were found
to be less than significant with required mitigation.

The fact that this project was processed through a stand-alone MND, and all impacts were found
to be mitigable, established the precedent that the City has done this and can do it again as
appropriate. As noted above, that MND did not rely on the 1989 EIR, but instead was an
independent analysis for a different project under different circumstances. This same approach
can be applied to the River Oaks Il Project, if through the Initial Study the City can determine
that all impacts are either less than significant, or can be mitigated to a less than significant
level.

C. Agricultural Impacts of the River Oaks Il Project

The City's May 2014 legal opinion presumes that the River Qaks Il project’s impacts to
agricultural resources would be significant and unavoidable. Such a determination can only be
made through a formal CEQA process. As demonstrated through the 2002 Paso Robles Hot
Springs Project MND, it is possible to make the determination that impacts are potentially less
than significant, under the appropriate circumstances.
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The City, as Lead Agency, must make this determination through a review of current
information, as analyzed in a new CEQA Initial Study. The following information is included to
assist the City as it makes this determination:

1

Conversion of Farmland. City staff has previously indicated that the California Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA} model would be an appropriate tool to
determine whether there would be significant impacts to agriculture on the River Oaks
site, since this toal is explicitly included in the CEQA Guidelines for this purpose. This
tool was not available at the time the 1989 BASP EIR was prepared, and thus represents
an opportunity to revisit previous conclusions regarding farmland conversion in an
updated regulatory context. To assist the City, we have prepared a LESA analysis for
your consideration and review. When the conversion of a limited amount of potentially
high quality soils is considered in the context of existing and surrounding land uses,
parcel size, and water availability, our analysis found that impacts to agricultural land
would be less than significant.

Agricultural Buffer. The City's legal opinion is that a 300-foot buffer was required as
mitigation in the 1989 BASP EIR, and thus must be maintained as part of the current
project. In fact, the 300-foot buffer was identified as a project feature of the original
BASP, and not prescribed as an additional mitigation measure, Please refer to Figure
2-4 of the 1989 EIR (Proposed Land Use and Circulation Plan, Chapter 2, page 12}, which
shows a 300-foot ag buffer as part of the proposed project.

The intent of this feature was to reduce potential conflicts between development in the
City and neighboring agricultural uses in the County. {This is the reason why this feature
was moved northward as a mitigation measure in the 2002 MND, since the City-County
boundary had moved northward.) The 1989 EIR stated that the buffer acted as a
mitigative project feature that would ensure impacts related to land use conflicts would
be less than significant (Chapter 3, page 24). As stated on Page 24 of the BASP EIR:

“Several elements of the Borkey Area Specific Plan have been devised explicitly
to mitigate the potential effects of plan area development on remaining
adjacent agricultural uses... The plan prescribes an agricultural protection strip,
or “buffer”, of 300 feet along the northeasterly edge of Subarea A...”

The 1989 EIR analysis conciuded that the plan’s project features, including the buffer,
were sufficient to ensure that impacts related to agricultural land use conflicts would be
reduced to a less than significant level. No additional mitigation was determined
necessary. No analysis was included in the EIR to determine whether a smaller buffer
might have resulted in a similarly less than significant impact, but it is reasonable to
assume that subsequent analysis could possibly draw such a conclusion under the
appropriate conditions.

As noted above, the 300-foot buffer is no longer on the River Oaks project site, but was
moved northward to the neighboring property, along the southern edge of the County-
City boundary, the new northern boundary of BASP Subarea A (pursuant to GPA 1-02;
SPA 02-001; Exhibit B, page 36 of the revised Specific Plan). This was consistent with the

Resolution No. 16-027 Page 177 of 601



John F. Rickenbach Consulting
Pagce 4

intent of the original project feature and EIR analysis, which was to minimize land use
conflicts between development in the City and agricultural uses in the County.

Note that there are many examples of areas within the City limits where urban
development and agriculture abut, because the long-term presumption is that areas in
the City will eventually develop to non-agricultural uses, so land use conflicts are
temporary. Such interfaces can be potentially complementary, when agricultural uses
are intentionally designed within residential communities, either for the reasons of
community character or as community gardens.

In summary, the key peints of cur analysis include:

» The 300-foot buffer was a mitigative project feature of the 1989 BASP, the
intent of which was to minimize land use conflicts between urban land in
the City and agricutture in the County.

= The fact that the 2002 MND for the expanded BASP moved the buffer to
the new City-County boundary confirms that intent.

¢ The buffer is no longer on the River Oaks project site.

¢  Finally, there are many examples in the City of urban and agricultural uses
directly abutting.

These facts suggest that impacts from the project on neighboring uses to the north
would be less than significant. The proposed project would not affect the location or
function of the existing 300-foot buffer within the BASP, which will still serve its original
purpose at the northern boundary of the Borkey Area at the edge of the City.

D. Conclusion

In previous correspondence to the applicant, the City indicated the impetus for requiring an EIR
for the project was to address various agricultural issues that may not be fully mitigable. As
demonstrated above, we believe that based on an analysis of facts not available when the 1989
BASP EIR was prepared, such impacts are actually less than significant and do not require
mitigation.

For that reason, we request that the City use the information provided in our November 2013
application as amended through our new analysis of agricultural issues, and prepare an Initial
Study that leads to a Mitigated Negative Declaration, an approach similar to what was
successfully used for the 2002 GPA and Specific Plan Amendment.
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:ngm!n:‘lr;ﬁmg KO5/610-1109
ENVIHONMENTAL L JFRickenhach@anl.com

Date: February 9, 2015
To: Dick Willhoit
From: John Rickenbach, AICP, Principal Planner

Subject:  River Oaks Il Project, Agricultural Buffers in California

In its ongoing correspondence related to the River Oaks Il project, City of Paso Robles staff has often
stated the need for including an appropriate buffer between existing agricultural uses and proposed
development. To address this concern, the following memorandum discusses the project in the
context of issues related to agricultural buffers, specifically focusing on the requirements of other
communities in California, and the rationale for these requirements. The memo also explores the
scientific basis for these buffer policies, and the degree of flexibility built into such policies to address
uncertainties inherent in such policies.

Summary of Findings

1. The City of Paso Robles does not have an adopted citywide agricultural buffer policy, but
recently-approved projects in the City have included vineyards adjacent to urban
development without any buffer between them, consistent with principles included in the
City’s 2006 Economic Strategy.

2. There is a 300-foot buffer requirement at the northern edge of the Borkey Area Specific Plan
area {along the City boundary), but there is no buffer requirement associated with the River
Oaks property, which is entirely within and adjacent to parcels within the City along its
northern boundary.

3. The buffer policies of other agencies in California vary widely, but in general exhibit a high
degree of flexibility, in recognition of the following circumstances:
a. The type and density of non-agricultural development
b. The type of crops on grown on the adjacent parcel
c. Agricultural practices on the adjacent parcel (the use of sprayed pesticides or
herbicides, for example)
d. Wind direction
Topography
f.  Physical barriers within the buffer area

m

Resolution No. 16-027 Page 179 of 601



John F. Rickenbach Consulting
Page 2

4, Other wine-oriented communities similar to Paso Robles {notably the City of Napa and Napa
County) have flexible buffer policies that range from 80-120 feet, which may be waived
entirely under certain circumstances.

5. There are few scientific studies that have addressed buffer issues, and those that there are
conclude that fences, berms, trees, and other barriers with the buffer zone can greatly
reduce the need for a wide buffer. This finding is consistent with the opinion of a local
vineyard management expert, who also notes that onsite agricultural row crop management
practices could reduce or eliminate the need for a buffer.

6. None of the cited buffer policies described in this paper appear to be based on {or cite)
specific scientific studies in developing their criteria, but appear to be based on past
practices, informal input from the agricultural and development communities, or in some
cases, reflect the currently-adopted policies of neighboring or similar jurisdictions.

7. There are important issues associated with buffer areas that impact their degree of
effectiveness, as well as their potential to create nuisances for adjacent property owners.

A. City of Paso Robles Requirements

The City of Paso Robles does not have a standard buffer requirement between agricultural and non-
agricultural uses. However, as noted in our memo to the City dated May 16, 2014, there had
historically been a 300-foot buffer associated with the Borkey Area Specific Plan, specifically to
separate agricultural uses in the unincorporated portions of the County from urban uses in the City.
The May 2014 memo analyzed this requirement with respect to the current project, concluding that
the 300-foot buffer no long exists at the northern edge of the current River Oaks property, since the
area directly to the north is now in the City as well {see GPA 1-02; SPA 02-001; Exhibit B, page 36 of
the revised Specific Plan). The City now appears to concur with that conclusion, as stated in a letter to
you dated December 2014,

In that letter, the City endeavored to work with you to determine an appropriate project design that
addresses the fact that there would likely be ongoing agricultural uses on the property to the north
until such time that the neighboring property owner wishes to develop under the Borkey Area Specific
Plan.

The City’s adopted 2006 Economic Strategy indirectly addresses the City's approach with regard to the
appropriate use of agricultural buffers that could form the basis for future General Plan policy. That
document provides direction for the economic health of the City. These principles suggest the
integration of ongoing agricultural uses with future urban development, including:

* Support agriculture as a viable industry and visitor attraction by featuring it as the
distinguishing community environment,

*  Promote the City as a center of high value agriculture and industry.

* Encouroge synergy omongst and between, and reinvest in, ottractions that showcase Paso
Robles’ unique identity and heritage including...agriculture.
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In recognition of these concepts, recent city developments on the urban fringe have encouraged the
integration of urban uses and agriculture, promoting this synergy as an important local and regional
attraction. An example of this is the recently approved Ayers Hotel, which features a vineyard
planted adjacent to the hotel and ather adjacent residential property. There is effectively no buffer
between vineyard uses and urban development. Its approval stemmed in part because the project
was considered consistent with the principles included in the City’s 2006 Economic Strategy. This
project established the precedent that the City could approve projects without agricultural buffers if
considered consistent with its long-term economic health.

B. Requirements of Other California Cities and Counties

There are no adopted statewide standards related to agricultural buffers, so the issue is left to local
jurisdictions to address. Relatively few communities within California include adopted standards,
which are typically either included in the General Plan as a range depending on specific circumstance,
or within the zoning code. The ones that do are those with a rural-urban interface, and face issues
similar to those found in San Luis Obispo County. Rarely Is there a flxed buffer requirement. This
relates to four facters: 1) the type of crops (and practices associated with those crops); 2) the type of
development (including residential densities); 3} physical site conditions {prevailing winds,
topography, and other site considerations); and 4} the factor that there is little supporting literature
indicating the effectiveness of any specific standard.

The last point is particularly important, and underscores the reasons why buffer ranges vary so
widely. The few studies that have explored this issue directly have addressed this question not only
as function of buffer width, but a variety of approaches to screening within the buffer area.

Vegetative screening {sufficiently well-canopied trees, for example}, has been found to be a relatively
effective approach for minimizing spray drift and dust that can substantially reduce the need for a
wide buffer area (DNRLGP, 1997}). These screenings can also be effective for reducing odors from
livestock, fertilizer and pest control applications. Depending on the design of the screening features,
and other physical factors, effective buffer widths could be as little as 10 to 50 feet {4 Landscape
Buffering Strategy for the Agricultural-Urban Interface, City of Abbotsford, BC, 2008; Pennebaker,
2009). Effective screening features with a buffer could include:

¢ Tree rows of sufficient height and depth;

* Ditches, swales and other topographic relief (whether natural or manmade);
* Berms or fences;

¢ Landscaped areas that could include walkways and trails; and

* Water features, such as ponds

Nevertheless, because relatively little study has been conducted to assess the effectiveness of these
measures, many jurisdictions in California tend to be much more conservative in their approach to
agricultural buffers. (It should be noted that many cities and counties do not have any buffer
requirements at all.) In Table 1 summarizes a broad cross-section of standards applied throughout
the state, for jurisdictions that have such standards:
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Table 1. Representative Agricultural Buffer Requirements in Californla

Agency

Minimum Requirement

Source

Santa Cruz County

200 feet

http://www.sccoplanning.com/PlanningHome/Environmen
tal/AgriculturalResources/Agricultural BufferSetbacks.aspx

residential density)

City of Napa 80-120 feet (depends on http://qcede.us/codes/napa/view.php?topic=17-17_52-
residential density} 17_52_040&frames=on
Napa County 80-120 feet {depends on http://digitalcommans.calpoly.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgiParti

cle=1087&context=theses

Santa Barbara County

100-300 feet {far
residential or commercial)

nttp://longrange.shcountyplanning.org/programs/ag_buffe
r/AgBufferOrdCLUDC%20Board%20Resod851. pdf

Solano County

300 feet

http:/fwww.co.solano.ca.us/civicax/filebank/blobdload.asp
x?blabid=6493

City of Davis 150 feet http://qcode.us/codes/davis/view.php?topic=40a-40a_01-
40a_01_050
SLO County 200-600 feet (to vineyards} | http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/AG/assets/Buffer+Poli

cy_2005.pdf

City of Watsonville

200 feet

http://www.coastal.ca.gov/sc/|lcpawat1-99-rf. pdf

City of Arroyo Grande

100 feet

http://digitalcommons.calpoly.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgiarti
cle=1087&context=theses

City of Brentwood

100-300 feet

http://digitalcommons.catpoly.edu/cgifviewcontent.cgi?arti
cle=1087&context=theses

City of Ontario 100 feet http://digitalcommans.calpoly.edu/cgifviewcontent.cgizarti
cle=10878.context=theses

City of Fairfield 300 feet http://digitalcommons.calpoly.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi? arti
cle=1087&context=theses

Scnoma County 100-200 feet http://digitalcommons.calpoly.edu/cgifviewcontent.cgiParti

cle=10878&context=theses

Sutter County

100-300 feet

http://digitalcommons.calpoly.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?arti
cle=1087Bcontexi=theses

Yolo County

150-300 feet

http://digitalcommons.calpoly.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?arti
cle=10878icontext=theses

Ventura County

150-300 feet

http://digitalcommaons.calpoly.edu/cgifviewcontent.cgi?arti
cle=1087&context=theses

Monterey County 200 feet http://digitalcommans.calpoly.edu/egifviewcontent.cgi?arti
cle=1087&context=theses

Mendocino County 200 feat http://digitalcammans.calpoly.edu/cgi/viewcontent. cgi?arti
cle=10878:icontext=theses

El Dorado County 200 feet http://digitalcommons.calpoly.edu/fcgi/viewcontent.cgi?arti
cle=10878&context=theses

Tuociumne County 200 feet http://digitalcommons.calpoly.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgiParti

cle=10878&context=thases

Stanislaus County

150-300 feet

http://digitalcommons.calpoly.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?arti
cle=10878&context=thases

Many of these requirements acknowledge, however, that requirements could be reduced if it can be
shown through additional study that a reduced buffer would be equally effective to minimize
potential conflicts. In addition, several agencies will reduce their buffer requirement if a project
incorporates vegetative screening features, notably Ventura County, Monterey County, and Yuba
County.
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In general, counties have established larger buffer areas than cities, likely because of the inherently
rural nature of counties. Some cities that do have substantial urban-agricultural interfaces, such as
Ventura and Santa Maria, do net have any buffer requirements at all. Similarly, the City of San Luis
Obispo does not specify a buffer requirement, although future development on that city's rural fringe
(notably within the Airport, Margarita, Orcutt, and proposed San Luis Ranch Specific Plans) will be
required to address potential urban-rural conflicts through project design, consistent with general
guidance set forth in those specific plans.

Notably, none of the above-referenced buffer policies cite any specific scientific studies that support
the buffer requirements, but instead appear to rely on past practices, informal input from the
agricultural and development communities, or in some cases, reflect the currently-adopted policies
of neighboring or similar jurisdictions.

C. Case Study: City of Napa

As a vineyard and tourist-oriented semi-rural community similar to Paso Robles, the City of Napa’s

buffer policies arc particularly instructive. As described in that city’s municipal code, they are as
follows:

Purpose and Required Provisions of Agricuftural Buffers

The purpase of these regufations is to minimize potentiol conflicts between agriculture and urban
residential uses by providing an appropriote agricuitural buffer. The fallowing provisions sholl be
required for all residentiglly zoned lots odfacent to the Rural Urban Limit {(RUL) when develapment is
proposed:

*  Setback — o special agricultural setback of between 80 and 120 feet between any dwellings ar
cther buildings designed for human habitation ond the nearest residential property line

adjoining the URL. The exact distance shall be bosed upon the overoll density of the residentiof
project as follows:
o 0-—6 units per ocre = 80 foot setback
o & - 10 units per ocres = 100 foot setback
o Gregter than 10 units per acre = 120 foat setback
*  Permanent landscape buffer orea ot leost 20 feet wide.

Buffer Camposition

Within the special ogricuttural setbock o permanent londscope buffer area at least 20 feet wide
measured fram the residential praperty line{s} adjaining the RUL and nearest agriculturol property
line(s) shall pravide a clear boundory between urban and agricultural uses. The landscape buffer shall
consist of:

* A mix of trees, shrubs, berms, fences, walls, etc. sufficient ta reduce naise, dust, diffuse light
and act as o physical separotion between the housing and agricultural octivities in g design
occeptable to the Planning Commission {or Community Development Department Directar in
the case of single-family dwellings exempt fram Planning Commission review).

Other Requirements

*  No accessory structures are permitted within the landscape buffer oreo (except buffer fences
ond walils as well os pump stations ar other simifar impravements}
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*  Permanence of the londscaped buffer shoff be assured through oppropriote easements or
equally effective restrictions ond gngoing mointenance and funding mechanisms.

*  Finol londscape plans sholl specify thot alf plont materials be certified by the Napa County
Agricultural Commissianer inspection program for freedom from pests,

*  All gpproved ogricultural buffer measures to mitigote agricultural — urban residentiaf fand use
conflicts shall hecome project conditions of opproval,

s Site design shall include a profect layout with streets that DO NOT end ot the RUL ta preciude
a future extension into unincorporated areas outside the RUL.

Walvers and Modifications

*  The Planning Commission or Community Development Director may, after consuitation with
the Agricultural Commissioner, woive the requirement for an agricuitural buffer pian for
prajects where it can be clearly demonstroted thot no ogriculturo! — urban land use canflicts
will result from develapment af the property.

*  The Planning Commissian or Cammunity Development Directar may, after consuftation with
the Agriculturol Commissioner, modify or substitute different requirements than those
identified obove for developments on o project specific basis if the different requirements will
achieve the intended purpose of this section.

The City of Napa’s standards exhibit a high degree of flexibility and provide a wide level of discretion
for the Planning Commission and Community development direction, recognizing the fact that
projects need to be examined on a case-by-case basis because differing physical circumstances
require different solutions to be equally effective.

D. Case Study: San Luis Obispo County

It is useful to closely examine the requirements of San Luis Obispo County, not only because they are
the most restrictive on the list, but because the City of Paso Robles is located in the County,

The County does not have set minimum buffer requirements, but recommends a range of buffer
distances depending on the crop grown on the adjacent agricultural parcel. The buffer range
associated with adjacent vineyards is 200 to 600 feet. However, as noted in the County’s 2010
Agricultural Element {Appendix C, Table 1):

“Site-specific non-crop factors (such os topography, prevoiling wind direction, ond elevotion
differences} and proposal specifications often affect the finaf buffer distance recommendation within
ronges listed. Significant overriding fuctors or fond unsuitable for agricultural use could justify recorded
buffers less than the indicated range.”

The County’s buffer policies also recognize special circumstances in developing an appropriate
buffer, particularly when the adjacent agricultural parcel has the potential for future development:

“When buffers are recommended for proposed land use projects adjgcent to production ogriculture on
non-agriculturglly zoned property, the report will normally state: ‘The buffer shall become null and void
if future development on odjacent parcelfs) precludes production agriculture.” Such a determinotion
shalf be mode in consultation with the Department af Agriculture.”

Thus, while the County’s buffer policies are extremely conservative compared to other jurisdictions,
they are geared toward the rural projects, and recognize a high degree of flexibility for areas that
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have the potential to be developed with non-agricultural uses. Ultimately, the County’s policies
suggest that projects need to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis,

E. Other Issues Related to Agricultural Buffers

Other factors appear to be more important than buffer distance in developing an appropriate
interface between agricultural and non-agricultural uses. According to local vineyard management
consultant George Donati, the most commeoniy-cited ag nuisance complaint is related to headlights
from tractors shining into homes during nighttime ag operations. The most effective way to address
this is to ensure that row crops are aligned parallel with the homes facing the ag field, so0 that field
vehicles will move parallel to the adiacent roadway {between crop rows), and not oeroendicular,
where headlights can shine into the first row of homes unobstructed. Other effective solutions
include planting a visual barrier of trees or bushes between the fields and homes that block ground
level views of the fields.

Because of regulalory limitations on dusl drift and chermical overspray (both must remain onsite),
Donati says, buffer distances are less important than contrelling nuisances that are not buffer
dependent. Commonly-cited nuisances of this type relate to parking and driving practices of field
workers, who often use the roadways adjacent to homes. While an important compatibility concern,
this does not relate to buffer distance, but to parking and field access management.

Studies have also shown that maintenance of buffer areas can be problematic. Apart from
administrative issues {who maintains them), these areas can present nuisances, including blocking
views, and weed/pest proliferation if not regularly maintained. However, if designed and maintained
properly, studies have also concluded these can be neighborhood assets, both visually and
functionally.

F. Conclusions
The following conclusions may be drawn from this analysis:

1. The City of Paso Robles does not have an adopted cltywide agricultural buffer policy, but
recently-approved projects in the City have included vineyards adjacent to urban
development without any buffer between them, consistent with principles included in the
City’s 2008 Ecanomic Strategy.

2. There is a 300-foot buffer requirement at the northern edge of the Borkey Area Specific Plan
area {along the City boundary), but there is no buffer requirement associated with the River
Oaks property, which is entirely within and adjacent to parcels within the City along its
northern boundary.

3. The buffer policies of other agencies in California vary widely {and many rural cities and

counties do not have them at all), but in general exhibit a high degree of flexibility, in
recognition of the following circumstances:
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a. The type and density of non-agricultural development
The type of crops on grown on the adjacent parcel
Agricultural practices on the adjacent parcel (the use of sprayed pesticides or
herbicides, for example}

d. Wind direction

e. Topography

f. Physical barriers within the buffer area

Other wine-oriented communities similar to Paso Robles {notably the City of Napa and Napa
County) have flexible buffer policies that range from 80-120 feet, which may be waived
entirely under certain circumstances.

There are few scientific studies that have addressed buffer issues, and those that there are
conclude that fences, berms, trees, and other barriers with the buffer zone can greatly
reduce the need for a wide buffer. This finding is consistent with the opinion of a local
vineyard management expert, who also notes that onsite agricultural row crop management
practices could reduce or eliminate the need for a buffer.

None of the cited buffer policies described in this paper appear to be based on {or cite)
specific scientific studies in developing their criteria, but appear to be based on past
practices, informal input from the agricultural and development communities, or in some
cases, reflect the currently-adopted policies of neighboring or similar jurisdictions.

There are important issues associated with buffer areas that impact their degree of
effectiveness, as well as their potential to create nuisances for adjacent property owners.
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Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis
River Oaks Il Project

This report provides an analysis of air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts associated with the
proposed River Oaks Il project. This report also provides a summary of existing conditions in the project
area and the applicable regulatory framework pertaining to air quality and climate change.

The proposed project is a General Plan Amendment and amendment to the Borkey Area Specific Plan
that would facilitate the development of a variety of land uses within the City. The proposed project
includes a range of residential housing, related community amenities and open space, which collectively
would complete the River Oaks master plan community. The proposed project will allow 271 residential
units on approximately 113 acres located within Subarea A of the Borkey Area Specific Plan area.

Specific development parameters examined in this report include the following:

e 144 age-restricted residential dwelling units for “active adults”
e 127 market rate single-family residential units
e Expansion of an existing spa facility to include up to 5,000 square feet of additional amenities

Air Quality

A. Environmental Setting

Paso Robles is located in San Luis Obispo County, which is part of the South Central Coast Air Basin
(SCCAB) and within the jurisdiction of the County of San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District
(SLOAPCD). Air quality in the SCCAB is influenced by a variety of factors, including topography, local and
regional meteorology. Factors affecting regional and local air quality are discussed below.

1. Factors Affecting Regional and Local Air Quality

Topography. The City of Paso Robles is located in the upper Salinas River Valley. The Paso
Robles area is bordered to the south and west by the Santa Lucia Coastal Range; to the east by the low
hills of the La Panza and Temblor ranges; and to the north by the low hills and flat-topped mesas of the
Diablo Range. The highest elevations in the vicinity are located in the Santa Lucia Coastal Range, where
many peaks are 2,000 to 3,400 feet above mean sea level. Substantial ridgelines are distributed
throughout the western, southern, and eastern portions of the City. The effects of the Pacific Ocean are
diminished inland and by these major intervening terrain features.

Local and Regional Meteorology. The climate of San Luis Obispo County can be generally
characterized as Mediterranean, with warm, dry summers and cooler, relatively damp winters. Along
the coast, mild temperatures are the rule throughout the year due to the moderating influence of the
Pacific Ocean. This effect is diminished inland in proportion to distance from the ocean or by major
intervening terrain features, such as the coastal mountain ranges. As a result, inland areas are
characterized by a considerably wider range of temperature conditions. Maximum summertime
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temperatures average about 70 degrees Fahrenheit near the coast, while inland valleys are often in the
high 90s. Average minimum winter temperatures range from the low 30’s along the coast to the low 20s
inland.

Regional meteorology is largely dominated by a persistent high-pressure area, which commonly resides
over the eastern Pacific Ocean. Seasonal variations in the strength and position of this pressure cell
cause seasonal changes in the weather patterns of the area. The Pacific “high” remains generally fixed
several hundred miles offshore from May through September, enhancing onshore winds and opposing
offshore winds. During spring and early summer, as the onshore breezes pass over the cool water of the
ocean, fog and low clouds often form in the marine air layer along the coast. Surface heating in the
interior valleys dissipates the marine layer as it moves inland.

From November through April the Pacific High tends to migrate southward, allowing northern storms to
move across the County. About 90% of the total annual rainfall is received during this period. Winter
conditions are usually mild, with intermittent periods of precipitation followed by mostly clear days.
Rainfall amounts can vary considerably among the different regions in the County.

Airflow around the County plays an important role in the movement and dispersion of pollutants. The
speed and direction of local winds are controlled by the location and strength of the Pacific High
pressure system and other global patterns, by topographical factors, and by circulation patterns
resulting from temperature differences between the land and sea. In spring and summer months, when
the Pacific High attains its greatest strength, onshore winds from the northwest generally prevail during
the day. At night, as the sea breeze dies, weak drainage winds flow down the coastal mountains and
valleys to form a light, easterly land breeze.

In the fall, onshore surface winds decline and the marine layer grow shallow, allowing an occasional
reversal to a weak offshore flow. This, along with the diurnal alternation of land-sea breeze circulation,
can sometimes produce a “sloshing” effect. Under these conditions, pollutants may accumulate over the
ocean for a period of one or more days and are subsequently carried back onshore with the return of
the sea breeze. Strong inversions can form at this time, “trapping” pollutants near the surface.

This effect is intensified when the Pacific High weakens or moves inland to the east. This may produce a
condition in which air, often pollutant-laden, is transported into the County from the east and
southeast. This can occur over a period of several days until the high-pressure system returns to its
normal location, breaking the pattern. The breakup of this condition may result in relatively stagnant
condition and a buildup of pollutants offshore. The onset of the typical daytime sea breeze can bring
these pollutants back onshore, where they combine with local emissions to cause high pollutant
concentrations. Not all occurrences of this condition lead to high ambient pollutant levels, but it does
play an important role in the air pollution meteorology of the County.

Atmospheric Stability and Dispersion. Air pollutant concentrations are primarily determined by
the amount of pollutant emissions in an area and the degree to which these pollutants are dispersed
into the atmosphere. The stability of the atmosphere is one of the key factors affecting pollutant
dispersion. Atmospheric stability regulates the amount of vertical and horizontal air exchange, or mixing,
that can occur within a given air basin. Restricted mixing and low wind speeds are generally associated
with a high degree of stability in the atmosphere. These conditions are characteristic of temperature
inversions (SLOAPCD 2001).
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In the atmosphere, air temperatures normally decrease as altitude increases. At varying distances above
the earth's surface, however, a reversal of this gradient can occur. This condition, termed an inversion, is
simply a warm layer of air above a layer of cooler air, and it has the effect of limiting the vertical
dispersion of pollutants. The height of the inversion determines the size of the mixing volume trapped
below. Inversion strength or intensity is measured by the thickness of the layer and the difference in
temperature between the base and the top of the inversion. The strength of the inversion determines
how easily it can be broken by winds or solar heating (SLOAPCD 2001).

Several types of inversions are common to this area. Weak, surface inversions are caused by radiational
cooling of air in contact with the cold surface of the earth at night. In valleys and low lying areas this
condition is intensified by the addition of cold air flowing downslope from the hills and pooling on the
valley floor. Surface inversions are a common occurrence throughout the county during the winter,
particularly on cold mornings when the inversion is strongest. As the morning sun warms the earth and
the air near the ground, the inversion lifts, gradually dissipating as the day progresses. During the late
spring and early summer months, cool air over the ocean can intrude under the relatively warmer air
over land, causing a marine inversion. These inversions can restrict dispersion along the coast, but they
are typically shallow and will dissipate with surface heating (SLOAPCD 2001).

In contrast, in the summertime the presence of the Pacific high pressure cell can cause the air mass aloft
to sink. As the air descends, compressional heating warms it to a temperature higher than the air below.
This highly stable atmospheric condition, termed a subsidence inversion, is common to all of coastal
California and can act as a nearly impenetrable lid to the vertical mixing of pollutants. The base of the
inversion typically ranges from 1000 to 2500 feet above sea level; however, levels as low as 250 feet,
among the lowest anywhere in the state, have been recorded on the coastal plateau in San Luis Obispo
county. The strength of these inversions makes them difficult to disrupt. Consequently, they can persist
for one or more days, causing air stagnation and the buildup of pollutants. Highest or worst-case ozone
levels are often associated with the presence of this type of inversion (SLOAPCD 2001).

2. Criteria Air Pollutants

For the protection of public health and welfare, the Clean Air Act (CAA) required that the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
for various pollutants. These pollutants are referred to as "criteria" pollutants because the US EPA
publishes criteria documents to justify the choice of standards. These standards define the maximum
amount of an air pollutant that can be present in ambient air without harm to the public’s health. An
ambient air quality standard is generally specified as a concentration averaged over a specific time
period, such as one hour, eight hours, 24 hours, or one year. The different averaging times and
concentrations are meant to protect against different exposure effects. The CAA allows states to adopt
additional or more health-protective standards. The air quality regulatory framework and ambient air
quality standards are discussed in greater detail later in this report.

Common air pollutants and associated adverse health and welfare effects are summarized in Table 1.
Within the SCCAB, the air pollutants of primary concern, with regard to human health, include ozone,
particulate matter (PM) and carbon monoxide (CO). Exposure to increased pollutant concentrations of
ozone, PM and CO can result in various heart and lung ailments, cardiovascular and nervous system
impairment, and death.
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Table 1. Common Pollutants & Adverse Effects

Pollutant Human Health & Welfare Effects
Particulate Matter Increased respiratory symptoms, such as irritation of the airways, coughing, or difficulty breathing;
(PM10 & PM2.5) aggravated asthma; development of chronic bronchitis; irregular heartbeat; nonfatal heart attacks; and
premature death in people with heart or lung disease. Impairs visibility (haze).
Ozone Irritates and causes inflammation of the mucous membranes and lung airways; causes wheezing,
(03) coughing and pain when inhaling deeply; decreases lung capacity; aggravates lung and heart problems.
Damages plants; reduces crop yield. Damages rubber, some textiles and dyes.
Sulfur Dioxide Respiratory irritant. Aggravates lung and heart problems. In the presence of moisture and oxygen, sulfur
(SO2) dioxide converts to sulfuric acid which can damage marble, iron and steel; damage crops and natural

vegetation. Impairs visibility. Precursor to acid rain.

Carbon Monoxide Reduces the ability of blood to deliver oxygen to vital tissues, effecting the cardiovascular and nervous

(CO) system. Impairs vision, causes dizziness, and can lead to unconsciousness or death.
Nitrogen Dioxide Respiratory irritant; aggravates lung and heart problems. Precursor to ozone and acid rain. Contributes
(NO2) to global warming, and nutrient overloading which deteriorates water quality. Causes brown
discoloration of the atmosphere.
Lead Anemia, high blood pressure, brain and kidney damage, neurological disorders, cancer, lowered Q.

Affects animals, plants, and aquatic ecosystems.

Source: CAPCOA 2013

3. Odors

Typically odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. However,
manifestations of a person’s reaction to foul odors can range from the psychological (i.e. irritation,
anger, or anxiety) to the physiological, including circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting,
and headache.

Neither the state nor the federal governments have adopted rules or regulations for the control of odor
sources. The SLOAPCD does not have an individual rule or regulation that specifically addresses odors;
however, odors would be applicable to SLOAPCD’s Rule 204, Nuisance . Any actions related to odors
would be based on citizen complaints to local governments and the SLOAPCD. The SLOAPCD
recommends that odor impacts be addressed in a qualitative manner. Such an analysis shall determine
if the Project results in excessive nuisance odors, as defined under the California Code of Regulations,
Health & Safety Code Section 41700, air quality public nuisance.

4. Toxic Air Contaminants

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are air pollutants that may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality
or serious illness, or which may pose a hazard to human health. TACs are usually present in minute
guantities in the ambient air, but due to their high toxicity, they may pose a threat to public health even
at very low concentrations. Because there is no threshold level below which adverse health impacts are
not expected to occur, TACs differ from criteria pollutants for which acceptable levels of exposure can
be determined and for which state and federal governments have set ambient air quality standards.
TACs, therefore, are not considered “criteria pollutants” under either the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA)
or the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), and are thus not subject to National or State AAQS. TACs are not
considered criteria pollutants in that the federal and California Clean Air Acts do not address them
specifically through the setting of National or State AAQS. Instead, the U.S. EPA and CARB regulate
Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) and TACs, respectively, through statutes and regulations that generally
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require the use of the maximum or best available control technology to limit emissions. In conjunction
with District rules, these federal and state statutes and regulations establish the regulatory framework
for TACs. At the national levels, the U.S. EPA has established National Emission Standards for HAPs
(NESHAPs), in accordance with the requirements of the FCAA and subsequent amendments. These are
technology-based source-specific regulations that limit allowable emissions of HAPs.

Within California, TACs are regulated primarily through the Tanner Air Toxics Act (AB 1807) and the Air
Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588). The Tanner Act sets forth a formal
procedure for CARB to designate substances as TACs. This includes research, public participation, and
scientific peer review before CARB designates a substance as a TAC. Existing sources of TACs that are
subject to the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act are required to: (1) prepare a toxic
emissions inventory; (2) prepare a risk assessment if emissions are significant; (3) notify the public of
significant risk levels; and (4) prepare and implement risk reduction measures.

At the state level, the CARB has authority for the regulation of emissions from motor vehicles, fuels, and
consumer products. Most recently, Diesel-exhaust particulate matter (DPM) was added to the CARB list
of TACs. DPM is the primary TACs of concern for mobile sources. Of all controlled TACs, emissions of
DPM are estimated to be responsible for about 70 percent of the total ambient TAC risk. The CARB has
made the reduction of the public’s exposure to DPM one of its highest priorities, with an aggressive
plan to require cleaner diesel fuel and cleaner diesel engines and vehicles (CARB 2005).

At the local level, air districts have the authority over stationary or industrial sources. All projects that
require air quality permits from the SLOAPCD are evaluated for TAC emissions. The SLOAPCD limits
emissions and public exposure to TACs through a number of programs. The SLOAPCD prioritizes TAC-
emitting stationary sources, based on the quantity and toxicity of the TAC emissions and the proximity
of the facilities to sensitive receptors. The SLOAPCD requires a comprehensive health risk assessment for
facilities that are classified in the significant-risk category, pursuant to AB 2588. No major existing
sources of TACs have been identified in the project area.

Land Use Compatibility with TAC Emission Sources. The CARB published an informational guide
entitled Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (Handbook) in 2005. The
purpose of this guide is to provide information to aid local jurisdictions in addressing issues and
concerns related to the placement of sensitive land uses near major sources of air pollution. The CARB’s
Handbook includes recommended separation distances for various land uses that are based on relatively
conservative estimations of emissions based on source-specific information. However, these
recommendations are not site specific and should not be interpreted as defined “buffer zones”.

It is also important to note that the recommendations of the Handbook are advisory and need to be
balanced with other State and local policies (CARB 2005). Depending on site and project-specific
conditions, an assessment of potential increases in exposure to TACs may be warranted for proposed
development projects located within the distances identified.

CARB recommended separation distances for various sources of emissions are summarized in Table 2.
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Table 2. Recommendations on Siting New Sensitive Land Uses Near Air Pollutant Sources

Source Category Advisory Recommendations
Freeways and e Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with 100,000
High-Traffic Roads vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day.
Distribution e Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a distribution center (that
Centers accommodates more than 100 trucks per day, more than 40 trucks with operating transport

refrigeration units (TRUs) per day, or where TRU unit operations exceed 300 hours per week).
e Take into account the configuration of existing distribution centers and avoid locating
residences and other new sensitive land uses near entry and exit points.

Rail Yards e Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a major service and maintenance rail
yard.
e Within one mile of a rail yard, consider possible siting limitations and mitigation approaches.
Ports e Avoid siting of new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of ports in the most heavily
impacted zones. Consult local air districts or the CARB on the status of pending analyses of
health risks.
Refineries e Avoid siting new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of petroleum refineries. Consult
with local air districts and other local agencies to determine an appropriate separation.
Chrome Platers e Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a chrome plater.
Dry Cleaners Using e Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of any dry cleaning operation. For
Perchloroethylene operations with two or more machines, provide 500 feet. For operations with 3 or more

machines, consult with the local air district.
e Do not site new sensitive land uses in the same building with perchloroethylene dry cleaning

operations.
Gasoline e Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of a large gas station (defined as a facility
Dispensing with a throughput of 3.6 million gallons per year or greater).
Facilities e A 50-foot separation is recommended for typical gas dispensing facilities.

Recommendations are advisory, are not site specific, and may not fully account for future reductions in emissions, including those resulting from
compliance with existing/future regulatory requirements.
Source: CARB 2005

5. Asbestos

Asbestos is the common name for a group of naturally-occurring fibrous silicate minerals that can
separate into thin but strong and durable fibers. Naturally-occurring asbestos, which was identified as a
TAC in 1986 by CARB, is located in many parts of California and is commonly associated with ultramafic
rock. The project site is located near areas that are likely to contain ultramafic rock. A map depicting
known areas of naturally occurring areas within the County is included in Appendix A.

B. Regulatory Setting

Both the federal and state governments have established ambient air quality standards for the
protection of public health. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the federal agency
designated to administer air quality regulation, while the California Air Resources Board (CARB) is the
state equivalent in the California Environmental Protection Agency. Local control in air quality
management is provided by the CARB through regional-level Air Pollution Control Districts (APCDs). The
CARB has established air quality standards and is responsible for the control of mobile emission sources,
while the local APCDs are responsible for enforcing standards and regulating stationary sources. The
CARB has established 14 air basins statewide. The following summarizes the various federal and state
regulatory authority mechanisms over air quality.
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1. Federal

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. At the federal level, the U.S. EPA has been charged with
implementing national air quality programs. The U.S. EPA’s air quality mandates are drawn primarily
from the FCAA, which was signed into law in 1970. Congress substantially amended the FCAA in 1977
and again in 1990.

Federal Clean Air Act. The FCAA required the US EPA to establish National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS or National AAQS), and also set deadlines for their attainment. Two types of NAAQS
have been established: primary standards, which protect public health, and secondary standards, which
protect public welfare from non-health-related adverse effects, such as visibility restrictions. NAAQS are
summarized in Table 3.

2. State of California

California_Air Resources Board. The CARB is the agency responsible for coordination and
oversight of state and local air pollution control programs in California and for implementing the
California Clean Air Act of 1988. Other CARB duties include monitoring air quality (in conjunction with air
monitoring networks maintained by air pollution control districts and air quality management districts,
establishing California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), which in many cases are more stringent
than the NAAQS, and setting emissions standards for new motor vehicles. The CAAQS are summarizedin
Table 3. The emission standards established for motor vehicles differ depending on various factors
including the model year, and the type of vehicle, fuel and engine used.

Both the federal and state governments have established ambient air quality standards for the
protection of public health. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the federal agency
designated to administer air quality regulation, while the California Air Resources Board (CARB) is the
state equivalent in the California Environmental Protection Agency. Local control in air quality
management is provided by the CARB through regional-level Air Pollution Control Districts (APCDs). The
CARB has established air quality standards and is responsible for the control of mobile emission sources,
while the local APCDs are responsible for enforcing standards and regulating stationary sources. The
CARB has established 14 air basins statewide.

The U.S. EPA has set primary and secondary ambient air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide,
nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, suspended particulates (PMio) and lead. In addition, the State of
California has established health-based ambient air quality standards for these and other pollutants,
which are more stringent than the federal standards. Table 3 shows the federal and state primary
standards for the major pollutants.

Table 3. Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Primary Standards California Standard
1-Hour | e 0.09 PPM
Ozone

8-Hour 0.075 PPM 0.070 PPM
) 8-Hour 9.0 PPM 9.0 PPM

Carbon Monoxide
1-Hour 35.0 PPM 20.0 PPM
) L. Annual 0.053 PPM 0.030 PPM

Nitrogen Dioxide
1-Hour 100 PPM 0.18 PPM
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Table 3. Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Primary Standards California Standard
Annual 0.030pPPM | e
L. 24-Hour 0.14 PPM 0.04 PPM
Sulfur Dioxide
3-Hour 0.5 PPM e
1-Hour 75 PPB 0.25 PPM
Annual o 20 ug/m’
PMyo 3 3
24-Hour 150 pg/m 50 ug/m
PM Annual 12 ug /m’ 12 ug/m3
25 24-Hour 35 ug /m> *
30-Day Average | e s
Lead Quarterly | e 1.5 ug/m3
3-Month Average 1.5 pg/m3 o

* No separate State standard

ppm = parts per million

ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
Source: SLOAPCD, 2015

California Clean Air Act. The CCAA requires that all air districts in the state endeavor to achieve
and maintain CAAQS for Ozone, CO, SO2, and NO2 by the earliest practical date.

The CCAA specifies that districts focus particular attention on reducing the emissions from
transportation and area-wide emission sources, and the act provides districts with authority to regulate
indirect sources. Each district plan is required to either (1) achieve a five percent annual reduction,
averaged over consecutive 3-year periods, in district-wide emissions of each non-attainment pollutant
or its precursors, or (2) to provide for implementation of all feasible measures to reduce emissions. Any
planning effort for air quality attainment would thus need to consider both state and federal planning
requirements.

Assembly Bills 1807 & 2588 -- Toxic Air Contaminants. Within California, TACs are regulated
primarily through AB 1807 (Tanner Air Toxics Act) and AB 2588 (Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and
Assessment Act of 1987). The Tanner Air Toxics Act sets forth a formal procedure for CARB to designate
substances as TACs. This includes research, public participation, and scientific peer review before CARB
designates a substance as a TAC. Existing sources of TACs that are subject to the Air Toxics Hot Spots
Information and Assessment Act are required to: (1) prepare a toxic emissions inventory; (2) prepare a
risk assessment if emissions are significant; (3) notify the public of significant risk levels; and (4) prepare
and implement risk reduction measures.

In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation. On July 26, 2007, the Air Resources Board (ARB)
adopted a regulation to reduce diesel particulate matter (PM) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions
from in-use (existing) off-road heavy-duty diesel vehicles in California. The regulation applies to self-
propelled diesel-fueled vehicles that cannot be registered and licensed to drive on-road, as well as two-
engine vehicles that drive on road, with the limited exception of two-engine sweepers. Examples include
loaders, crawler tractors, skid steers, backhoes, forklifts, airport ground support equipment, water well
drilling rigs, and two-engine cranes. Such vehicles are used in construction, mining, and industrial
operations. The regulation does not apply to stationary equipment or portable equipment such as
generators. The off-road vehicle regulation, establishes emissions performance requirements,
establishes reporting, disclosure, and labeling requirements for offroad vehicles, and limits unnecessary
idling.
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3. Local

County of San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD). The SLOAPCD is the agency
primarily responsible for ensuring that NAAQS and CAAQS are not exceeded and that air quality
conditions within the region are maintained. Responsibilities of the SLOAPCD include, but are not limited
to, preparing plans for the attainment of ambient air quality standards, adopting and enforcing rules and
regulations concerning sources of air pollution, issuing permits for stationary sources of air pollution,
inspecting stationary sources of air pollution and responding to citizen complaints, monitoring ambient
air quality and meteorological conditions, and implementing programs and regulations required by the
FCAA and the CCAA.

SLOAPCD is required to monitor air pollutant levels to assure that air quality standards are met, and if
they are not met, to develop strategies to meet these standards. Depending on whether the standards
are met or exceeded, the local air basin is classified as being in “attainment” or as in “nonattainment.”

Federal air quality standards have been attained for the portion of the basin in which the project site
lies, while the County is in non-attainment for the state standards for both PMjpand ozone. In addition,
the San Luis Obispo Air Basin is in attainment for the state and federal carbon monoxide standards.

In San Luis Obispo County, ozone and PMjg are the pollutants of main concern, since exceedences of
state health-based standards for those are experienced here in most years. The nearest air monitoring
station to the project site is located on Santa Fe Avenue in the City of Paso Robles.

Ozone is a secondary pollutant that is not produced directly by a source, but rather is formed by a
reaction between nitrogen oxides (NOx) and reactive organic gases (ROG) in the presence of sunlight.
Reductions in ozone concentrations are dependent on reducing the amount of these precursors. In San
Luis Obispo County, the major sources of ROG are motor vehicles, organic solvents, the petroleum
industry, and pesticides; and the major sources of NOx are motor vehicles, public utility power
generation, and fuel combustion by various industrialsources.

Ambient PM1 concentrations have been primarily a localized issue of concern in the southern portion of
San Luis Obispo County, providing the major impetus for the County’s non-attainment designation for
the State PMjgstandard. The major sources for PMjy are mineral quarries, grading, demolition,
agricultural tilling, road dust, and vehicle exhaust.

C. Impact Analysis
1. Methodology

Short-term construction and long-term operational emissions associated with the proposed project
were calculated using the CalEEMod, version 2013.2.2, computer program.

The project will be developed over a several year period, at a rate to be determined by market demand.
For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that roughly 50 dwelling units (likely anticipated market
demand) will be constructed annually starting by 2017, with grading and site preparation for the
portions of the site to be conducted prior to development. Under this scenario, all development would
be completed by 2022. Grading would be balanced on the site, with up to 250,000 square feet of
material moved. It is assumed that the volume of grading would be distributed evenly over the time of
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project development, and would be phased according to the amount of homes constructed annually
until all 271 dwelling units would be built.

Construction activity durations, equipment use, vehicle trips, equipment load factors and emission
factors were based default parameters contained in the model. Operational vehicle trip-generation rates
are based on the traffic report prepared for the project. Modeling assumptions and output files are
included in Appendix C of this report.

2. Thresholds of Significance
Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, air quality impacts would be significant if the project would:

e Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

e Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation;

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

e [Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; and/or

e (Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Consistency with the District’s Clean Air Plan (CAP). Projects and programs requiring an analysis
of consistency with the Clean Air Plan include: General Plan Updates and Amendments, Specific Plans,
Area Plans, large residential developments and large commercial/industrial developments. Therefore,
the proposed River Oaks Il shall be evaluated for impacts related to CAP consistency. The consistency
analysis must evaluate the followingquestions:

e Are the population projections used in the plan or project equal to or less than
those used in the most recent CAP for the same area?

e Is rate of increase in vehicle trips and miles traveled less than or equal to the rate
of population growth for the same area?

e Have all applicable land use and transportation control measures from the CAP
been included in the plan or project to the maximum extent feasible?

If the answer to all of the above questions is yes, then the proposed project or plan is consistent with
the CAP. If the answer to any one of the questions is no, then the emissions reductions projected in the
CAP may not be achieved, which could delay or preclude attainment of the state ozone standard. This
would be inconsistent with the Clean Air Plan.

The following significance thresholds are based on SLOAPCD criteria included in its CEQA Air Quality
Handbook (2012).

Construction Emissions (Short-Term). The threshold criteria established by SLO APCD to
determine the significance and appropriate mitigation level for construction-related emissions from a
project are presented in Table 4. Emissions that equal or exceed the designated threshold levels are
significant and should be mitigated. Emissions in excess of 185 pounds per day (Ibs/day) or 2.5 tons per
quarter (tons/qtr) require Best Available Control Technology for construction equipment (CBACT).
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Emission in excess of 6.0 tons/qtr requires CBACT in addition to further mitigation, spelled out in the
SLO APCD CEQA Handbook (2003).

Table 4. SLOAPCD Significance Thresholds for Construction Emissions

Pollutant Daily Quarterly Tier 1 Quarterly Tier 2
ROG + NOy 137 Ibs 2.5 tons 6.3 tons
Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) 7 lbs 0.13 tons 0.32 tons
PMyp e 25tons | e
Greenhouse Gases Amortized and combined with Operational Emissions
Source: Table 2-1 of the 2012 SLO County APCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook Any
project with a grading area greater than 4.0 acres of worked area can exceed the 2.5 tons PMio quarterly threshold.

ROG and NOx Emissions

e Daily: For construction projects expected to be completed in less than one quarter (90 days),
exceedance of the 137 Ib/day threshold requires Standard Mitigation Measures;

e Quarterly —Tier 1: For construction projects lasting more than one quarter, exceedance ofthe
2.5 ton/qtr threshold requires Standard Mitigation Measures and Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) for construction equipment. If implementation of the Standard Mitigation
and BACT measures cannot bring the project below the threshold, off-site mitigation may be
necessary; and

e Quarterly —Tier 2: For construction projects lasting more than one quarter, exceedance ofthe
6.3 ton/qtr threshold requires Standard Mitigation Measures, BACT, implementation of a
Construction Activity Management Plan (CAMP), and off-site mitigation.

Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM)Emissions

e Daily: For construction projects expected to be completed in less than one quarter, exceedance
of the 7 Ib/day threshold requires Standard Mitigation Measures;

e Quarterly - Tier 1: For construction projects lasting more than one quarter, exceedance of the
0.13 tons/quarter threshold requires Standard Mitigation Measures, BACT for construction
equipment; and

e Quarterly - Tier 2: For construction projects lasting more than one quarter, exceedance of the
0.32 ton/qtr threshold requires Standard Mitigation Measures, BACT, implementation of a
CAMP, and off-site mitigation.

Fugitive Particulate Matter (PM10), Dust Emissions

e Quarterly: Exceedance of the 2.5 ton/qtr threshold requires Fugitive PM10 Mitigation Measures
and may require the implementation of a CAMP.

Operational Emissions (Long-Term). Operational emissions are divided into area source
emissions and operational vehicle emissions. Area source emissions include energy consumption by
residential and commercial buildings. However, vehicle emissions are the largest continuing source of
emissions from the operational phase of a development.
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The threshold criteria established by SLO APCD to determine the significance and appropriate mitigation
level for long-term emissions from a project are presented in Table 5. Emissions that equal or exceed
the designated threshold levels are significant and should be mitigated. As shown in the table, the level
of analysis and mitigation recommended follows a tiered approach based on the amount of emissions
generated by the project.

Table 5. SLOAPCD Significance Thresholds for Operational Emissions

Threshold
Pollutant Daily Annual

Operational Precursors (ROG + NOy) 25 lbs/day 25 tons/yr

Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) 1.25 lbs/day
Fugitive Particulate Matter (PM1g) 25 lbs/day 25 tons/yr

Cco 550 Ibs/day
Consistency with Qualified GHG Reduction Plan OR

Greenhouse Gases 1,150 MT CO2e/yr OR
4.9 CO2e/SP/yr (residents + employees)
Source: Table 3-2 of the 2012 SLO County APCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook

Toxic Air Contaminants. If a project has the potential to emit toxic or hazardous air pollutants,
or is located in close proximity to sensitive receptors, impacts may be considered significant due to
increased cancer risk for the affected population, even at a very low level of emissions. For the
evaluation of such projects, the SLOAPCD recommends the use of the following thresholds:

e Type A Projects: new proposed land use projects that generate toxic air contaminants (such as
gasoline stations, distribution facilities or asphalt batch plants) that impact sensitive receptors.
Air districts across California are uniform in their recommendation to use the significance
thresholds that have been established under each district’'s “Hot Spots” and permitting
programs. The SLOAPCD has defined the excess cancer risk significance threshold at 10 in a
million for Type A projects in SLO County; and,

e Type B Projects: new land use projects that will place sensitive receptors (e.g., residential units)
in close proximity to existing toxics sources (e.g., freeway). The APCD has established a CEQA
health risk threshold of 89 in-a-million for the analysis of projects proposed in close proximity to
toxic sources. This value represents the population weighted average health risk caused by
ambient background concentrations of toxic air contaminants in San Luis Obispo County. The
SLOAPCD recommends Health Risk screening and, if necessary, Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for
any residential or sensitive receptor development proposed in proximity to toxic sources.

Localized CO Concentrations. Localized CO concentrations associated with the proposed project
would be considered less than-significant impact if: (1) Traffic generated by the proposed project would
not result in deterioration of intersection level of service (LOS) to LOS E or F; or (2) the project would not
contribute additional traffic to an intersection that already operates at LOS of E or F (Caltrans 1996).
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Odors. Screening of potential odor impacts is typically recommended for the following two
situations:

e Projects that would potentially generate odorous emissions proposed to locate near existing
sensitive receptors or other land uses where people may congregate; and

e Residential or other sensitive receptor projects or other projects that may attract people
locating near existing odor sources.

If the proposed project would locate receptors and known odor sources within one mile of each other, a
full analysis of odor impacts is recommended. Known odor sources of primary concern, as identified by
the SLOAPCD, include: landfills, transfer stations, asphalt batch plants, rendering plants, petroleum
refineries, and painting/coating operations, as well as, composting, food processing, wastewater
treatment, chemical manufacturing, and feedlot/dairy facilities.

3. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact AQ-1. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

The Clean Air Plan includes a variety of policies and strategies, including land use policies intended to
result in reductions in overall vehicle miles traveled, as well as various transportation control measures.

Transportation Control Measures. The Clean Air Plan would reduce emissions through
implementation of adopted transportation control measures (TCMs) that are potentially applicable to
residential projects. The degree to which the proposed project implements those applicable to
residential project is discussed below:

e T-2A. Local Transit System Improvements. The proposed project allows for the potential to
include a transit stop within the project area.

e T-3. Bicycling and Bikeway Enhancements. The project includes a circulation pattern conducive
to safe bicycling opportunities, with connectively to the rest of the City consistent with the City’s
General Plan Circulation Element and Bike Master Plan, which calls for an extension of a Class Il
Bikeway into the community from Clubhouse Drive to the south, as well as providing access to a
potential regional bikeway system along the Salinas River corridor.

e T-6. Traffic Flow Improvements. This control measure refers to implementing traffic calming
measures to slow down vehicles and encourage safe alternative modes of transportation. This
could be accomplished through a variety of means, including traffic control devices, roadway
design appropriate to the proposed land uses, and improvements for pedestrians and bicycles to
encourage those modes of transportation. The project implements bikeway connections and
roadway design consistent with City standards, and encourages bicycling and pedestrian use
relate to access to the centrally-located community facilities that are part of the project.
Ultimately, the City will determine the appropriate design of circulation improvements on the
site to ensure safe multimodal transportation opportunities.

Because the proposed project is residential in nature, the remaining adopted transportation control
measures in the CAP to reduce VMT that are geared toward non-residential development would not
apply. These include:
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e T-1B. Campus-Based Trip Reduction

e T-1C. Voluntary Trip Reduction Program

e T-2B. Regional Transit Improvements

e T-4. Park and Ride Lots

e T-5. Motor Vehicle Inspection and Control Program

e T-8. Telecommuting, Teleconferencing, and Telelearning

Land Use Planning Strategies. The Clean Air Plan also includes various land use planning
strategies to encourage the use of alternative forms of transportation, increase pedestrian access and
accessibility to community services and local destinations, reduce vehicle miles traveled within the
County, and promote congestion managementefforts.

In general, these measures are most appropriate in the context of long-range plans, particularly general
plans, where they can be applied communitywide. Relative to the River Oaks project, the proposed
development is an extension of the existing land use pattern within the Borkey Area Specific Plan, which
plans for orderly development and appropriate residential densities within the northern portion of the
City. The degree to which the proposed project implements these land use strategies is discussed
below.

e L-1. Planning Compact Communities. The project concentrates residential development into
several neighborhoods, preserving and extending existing recreational open space uses in an
orderly fashion.

e L|-2. Providing for Mixed Use. The River Oaks community is centered on a recreationally-
oriented facility that is focused on the needs of the proposed and existing Rive Oaks community.
This center is consistent with the mixed use concept that is at the hear to reducing vehicle trips
and air emissions. The project is envisioned as a residential development and an extension of
the existing River Oaks | development located to the south within the Borkey Area Specific Plan.
The proposed land use pattern is appropriate for its location away from the downtown, and
toward the urban edge of the City of Paso Robles. Mixed commercial and residential uses are
more appropriately located toward the urban core of the City, in the downtown area.

e L-3. Balancing Jobs and Housing. Balancing jobs and housing is a goal most appropriately
implemented on a Citywide basis in the context of the General Plan. The purpose of this goal is
to minimize commute distances, vehicle miles traveled, and thus air emissions. The overall land
use pattern of the City includes a variety of commercial, industrial and residential uses that
provide opportunities for residents to be employed within the community. Te River Oaks
project is an appropriate extension of the approved Borkey Area Specific Plan, which is an
important residentially-oriented component of the General Plan land use pattern intended to
provide an overall jobs-housing balance.

e L-4. Circulation Management. This strategy is intended to encourage a transportation system
that supports alternative travel modes and decreases reliance on the single occupant motor
vehicle. In addition to the roadway system, the project includes provisions for transit
connections, trails (including a connection to a potential regional trail alignment along the
Salinas River), and safe pedestrian access between the proposed neighborhoods.

e L-5. Communication, Coordination and Monitoring. This goal is most appropriately directed at
the agency level, in that it encourages local and regional jurisdictions to coordinate closely to
ensure that adopted land circulation programs related to reducing air emissions are
implemented. The CEQA process for the River Oaks project provides an important avenue to
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ensure that such strategies are implemented on a project by project basis, including for the
River Oaks project.

The proposed project would introduce housing within the Borkey Area Specific Plan, and would be an
extension of existing development under that plan. The buildout potential of the proposed project will
include up to 271 residential units in a currently undeveloped area. The resulting increase in population
will result in an increase in vehicular traffic, which may result in the marginal degradation of the air
quality of the North County air basin.

That said, the City’s General Plan includes a population limit of 44,000, which is monitored closely. From
time to time, the City evaluates factors such as population per household (which has been decreasing in
recent years), and the developability of areas assumed to have a higher buildout potential under the
General Plan. If it is found that the General Plan buildout potential is lower than anticipated in the 2003
General Plan, the City allows for more intensive development on parcels with a greater development
potential, and can make a finding that such development would be consistent with the City’s growth
limit. Thus, the project would by definition be within the City’s population limit, and thus consistent
with the population buildout assumption on which the CAP was based.

Furthermore, as noted in Impact AQ-3 below, the proposed project would not result in operational
emissions that would exceed SLOAPCD’s significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants. For these
reasons, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct continued implementation of the CAP.
This impact is considered less than significant.

Impact AQ-2. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation?

As noted in Impact AQ-3 below, short-term construction activities may result in localized concentrations
of pollutants that could adversely affect nearby land uses. As a result, this impact is considered
potentially significant. Refer to Impact AQ-3 and Impact AQ-4 of this report for more detailed
discussions of air quality impacts and recommended mitigation measures.

Impact AQ-3. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Short-Term Construction Emissions.  Construction-generated emissions are of temporary
duration, lasting only as long as construction activities occur, but have the potential to represent a
significant air quality impact. Construction of the proposed project would result in the temporary
generation of emissions associated with site grading and excavation, paving, motor vehicle exhaust
associated with construction equipment and worker trips, as well as the movement of construction
equipment on unpaved surfaces. Short-term construction emissions would result in increased emissions
of ozone-precursor pollutants (i.e., ROG and NOX) and emissions of PM. Emissions of ozone-precursors
would result from the operation of on- and off-road motorized vehicles and equipment. Emissions of
airborne PM are largely dependent on the amount of ground disturbance associated with site
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preparation activities and may result in increased concentrations of PM that can adversely affect nearby
sensitive land uses.

Emissions generated by construction of the proposed Specific Plan were calculated using the
CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 air quality model (see attached). Table 6 summarizes the worst-case construction-
related emissions associated with the proposed project, assuming built in project features that would
mitigate potential impacts to some extent. In addition, San Luis Obispo County is currently a non-
attainment area for PMjg, and development under the proposed Specific Plan Amendment would
contribute to this existing condition. (Please refer to Mitigation Measure AQ-1 for a list of project
features that will be required to ensure that construction-related impacts will be less than significant.)

JFR Consulting
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Table 6. Unmitigated Construction Emissions Associated with Proposed Project

Emission Source ROG + NOy DPM Fugitive PMjo
Thresholds
Daily Threshold 137 Ib/day 7 lbs/day | -
Tier 1 Quarterly Threshold 2.5 tons/qtr 0.13 tons/qtr 2.5 tons/qtr
Tier 2 Quarterly Threshold 6.3 tons/qtr 0.32 tons/qtr | = -
Phase 1 (2016)
Worst-Case Daily Totals 295.58 Ibs/day 10.90 Ibs/day 34.72 lbs/day
Quarterly Totals 2.47 tons/qtr 0.09 tons/qtr 0.29 tons/qtr
Threshold Exceeded? No Yes (daily only) No*
Phase 2 (2017)
Worst-Case Daily Totals 208.11 Ibs/day 8.36 |Ibs/day 28.73 lbs/day
Quarterly Totals 1.74 tons/qtr 0.07 tons/qtr 0.24 tons/qtr
Threshold Exceeded? No Yes (daily only) No*
Phase 3 (2018)
Worst-Case Daily Totals 221.98 Ibs/day 9.06 Ibs/day 40.86 |bs/day
Quarterly Totals 1.83 tons/qtr 0.07 tons/qtr 0.34 tons/qtr
Threshold Exceeded? No Yes (daily only) No*
Phase 4 (2019)
Worst-Case Daily Totals 163.90 lbs/day 6.38 Ibs/day 28.47 lbs/day
Quarterly Totals 1.37 tons/qtr 0.05 tons/qtr 0.24 tons/qtr
Threshold Exceeded? No No No*
Phase 5 (2020)
Worst-Case Daily Totals 147.86 lbs/day 5.73 Ibs/day 28.47 lbs/day
Quarterly Totals 1.24 tons/qtr 0.05 tons/qtr 0.24 tons/qtr
Threshold Exceeded? No No No*
Phase 6 (2021)
Worst-Case Daily Totals 289.93 Ibs/day 5.18 Ibs/day 28.77 lbs/day
Quarterly Totals 2.58 tons/qtr 0.04 tons/qtr 0.24 tons/qtr
Threshold Exceeded? Yes (Tier 1 only) No No*

* Emissions may be concentrated during particular months, and therefore may surpass 2.5 tons/qtr threshold. SLOAPCDstates
that if more than 4.0 acres are graded continuously, the project would surpass the PM,, threshold.

Note: Modeling based on an assumed rate of up to 50 dwelling units built per phase, with up to 20 acres of disturbed and/or
graded areas per phase to accommodate development, until the project is completed.

When compared to the SLOAPCD thresholds of significance, the proposed project would exceed daily
County thresholds for combined ROG and NOy and for DPM during certain project phases, based on
current development phasing assumptions. It would also potentially exceed Tier 1 Quarterly thresholds
for combined ROG and NOy. Although the model shows an exceedance later in the project phasing, it is
possible that such an exceedance could occur at earlier phases, if different development phasing
assumptions are made. Thus, to be conservative, it is assumed that there is a potentially significant
impact that could occur at any time during project construction.
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In addition to the daily emission thresholds, annual construction-related PMip emissions would total up
to 0.34 tons/quarter, which would not exceed the County threshold of 2.5 tons/qtr. It should be noted
that if more than 4.0 acres are graded continuously, development under the project would surpass the
PM1o threshold described in Table 6, based on input from APCD. This condition is likely to occur during
the course of the project, so mitigation measures to reduce construction-related emissions are included
to address this potential. (Please refer to Mitigation Measure AQ-1 for a list of project features that will
be required to ensure that construction-related impacts will be less than significant.)

Long-Term Operational Emissions. Long-term operational emissions associated with the
proposed project would be predominantly associated with mobile sources. To a lesser extent, emissions
associated with area sources, such as landscape maintenance activities, as well as, use of electricity and
natural gas would also contribute to increased emissions. Daily unmitigated operational emissions for a
worst case scenario (winter conditions) are summarized in Table 7. These are also projected to annual
emissions to provide a worst-case annual estimate for applicable thresholds.

The unmitigated project would exceed the daily threshold for ROG + NOy, which are precursors to ozone
emissions. For all other pollutants, thresholds would not be exceeded. Daily operational emissions
would be a potentially significant impact for ROG + NOy (an estimated 35.34 pounds per day, which
exceeds the threshold of 25 pounds perday).

Table 7. Operational Unmitigated Emissions Associated with Proposed Project

Emission Source ROG + NOy DPM Fugitive PM3o co
Area Source 12.94 Ibs/day 0.61lbs/day | = - 22.42 lbs/day
Energy 1.89 lbs/day 0.14 lbs/day | - 0.73 Ibs/day
Operational (Vehicle) 20.51 lbs/day 0.20 |bs/day 11.09 Ibs/day 62.63 lbs/day
Total Ibs/day 35.34 Ibs/day 0.95 Ibs/day 11.09 Ibs/day 85.78 Ibs/day
Total tons/yr 6.45 tons/yr 0.17 tons/yr 2.03 tons/yr 15.65 tons/yr
Significance Threshold
Daily 25 Ibs/day 1.25 Ibs/day 25 lbs/day | = -
Annual 25 tonsfyr | - 25 tons/yr 550 Ibs/day
Threshold Exceeded? Yes; daily only No No No

Note: See Appendix C for Calculations; winter emissions for daily values and projected annually are assumed for a worst-case scenario.

Mitigative Project Features: Many mitigation measures included in the CalEEM0d.2013.2.2 air
quality model are already built into the project as designed, and these are assumed to occur under the
“mitigated” project scenario. These mitigative project features (and corresponding mitigation number
in the model) include:

e Increased Density (4 du/ac); LUT-1

e Improve Walkability (16 intersections per square mile of development); LUT-9

e Improve Destination Accessibility (1 mile to downtown); LUT-4

e Increase Transit Accessibility (transit stop on site); LUT-5

e Improve Pedestrian Network; SDT-1

e Provide Traffic Calming Measures (roundabouts and intersection improvements); SDT-2
e landscape Equipment (assumed 25% electric); A-1

e High Energy Lighting (used throughout site); LE-1

e Apply Water Conservation Strategies; WUW-2
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e Use Reclaimed Water (when available); WSW-1
e Use Grey Water (when available); WSW-2

e [ow Flow Fixtures; WUW-1

e Turf Reduction; WUW-5

e  Water-Efficient Landscaping; WUW-3

e  Water Efficient Irrigation; WUW-4

e Recycling; SW-1

The project would also include substantial amount of vegetated areas, including a 5-acre vineyard,
landscaping and numerous trees, which may contribute to a reduction in NOx emissions (Urban Forestry
Network, http://urbanforestrynetwork.org/benefits/airquality.htm). Trees will be planted at the same
density as has occurred in the neighboring River Oaks | development, which was 3,200 trees over 196
acres (16 trees per acre). Applying the same rate to the 131-acre River Oaks Il project site yields about
2,140 trees.

The River Oaks site includes many community facilities within the project area, and is located in close
proximity to the Kermit King Elementary School, the River Oaks Center (50,000 s.f. of retail), and Cuesta
College. It is also adjacent to existing recreational facilities, including the River Oaks Golf Course and Hot
Springs. These on-site and adjacent facilities contribute to internal trips, or trips that do not leave the
project site. The integrated land uses also facilitate walking or biking for short trips to the adjacent land
uses. These measures will help reduce potential operational emissions.

In addition to adjacent customer serving land uses that would reduce the overall vehicle miles traveled,
the aspects of the project would be designed and constructed with green building practices using a
tiered points checklist system developed by SLO Green Build, Build It Green, CALGreen or similar rating
system. Furthermore, the project will include some smart growth principles, such as but not limited to:
providing a range of housing opportunities and choices, walkable neighborhoods, encouraging
community and stakeholder collaboration, mixed land uses, preserve natural beauty and critical
environmental areas, providing a variety of transportation choices. All these design elements would
reduce resource use and the amount of pollutant emissions. Table 8 summarizes the projected
operational emissions based on modeling, assuming all mitigative project features mitigation measures
are applied.

Table 8. Operational Mitigated Emissions Associated with Proposed Project

Emission Source ROG + NOy DPM Fugitive PMo co
Area Source 12.24 |Ibs/day 0.60lbs/day | - 21.07 lbs/day
Energy 1.89 lbs/day 0.14 lbs/day | - 0.73 Ibs/day
Operational (Vehicle) 19.24 Ibs/day 0.19 Ibs/day 10.01 Ibs/day 58.97 lbs/day
Total Ibs/day 33.37 Ibs/day 0.93 Ibs/day 10.01 Ibs/day 80.77 Ibs/day
Total tons/yr 5.85 tons/yr 0.08 tons/yr 1.77 tons/yr 13.72 tons/yr

Significance Threshold

Daily 25 Ibs/day 1.25 Ibs/day 25 lbs/day | 0
Annual 25 tons/yr | - 25 tons/yr 550 Ibs/day

Threshold Exceeded? Yes; daily only No No No

Note: See attached for Calculations
JFR Consulting
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Even with assumed mitigative features, the project would potentially still exceed the daily threshold for
ROG + NOy. For all other pollutants, thresholds would not be exceeded. This is a potentially significant
impact requiring further mitigation.

Mitigation Measures

Short-Term Construction Emissions. The proposed project would be required to comply with
standard APCD permitting and requirements. Because it also exceeds Tier 1 quarterly thresholds for
combined ROG and NO,, Standard Mitigation Measures and Best Available Control Technology (BACT)
for construction equipment would be required, as described in the SLOAPCD CEQA Air Quality
Handbook:

Mitigation Measure AQ-1:

Standard Measures for Construction Activities. Standard mitigation measures for reducing
emissions from construction activities are listedbelow:

e Interior and exterior paints used during project construction shall have a maximum
allowable VOC content of 150 grams per liter;

e Maintain all construction equipment in proper tune according to manufacturer’s
specifications;

e Fuel all off-road and portable diesel powered equipment with ARB certified motor
vehicle diesel fuel (non-taxed version suitable for use off-road);

e Use diesel construction equipment meeting ARB's Tier 2 certified engines or cleaner off-
road heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with the State off-Road Regulation;

e Use on-road heavy-duty trucks that meet the ARB’s 2007 or cleaner certification
standard for on-road heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with the State On-Road
Regulation;

e Construction or trucking companies with fleets that that do not have engines in their
fleet that meet the engine standards identified in the above two measures (e.g. captive
or NOy exempt area fleets) may be eligible by proving alternative compliance;

e Signs shall be posted in the designated queuing areas and or job sites to remind drivers
and operators, discouraging them from idling for more than 5 minutes;

o Diesel idling within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors shall be discouraged to the extent
feasible;

e Staging and queuing areas shall not be located within 1,000 feet of sensitivereceptors;

e Electrify equipment when feasible;

e Substitute gasoline-powered in place of diesel-powered equipment, where feasible;
and,

e Use alternatively fueled construction equipment on-site where feasible, such as
compressed natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane or biodiesel.

Standard mitigation construction measures listed above are expected to reduce impacts to a
less than significant level, because the magnitude of potential threshold exceedance is relatively
small in each phase, and in later phases, not exceeded at all. If phasing assumptions change
substantially from what is assumed in this analysis, such that the estimated ozone precursor
emissions from the actual fleet for a given construction phase would likely exceed the APCD
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threshold of significance to a greater degree than anticipated in this analysis, then BACT would
also need to be implemented to further reduce these impacts. The BACT measures can include:

e Further reducing emissions by expanding use of Tier 3 and Tier 4 off-road and 2010 on-
road compliant engines;

e Repowering equipment with the cleanest engines available; and

e |Installing California Verified Diesel Emission Control Strategies. These strategies are
listed at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm

The above mitigation measure shall be shown on grading and building plans.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2:

Although not expected to exceed thresholds related to PM10 (dust) emissions, in the event that
more than 4 acres are graded continuously, the threshold may be exceeded. In that event, the
following measures would be required:

Dust Control. In accordance with SLOAPCD-recommendations, projects with grading areas that
are greater than 4 acres or are within 1,000 feet of any sensitive receptor shall implement the
following mitigation measures to manage fugitive dust emissions such that they do not exceed
the APCD 20-percent opacity limit (APCD Rule 401) and do not impact offsite areas prompting
nuisance violations (APCD Rule 402) (Mutziger 2012):

e Reduce the amount of the disturbed area where possible;

e Use water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent airborne dust
from leaving the site. Water could be applied as soon as possible whenever wind
speeds exceed 15 miles per hour;

e All dirt-stock-pile areas could be sprayed daily as needed;

e Permanent dust control measures could be identified in the approved project
revegetation and landscape plans and implemented as soon as possible following
completion of any soil disturbing activities;

e Exposed ground areas that are planned to be reworked at dates greater than one month
after initial grading could be sown with a fast-germinating native grass seed and
watered until vegetation is established;

e All disturbed soil areas not subject to revegetation could be stabilized using approved
chemical soil binders, jute netting, or other methods approved in advance by the APCD;

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

e Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles could not exceed 15 mph on any unpaved
surface at the construction site;

e All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose materials could be covered or could
maintain at least two feet of freeboard (minimum vertical distance between top of load
and top of trailer) in accordance with CVC Section 23114;

e Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto streets, or wash
off trucks and equipment leaving the site;
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e Sweep streets at the end of each day if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent
paved roads. Water sweepers with reclaimed water could be used where feasible;and

e Construction personnel could wear protective face masks while grading and excavating
soils that contain serpentine soil;

o All PMjg mitigation measures required shall be shown on grading and building plans;
and,

e The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the fugitive
dust emissions and enhance the implementation of the measures as necessary to
minimize dust complaints, reduce visible emissions below 20-percent opacity, and to
prevent transport of dust offsite. Their duties shall include holidays and weekend
periods when work may not be in progress. The name and telephone number of such
persons shall be provided to the APCD Compliance Division prior to the start of any
grading, earthwork or demolition.

The above mitigation measure shall be shown on grading and building plans.

Long-Term Operational Emissions. For unmitigated projects that result in emissions between 35
and 50 pounds per day, the APCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook recommends that 18 standard mitigation
measures be implemented as part of the project to ensure that impacts would be less than significant,
based on a list included as Table 3-5 in that document. The list covers a large range of activities and
would reduce impacts either through site design, transportation strategies, or increasing the energy
efficiency of the project. In many cases, adherence to the proposed project design guidelines would
implement many of these measures. Compliance with the intent of APCD’s recommended measures as
appropriate would ensure that impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Table 9 summarizes the list of appropriate mitigation measures, and which of these are already intended
to be incorporated into the proposed project by the applicant prior to any needed additional mitigation.
Of the 50 potentially appropriate mitigation strategies, the applicant is already intending to include 25
of these in the project design. Since the APCD CEQA Handbook states that at least 18 would be needed
to fully mitigate for projects with the potential to generated 35-50 lbs/day of combined ROG and NOx,
the project as designed already includes a sufficient number of mitigation strategies to ensure that
impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, no additional mitigation would be needed. However,
to ensure compliance, this list will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for
the project, so City staff can work with the applicant to ensure that these strategies are implemented.

Table 9. Potentially Appropriate Mitigation Measures from APCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook

POLLUTANT Does
REDUCED Project
Measure | Measure Type MITIGATION MEASURE Ozone (0) Already
# Particulate (P) Include This
Diesel Particulate Feature?
Matter (DPM)
Greenhouse Gas
(GHG)
1 Site design, Improve job / housing balance opportunities within O, P, GHG
Transportation | communities.
2 Site design Orient buildings toward streets with automobile parking in O, P, GHG Yes
the rear to promote a pedestrian-friendly environment.
JFR Consulting
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Table 9. Potentially Appropriate Mitigation Measures from APCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook

POLLUTANT Does
REDUCED Project

Measure | Measure Type MITIGATION MEASURE Ozone (0) Already

# Particulate (P) Include This

Diesel Particulate Feature?
Matter (DPM)
Greenhouse Gas
(GHG)

3 Site design Provide a pedestrian-friendly and interconnected streetscape O, P, GHG Yes
to make walking more convenient, comfortable and safe
(including appropriate signalization and signage).

4 Site design Provide good access to/from the development for O, P, GHG Yes
pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users.

5 Site design Incorporate outdoor electrical outlets to encourage the use O, P, GHG Yes
of electric appliances and tools.

6 Site design Provide shade tree planting in parking lots to reduce O, P, GHG Yes;
evaporative emissions from parked vehicles. Design should as part of
provide 50% tree coverage within 10 years of construction spa/pavilion
using low ROG emitting, low maintenance native drought
resistant trees.

7 Site design Pave and maintain the roads and parking areas P Yes

8 Site design Driveway design standards (e.g., speed bumps, curved P
driveway) for self-enforcing of reduced speed limits for
unpaved driveways.

9 Site design Use of an APCD-approved suppressant on private unpaved P
roads leading to the site, unpaved driveways and parking
areas; applied at a rate and frequency that ensures
compliance with APCD Rule 401, visible emissions and
ensures offsite nuisance impacts do not occur.

10 Site design Development is within 1/4 mile of transit centers and transit 0O, P, GHG
corridors.

11 Site design Design and build compact communities in the urban core to O, P, GHG
prevent sprawl.

12 Site design Increase density within the urban core and urban reserve 0O, P, GHG
lines.

13 Site design No residential wood burning appliances. O, P, GHG Yes

14 Site design; Incorporate traffic calming modifications to project roads, O, P, GHG Yes

transportation | such as narrower streets, speed platforms, bulb-outs and
intersection designs that reduce vehicles speeds and
encourage pedestrian and bicycle travel.

15 Site design; Increase number of connected bicycle routes/lanes in the 0, P, GHG Yes

transportation | vicinity of the project.

16 Site design; Provide easements or land dedications and construct 0, P, GHG Yes

transportation | bikeways and pedestrian walkways.

17 Site design; Link cul-de-sacs and dead-end streets to encourage 0, P, GHG Yes

transportation | pedestrian and bicycle travel to adjacent land uses.

18 Site design; Project is located within one-half mile of a ‘Park and Ride’ lot 0O, P, GHG

transportation | or project installs a ‘Park and Ride’ lot with bike lockers in a
location of need defined by SLOCOG.

19 Site design Tract maps resulting in parcels of one-half acre or less shall GHG
orient at least 75% of all lot lines to create easy due south
orientation of future structures.

20 Site design Trusses for south-facing portions of roofs shall be designed to | O, GHG
handle dead weight loads of standard solar-heated water and
photovoltaic panels. Roof design shall include sufficient south
facing roof surface, based on structures size and use, to
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Table 9. Potentially Appropriate Mitigation Measures from APCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook

POLLUTANT Does
REDUCED Project
Measure | Measure Type MITIGATION MEASURE Ozone (0) Already
# Particulate (P) Include This
Diesel Particulate Feature?
Matter (DPM)
Greenhouse Gas
(GHG)
accommodate adequate solar panels. For south facing roof
pitches, the closest standard roof pitch to the ideal average
solar exposure shall be used.
21 Energy Increase the building energy rating by 20% above Title 24 0O, GHG
efficiency requirements. Measures used to reach the 20% rating cannot
be double counted.
22 Energy Plant drought tolerant, native shade trees along southern 0O, GHG Yes
efficiency exposures of buildings to reduce energy used to cool
buildings in summer.
23 Energy Utilize green building materials (materials which are resource | O, DPM, GHG Yes
efficiency efficient, recycled, and sustainable) available locally if
possible.
24 Energy Install high efficiency heating and cooling systems. 0O, GHG Yes
efficiency
25 Energy Orient 75 percent or more of homes and/or buildings to be 0O, GHG
efficiency aligned north / south to reduce energy used to cool buildings
in summer.
26 Energy Design building to include roof overhangs that are sufficient 0O, GHG
efficiency to block the high summer sun, but not the lower winter sun,
from penetrating south facing windows (passive solar
design).
27 Energy Utilize high efficiency gas or solar water heaters. O, P, GHG Yes
efficiency
28 Energy Utilize built-in energy efficient appliances (i.e. Energy Star®). O, P, GHG Yes
efficiency
29 Energy Utilize double-paned windows. O, P, GHG Yes
efficiency
30 Energy Utilize low energy street lights (i.e. sodium). O, P, GHG Yes
efficiency
31 Energy Utilize energy efficient interior lighting. O, P, GHG Yes
efficiency
32 Energy Utilize low energy traffic signals (i.e. light emitting diode). 0O, P, GHG
efficiency
33 Energy Install door sweeps and weather stripping (if more efficient O, P, GHG Yes
efficiency doors and windows are not available).
34 Energy Install energy-reducing programmable thermostats. 0O, P, GHG Yes
efficiency
35 Energy Participate in and implement available energy-efficient 0O, P, GHG
efficiency rebate programs including air conditioning, gas heating,
refrigeration, and lighting programs.
36 Energy Use roofing material with a solar reflectance values meeting O, P, GHG
efficiency the EPA/DOE Energy Star® rating to reduce summer cooling
needs.
37 Energy Utilize onsite renewable energy systems (e.g., solar, wind, O, P, GHG
efficiency geothermal, low-impact hydro, biomass and bio-gas).
38 Energy Eliminate high water consumption landscape (e.g., plants and | O, GHG
efficiency lawns) in residential design. Use native plants that do not
require watering and are low ROG emitting.
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Table 9. Potentially Appropriate Mitigation Measures from APCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook

POLLUTANT Does
REDUCED Project
Measure | Measure Type MITIGATION MEASURE Ozone (0) Already

# Particulate (P) Include This
Diesel Particulate Feature?
Matter (DPM)
Greenhouse Gas
(GHG)

39 Energy Provide and require the use of battery powered or electric 0O, GHG

efficiency landscape maintenance equipment for new development.

40 Transportation | Develop recreational facility (e.g., parks, gym, pool, etc.) O, P, GHG Yes
within one-quarter of a mile from site.

41 Transportation | If the project is located on an established transit route, 0O, P, GHG Yes; at
provide improved public transit amenities (i.e., covered spa/pavilion
transit turnouts, direct pedestrian access, covered bench,
smart signage, route information displays, lighting etc.).

42 Transportation | Project provides a display case or kiosk displaying O, P, GHG Yes
transportation information in a prominent area accessible to
employees or residents.

43 Transportation | Provide electrical charging station for electric vehicles. O, P, GHG

44 Transportation | Provide neighborhood electric vehicles / car share program O, P, GHG
for the development.

45 Transportation | Provide bicycle-share program for development. O, P, GHG

46 Transportation | Provide preferential parking / no parking fee for alternative O, P, GHG
fueled vehicles or vanpools.

47 Transportation | Provide bicycle lockers for existing ‘Park and Ride’ lots where O, P, GHG
absent or insufficient.

48 Transportation | Provide vanpool, shuttle, mini bus service (alternative fueled 0O, P, DPM, GHG Yes
preferred).

49 Transportation | Provide storage space in garage for bicycle and bicycle O, P, GHG
trailers, or covered racks / lockers to service the residential
units.

50 Transportation | Provide free-access telework terminals and/or wi-fi access in 0, P, GHG

multi-family projects.

Mitigation Measure AQ-3:

Significance After Mitigation

The list included in Table 9 (Potentially Appropriate Mitigation Measures from APCD CEQA Air
Quality Handbook) shall be included as part of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
for the project to provide a mechanism to ensure project compliance with the indicated
mitigation strategies. City staff will work with the applicant to ensure compliance with the
measures at the appropriate points in the development process, whether prior to grading,
construction or occupancy.

With proposed mitigation, both short-term construction-related and long-term operational impacts
would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Impact AQ-4. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
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The nearest sensitive receptor to the project site is the Traditions residential neighborhood (buyers are
age-restricted) to the south, which is directly adjacent to potential development. Kermit King
Elementary School is another nearby sensitive receptor, the nearest point of which is about 600 feet
south of the nearest proposed construction area. The predominant wind direction is from the
northwest, so offsite receptors have the potential to be subject to emissions generated onsite.
Depending on wind speed and direction, local concentrations of point source emissions could be spread
and/or dispersed, to result in lower concentrations.

No major stationary or area sources of toxic air contaminants (TACs) have been identified in the project
vicinity. The proposed project does not include the installation of any major stationary sources of TACs.
During construction, diesel equipment idling would result in increased temporary concentrations of
pollutants, including PM and DPM. Construction related impacts from equipment are discussed in
Impact AQ-3, with mitigation measures required to ensure that impacts would be less than significant.

Localized CO Concentrations. Localized concentrations of CO are of primary concern in areas
located near congested roadway intersections. Of particular concern are intersections that are projected
to operate at unacceptable levels of service (LOS) E orF.

As described in the traffic study for this project, no intersections in the area would operate at LOS E orF.
For this reason, the proposed project would not result in emissions of CO in excess of the SLOAPCD’s
significance threshold of 550 |bs/day. Localized concentrations of CO are considered to be less than
significant.

Naturally Occurring Asbestos. Naturally Occurring Asbestos (NOA) has been identified as a toxic
air contaminant by the California Air Resources Board (ARB). In accordance with ARB Air Toxics Control
Measure (ATCM), prior to any grading activities a geologic evaluation should be conducted to determine
if NOA is present within the area that will be disturbed. If NOA is not present, an exemption request
must be filed with the District. If NOA is found at the site, the applicant must comply with all
requirements outlined in the Asbestos ATCM (SLOAPCD2012).

Based on a review of the SLOAPCD’s map depicting potential areas of NOA, the project site is located in
an area that has been identified as having a potential for NOA. As a result, the disturbance and
potential exposure to NOA is considered to have a potentially significant impact. A map of areas within
the County potentially containing NOA is included in AppendixA.

Construction-Generated PM. Construction of the proposed project would result in short-term
emissions of PM, including fugitive dust and diesel-exhaust PM, primarily during the initial site
preparation and grading phase. These activities could result in localized PM concentrations that may
result in adverse nuisance impacts to nearby sensitive receptors. As noted in Impact AQ-3, localized
uncontrolled concentrations of construction-generated PM would be considered to have a potentially
significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

Implement Mitigation Measure AQ-1, as identified in Impact AQ-3 above, for the control of PM emitted
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during construction, as well as emissions from operational impacts.
Mitigation Measures AQ-4:

a. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a permit to operate shall be obtained from the
SLOAPCD for any diesel emergency back-up generator, 50 hp or greater, that is included
as part of the project plans. If the applicant decides to add a permit-required generator
to the facility after the occupancy permit, then this mitigation measure is official notice
to the applicant that an APCD permit is required prior to the installation of the proposed
generator.

b. Prior to any grading activities a geologic evaluation shall be conducted to determine if
NOA is present within the area that will be disturbed. If NOA is not present, an
exemption request must be filed with the SLOAPCD. If NOA is found at the site, the
applicant must comply with all requirements outlined in the Asbestos ATCM. These
requirements may include:

1. Development of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan, which must be approved bythe
SLOAPCD prior to construction, and

2. Development and approval of an Asbestos Health and Safety Program (potentially
required for some projects).

Significance After Mitigation

With proposed mitigation, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Impact AQ-5. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?

The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depends on numerous factors, including: the nature,
frequency, and intensity of the source; wind speed and direction; and the sensitivity of the receptors.
While offensive odors rarely cause any physical harm, they still can be very unpleasant, leading to
considerable distress among the public and often generating citizen complaints to local governments
and regulatory agencies. Projects with the potential to frequently expose members of the public to
objectionable odors would be deemed to have a significantimpact.

The proposed project would not result in the installation of any equipment or processes that would be
considered a major odor-emission source. However, construction of the proposed project would involve
the use of a variety of gasoline or diesel-powered equipment that would emit exhaust fumes. Exhaust
fumes, particularly diesel-exhaust, may be considered objectionable by some people. In addition
pavement coatings and architectural coatings used during project construction would also emit
temporary odors. However, construction-generated emissions would occur intermittently throughout
the workday and would dissipate rapidly with increasing distance from the source. As a result, short-
term construction activities would not expose a substantial number of people to frequent odorous
emissions. For these reasons, potential exposure of sensitive receptors to odorous emissions would be
considered less than significant.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

A. Environmental Setting

Global climate change refers to changes in average climatic conditions on the Earth as a whole, including
temperature, wind patterns, ocean currents, and precipitation. Global temperatures are moderated by
naturally occurring atmospheric gases, known as “greenhouse gases” (GHG), including water vapor,
carbon dioxide (CO;), methane (CHi) and nitrous oxide (N.O). These gases allow solar radiation
(sunlight) into the Earth’s atmosphere, but prevent heat from escaping, thus warming the Earth’s
atmosphere. An ever-increasing body of scientific research attributes these climatological changes to
GHG emissions, particularly those generated from the production and use of fossil fuels.

While climate change has been a concern for several decades, the establishment of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) by the United Nations and World Meteorological
Organization in 1988 has led to increased efforts devoted to GHG emissions reduction and climate
change research and policy. These efforts are primarily concerned with the emissions of GHGs
generated by human activity including carbon dioxide (CO;), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N.0),
tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride (SF6 ), HFC-23 (fluoroform), HFC-134a (s, s, s,
2-tetrafluoroethane), and HFC-152a (difluoroethane).

In the U.S., the main source of GHG emissions is electricity generation, followed by transportation. In
California, however, transportation sources (including passenger cars, light-duty trucks, other trucks,
buses, and motorcycles make up the largest source of GHG-emitting sources. The dominant GHG
emitted is CO,, mostly from fossil fuel combustion. There are typically two terms used when discussing
the impacts of climate change: “Greenhouse Gas Mitigation” and “Adaptation.” "Greenhouse Gas
Mitigation” is a term for reducing GHG emissions to reduce or mitigate the impacts of climate change.
“Adaptation" refers to the effort of planning for and adapting to impacts resulting from climate change,
such as adjusting transportation design standards to withstand more intense storms and higher sea
levels (Caltrans 2013).

B. Regulatory Setting
1. Federal

The U.S. EPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration are taking coordinated steps to
enable the production of a new generation of clean vehicles with reduced GHG emissions and improved
fuel efficiency from on-road vehicles and engines. These next steps include developing the first-ever
GHG regulations for heavy-duty engines and vehicles, as well as additional light-duty vehicle GHG
regulations.

Executive Order 13514 (October 5, 2009). This order is focused on reducing GHGs internally in
federal agency missions, programs and operations, but also directs federal agencies to participate in the
Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task Force, which is engaged in developing a national strategy
for adaptation to climate change.

U.S. EPA’s authority to regulate GHG emissions stems from the U.S. Supreme Court decision in
Massachusetts v. EPA (2007). The Supreme Court ruled that GHGs meet the definition of air pollutants
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under the existing Clean Air Act and must be regulated if these gases could be reasonably anticipated to
endanger public health or welfare. Responding to the Court’s ruling, U.S. EPA finalized an endangerment
finding in December 2009. Based on scientific evidence it found that six GHGs constitute a threat to
public health and welfare. Thus, it is the Supreme Court’s interpretation of the existing Act and EPA’s
assessment of the scientific evidence that form the basis for EPA’s regulatory actions. U.S. EPA in
conjunction with NHTSA issued the first of a series of GHG emission standards for new cars and light-
duty vehicles in April 2010.

The U.S. EPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration are taking coordinated steps to
enable the production of a new generation of clean vehicles with reduced GHG emissions and improved
fuel efficiency from on-road vehicles and engines. These next steps include developing the first-ever
GHG regulations for heavy-duty engines and vehicles, as well as additional light-duty vehicle GHG
regulations.

The final combined standards that made up the first phase of this national program apply to passenger
cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty passenger vehicles, covering model years 2012 through 2016.
The standards implemented by this program are expected to reduce GHG emissions by an estimated 960
million metric tons (MMT) and 1.8 billion barrels of oil over the lifetime of the vehicles sold under the
program (model years 2012-2016).

On August 28, 2012, U.S. EPA and NHTSA issued a joint Final Rulemaking to extend the National Program
for fuel economy standards to model year 2017 through 2025 passenger vehicles. Over the lifetime of
the model year 2017-2025 standards this program is projected to save approximately four billion barrels
of oil and two billion metric tons of GHG emissions.

The complementary U.S. EPA and NHTSA standards that make up the Heavy-Duty National Program
apply to combination tractors (semi-trucks), heavy-duty pickup trucks and vans, and vocational vehicles
(including buses and refuse or utility trucks). Together, these standards will cut GHG emissions and
domestic oil use significantly. This program responds to President Barack Obama’s 2010 request to
jointly establish GHG emissions and fuel efficiency standards for the medium- and heavy-duty highway
vehicle sector. The agencies estimate that the combined standards will reduce CO2 emissions by about
270 MMT and save about 530 million barrels of oil over the life of model year 2014 to 2018 heavy duty
vehicles (Caltrans 2013).

2. State of California

Assembly Bill 1493, Pavley, Vehicular Emissions: Greenhouse Gases, 2002. This bill requires
CARB to develop and implement regulations to reduce automobile and light truck GHG emissions. These
stricter emissions standards were designed to apply to automobiles and light trucks beginning with the
2009-model year.

emissions to 1) year 2000 levels by 2010, 2) year 1990 levels by 2020, and 3) 80 percent below the year
1990 levels by 2050. In 2006, this goal was further reinforced with the passage of AB 32.

Assembly Bill 32, Nunez and Pavley, The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 sets the
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CARB create a scoping plan and implement rules to achieve “real, quantifiable, cost-effective reductions
of greenhouse gases.”

Executive Order S-20-06 (October 18, 2006). This order establishes the responsibilities and roles
of the Secretary of the CalEPA and state agencies with regard to climate change.

Executive Order S-01-07 (January 18, 2007). This order set forth the low carbon fuel standard for
California. Under this EO, the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels is to be reduced by at
least 10 percent by 2020.

Senate Bill 97 Chapter 185, 2007, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. This bill required the Governor's
Office of Planning and Research to develop recommended amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for
addressing GHG emissions. The amendments became effective on March 18, 2010.

Senate Bill 375, Chapter 728, 2008, Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection. This bill
requires the CARB to set regional emissions reduction targets from passenger vehicles. The
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for each region must then develop a "Sustainable
Communities Strategy" (SCS) that integrates transportation, land-use, and housing policies to plan for
the achievement of the emissions target for their region.

Senate Bill 391 Chapter 585, 2009 California Transportation Plan. This bill requires the State’s
long-range transportation plan to meet California’s climate change goals under AB 32.

California Building Code. The California Building Code contains standards that regulate the
method of use, properties, performance, or types of materials used in the construction, alteration,
improvement, repair, or rehabilitation of a building or other improvement to real property. The
California Building Code is adopted every three years by the Building Standards Commission (BSC). In the
interim, the BSC also adopts annual updates to make necessary mid-term corrections. The CBC
standards apply statewide; however, a local jurisdiction may amend a CBC standard if it makes a finding
that the amendment is reasonably necessary due to local climatic, geological, or topographical
conditions.

Green Building Standards

In essence, green buildings standards are indistinguishable from any other building standards. Both are
contained in the California Building Code and regulate the construction of new buildings and
improvements. The only practical distinction between the two is that whereas the focus of traditional
building standards has been protecting public health and safety, the focus of green building standards is
to improve environmental performance.

AB 32, which mandates the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions in California to 1990 levels by 2020,
increased the urgency around the adoption of green building standards. In its scoping plan for the
implementation of AB 32, the CARB identified energy use as the second largest contributor to
California’s GHG emissions, constituting roughly 25 percent of all such emissions. In recommending a
green building strategy as one element of the scoping plan, the CARB estimated that green building
standards would reduce GHG emissions by approximately 26 million metric tons of CO2e (MMTCO2e) by
2020 (BSC 2011).
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2013 Green Building Code

Effective January 2014, the Building Standards Commission adopted the 2013 California Green Building
Standards Code, also known as the 2013 CALGreen Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part
11). The 2010 CALGreen Code was evaluated for updates during the 2012 Triennial Code Adoption Cycle.
HCD evaluated stakeholder input, changes in technology, implementation of sustainable building goals
in California, and changes in statutory requirements. As such, the scope of CALGreen was expanded to
include both low-rise and high-residential structures, additions and alterations. The 2013 CALGreen
Code is not an isolated code and must be used in conjunction with other parts of Title 24 to achieve
code compliance and ensure minimum standards for public health and safety. Awareness of energy and
performance standards in Part 6, the California Energy Code, is also necessary to ensure compliance.

3. Local

San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District. The SLOAPCD is a local public agency with
the primary mission of realizing and preserving clean air for all county residents and businesses.
Responsibilities of the SLOAPCD include, but are not limited to, preparing plans for the attainment of
ambient air quality standards, adopting and enforcing rules and regulations concerning sources of air
pollution, issuing permits for stationary sources of air pollution, inspecting stationary sources of air
pollution and responding to citizen complaints, monitoring ambient air quality and meteorological
conditions, and implementing programs and regulations required by federal and state regulatory
requirements.

City of Paso Robles Climate Action Plan. The City of Paso Robles Climate Action Plan (CAP) was
adopted by the City Council on November 18th, 2013. The CAP is a long-range plan to reduce
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from City government operations and community activities within Paso
Robles and prepare for the anticipated effects of climate change. The CAP will also help achieve multiple
community goals such as lowering energy costs, reducing air pollution, supporting local economic
development, and improving public health and quality of life (City of Paso Robles, 2013).

According to the GHG emissions inventory identified in the CAP, in 2005, the Paso Robles community
emitted approximately 169,557 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent GHG emissions (MT CO2e), as a
result of activities that took place within the transportation, residential energy use, commercial and
industrial energy use, off-road vehicles and equipment, solid waste, aircraft and wastewater sectors. As
shown in Figure 1, the largest contributors of GHG emissions were the transportation (40 percent),
residential energy use (24 percent) and commercial/industrial energy use (20 percent) sectors. The
remainder of emissions resulted from the solid waste (eight percent), off-road vehicles and equipment
(8 percent), aircraft (less than one percent), and wastewater (less than one percent) sectors (City of Paso
Robles, 2013).
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Figure 1. City of Paso Robles
Community-Wide GHG Emissions (2005)

In accordance with SLOAPCD-recommended significance thresholds, as discussed above, projects that
are determined to be consistent with the GHG-reduction plan, or in this case the CAP, would be
considered to have a less-than-significant impact. To assist with this determination, the CAP includes a
worksheet that identifies various “mandatory”, as well as, “voluntary” measures. All “mandatory”
actions must be incorporated as binding and enforceable components of the project to be considered
consistent with the CAP. If a project cannot meet one or more of the “mandatory” actions, substitutions
may be allowed provided equivalent reductions can be achieved. In addition, to demonstrate
consistency with the CAP, all required measures must be incorporated as binding and enforceable
components of the project. A copy of the City’s CAP consistency worksheet is included in Appendix B.

C. Impact Analysis
1. Methodology

The methodologies used for quantification of GHG emissions are consistent with those discussed earlier
in this report for the quantification of criteria air pollutants. Modeling assumptions and output files are
included in Appendix C of thisreport.

2. Thresholds of Significance

The SLOAPCD has adopted recommended GHG significance thresholds. These thresholds are based on
AB 32 GHG emission reduction goals, which take into consideration the emission reduction strategies
outlined in ARB’s Scoping Plan. The GHG significance thresholds include one qualitative threshold and
two quantitative thresholds options for evaluation of operational GHG emissions. The qualitative
threshold option is based on a consistency analysis in comparison to a Qualified Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Strategy, or equitably similar adopted policies, ordinances and programs. If a project complies
with a Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy that is specifically applicable to the project, then
the project would be considered less thansignificant.
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In accordance with SLOAPCD significance thresholds, the project would be considered to result in a
significant impact if it does not comply with a Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, in this case
the one included in the City’s adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP). The CAP includes a “Consistency
Worksheet”, which identifies various mandatory and voluntary actions designed to reduce GHG
emissions. The CAP Consistency Worksheet can be used to demonstrate project-level compliance with
the CAP. The project would be considered inconsistent with the CAP if it does not incorporate, at a
minimum, the mandatory project-level GHG-reduction measures, as identified in the CAP Consistency
Worksheet . The CAP Consistency Worksheet is included in Appendix B of this report.

3. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact GHG-1. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?

Estimated GHG emissions attributable to future development would be primarily associated with
increases of CO, from mobile sources. To a lesser extent, other GHG pollutants, such as CH4; and N;O,
would also be generated. Short-term and long-term GHG emissions associated with the development of
the proposed project are discussed in greater detail, as follows:

Short-term Construction GHG Emissions. Estimated increases in GHG emissions associated with
construction of the proposed project are summarized in Table 10. Based on the modeling conducted,
annual emissions of greenhouse gases associated with construction of the proposed project would
range from approximately 686.7 to 1,151.6 MTCO2e. Amortized GHG emissions, when averaged over
the assumed 50-year life of the project, would total approximately 96.8 MTCO2e/year. There would also
be a small amount of GHG emissions from waste generated during construction; however, this amount
is speculative. Actual emissions may vary, depending on the final construction schedules, equipment
required, and activities conducted.

Table 10.
Construction-Generated GHG Emissions Without Mitigation

Construction Year GHG Emissions (MTCO,e/year)
2016 1,151.6
2017 760.9
2018 836.6
2019 700.6
2020 686.7
2021 702.6
Total 4,839.1
Amortized Construction Emissions * 96.8
* Amortized emissions are based on an estimated 50-year project life. See Appendix C for
modeling assumptions and results.

Long-term Operational GHG Emissions. Estimated long-term increases in GHG emissions
associated with the proposed project are summarized in Table 11. Based on the modeling conducted,
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operational GHG emissions would be predominantly associated with mobile sources and energy use. To
a lesser extent, GHG emissions would also be associated with solid waste generation, as well as, water
use and conveyance. With amortized construction-generated emissions, annual emissions would total
approximately 3,166 MTCO,e/year. However, as described in Impact GHG-2, the project would be
consistent with the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy included in the CAP, so both construction and
operational impacts would be less than significant.

Table 11.
Operational GHG Emissions WithoutMitigation

Source GHG Emissions (MTCO,e/year)

Area Source 110.9
Energy Use 853.8

Motor Vehicles 1,943.1
Waste Generation 110.8
Water Use and Conveyance 51.0

Total Project-Generated Emissions 3,069.6
Construction (amortized annually) 96.8

Total 3,166.4

Appendix C for modeling assumptions and results.

Impact GHG-2. Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

The City of Paso Robles CAP was adopted by the City Council on November 18th, 2013. The CAP is a
long-range plan to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from City government operations and
community activities within Paso Robles and prepare for the anticipated effects of climate change. The
CAP will also help achieve multiple community goals such as lowering energy costs, reducing air
pollution, supporting local economic development, and improving public health and quality of life (City
of Paso Robles, 2013). To help achieve these goals, the CAP includes a “Consistency Worksheet”, which
identifies various mandatory and voluntary actions designed to reduce GHG emissions. The CAP
Consistency Worksheet can be used to demonstrate project-level compliance with the CAP.

A CAP consistency worksheet for the proposed project is included in Appendix B of this report. As
depicted in the worksheet, proposed land uses would be consistent with proposed Specific Plan
designations and zoning, and would implement all applicable mandatory measures identified in the
City’s CAP. The proposed project would also include numerous voluntary measures, which would
further reduce project-generated GHG emissions. For these reasons, the project would not conflict with
any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions
of greenhouse gases. This impact would be considered less than significant.
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Appendix A

Areas of Known Naturally Occurring Asbestos
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Areas Likely to Contain Naturally Occurring Asbestos

Source: SLOAPCD April 2012
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CAP Consistency Worksheet

The City of Paso Robles CAP was developed to comprehensively analyze and mitigate the
significant effects of GHG emissions consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.S(b) and
to support the State's efforts to reduce GHG emissions under Executive Order S-3-05 and AB
32 (see CAP Chapter 1, Sections 1.1 and 1.4). Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections
15064(h)(3) and 15130(d), if a project is consistent and complies with the requirements of an
adopted plan, such as a CAP, that includes the attributes specified in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15183.5(h), the lead agency may determine that the project's GHG impacts are less
than significant with no further analysis required. This appendix sets forth a CAP consistency
worksheet that an applicant may use to demonstrate project compliance with the CAP. This
checklist should be filled out for each new project,subjectto discretionary review of the City of
Paso Robles.

To determine project consistency and compliance with the CAP, the applicant should
complete Sections A and B below, providing project-level details in the space provided.
Generally,only projects that are consistent withthe General Plan land use designations, and
SLOCOG populationand employment projections, uponwhichthe GHG emissions modeling
and CAP isbased, can apply for a determination of consistency withthe CAP. Inaddition, all
mandatory actions identified in Section B must be incorporated as binding and enforceable
components of the project for it to be found consistent with the CAP. If an action is not
applicabletothe proposed project,pleaseidentify and explain.

At this time, the voluntary actions are not required for project consistency with the CAP;
however, ifaprojectdoesinclude voluntary actionsidentifiedinSection B, project-leveldetails
should be describedto helpthe City track implementation of voluntary CAP actions thatwould
contribute to Paso Robles's achievement of its GHG emissions reduction target.

If the project cannot meet one or more of the mandatory actions, substitutions (preferably
starting with the voluntary actions) may be allowed if the applicant can demonstrate how
substituted actions would achieve equivalent reductions to the City's satisfaction . The
applicant would also be required to demonstrate that the project would not substantially
interfere with implementation of the mandatory CAP actions.

Ifitis determined that a proposed project is not consistent with the CAP, further analysis
would be required and the applicant would be required to demonstrate that the proposed
project's GHG emissions fall below the APCD's adopted GHG significance thresholds (see
CAP Chapter 1, Section 1.8.3, and Table 1-2). The project would also be required to
demonstrate that itwould not substantially interfere with implementation of the CAP.
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Date

December 15, 2015

Project Name

River Oaks I

Project Address

No address; (within Borkey Area Specific Plan)

Project Type

Residential/Specific Plan

Project Size

131 acres

Existing General Plan Land Use Designation(s)

Specific Plan; Agriculture (AG)

Proposed General Plan Land Use Designation(s)

Specific Plan; Residential (RSF-4); Specific Plan amended to ensure consistency

Existing Zoning Designation(s)

Specific Plan; Agriculture-PD

Proposed Zoning Designation(s)

Specific Plan; Residential (R-1); Specific Plan amended to ensure consistency

Project Service Population (Residents + Employees)

721 residents (271 dwellings x 2.66 du/dwelling); consistent with GP Projections

Brief Project Description

See Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis
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CAP Measures Compliance Worksheet

Measure Project Actions Mandatory or Does Project Details of Compliance
Voluntary Comply?
Energy
Measure E-4: Incentives for Exceeding Title Does the project exceed 2013 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Voluntary No Project will comply with Building
24 Energy Efficiency Building Standards Standards? Code updates
Measure E-5: Energy Efficient Public Does the project use high efficiency lights in parking, streets, and other Mandatory Yes
Lighting Realm public areas?
Measure E-6: Small Scale Onsite Solar PV Does the project include installation of small-scale on-site solar PV systems | Voluntary No
Incentive Program and/or solar hot water heaters? If so, what type and how much renewable
energy would be generated?
Measure E-7: Income-Qualified Solar PV Does the project include installation of small-scale on-site solar PV systems Voluntary No
Program and/or solar hot water heaters on income-qualified housing units? If so,
what type and how much renewable energy would be generated?
Transportation and Land Use
Measure TL-1: Bicycle Network For subdivisions and large developments, does the projectincorporate Mandatory Yes
bicycle lanes, routes, and/or shared use paths into street system to provide
a continuous network of routes, facilitated with markings, signage, and
bicycle parking?
For non-residential development, does the project comply with mandatory Mandatory Yes Applies to health and wellness
California Green Building Standards Code bicycle parking standards? center
Does the project incorporate bicycle facilities and/or other amenities Voluntary No
beyond those required?
Measure TL-2: Pedestrian Network Does the project provide a pedestrian access network that internally links Mandatory Yes
all uses and connects all existing or planned external streets and pedestrian
facilities contiguous with the projectsite?
Does the project minimize barriers to pedestrian access and Mandatory Yes
interconnectivity?
Does the project implement traffic calming improvements as appropriate Mandatory Yes
(e.g., marked crosswalks, count-down signal timers, curb extensions, speed
tables, raised crosswalks, median islands, mini-circles, tight corner radii,
etc.)?
Does the project incorporate pedestrian facilities and/or amenities beyond Voluntary Yes Trail network will beincluded
those required?
Measure TL-3: Expand Transit Network Does the project provide safe and convenient access to public transit Mandatory Yes

within and/or contiguous to the project area?
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CAP Measures Compliance Worksheet

Measure Project Actions Mandatory or Does Project Details of Compliance
Voluntary Comply?
Measure TL-6: Parking Supply Management Does the project include a reduced number of parking spaces or use shared Voluntary No
parking?
Measure TL-7: Electric vehicle Network and Does the project include the installation of electric or other alternative Voluntary No
Refueling Stations fueling stations?
Measure TL-8: Infill Development Is the project consistent with the City’s land use and zoning code? Mandatory Yes Specific Plan is consistent with
General Plan
Does the project include any “smart growth” techniques, such asmixed Voluntary Yes Will have centralized community
use, higher density, and/or infill development near existing orplanned center to serve theneighborhood
transit routes, in existing community centers/downtowns, and/or in other
designated areas?
Off-Road
Measure O-1: Equipment Upgrades, If the project involves construction or demolition, does equipment use low- Voluntary TBD To be determined based on
Retrofits, and Replacements or zero-emission vehicles or equipment? contractors
Water
Measure W-1: Exceed SB X7-7 (Water Does the project meet CALGreen Tier 1 or Tier 2 standards for water Mandatory Yes
Conservation Act of 2009), Water efficiency and conservation?
Conservation Target
Does the project incorporate grey water or recycled water infrastructure? Voluntary When
available
Solid Waste
Measure S-1: Solid Waste Diversion Rates If the project involves construction or demolition, will the contractor divert Mandatory Yes
65 percent of non-hazardous construction or demolition debris?
Does the project provide receptacles for the collection of organic waste? Voluntary TBD Will work with local waste hauler
Does the project include composting facilities? Voluntary No
Tree Planting
Measure T-1: Tree Planting Program Does the project include the planting of native and drought-tolerant trees Mandatory Yes Trees will be planted at the same

beyond those required as mitigation for tree removal? If so, how many?

density as has occurred in the
neighboring River Oaks |
development, which was 3,200 trees
over 196 acres (16 trees per acre).
Applying the same rate to the 131~
acre project site yields 2,140 trees.
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Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis
River Oaks Il Project

Appendix C

Emissions Modeling

JFR Consulting
Resolution No. 16-027 Page 231 of 601



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

San Luis Obispo County, Annual

1.1 Project Characteristics

Page 1 of 66

River Oaks I

Date: 12/14/2015 3:18 PM

1.2 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Health Club : 5.00 z 1000sqft g 0.11 5,000.00 0
S — é ................................. 7T — é Do S 1446000 e
S Fai o T E— S e : 558.600.60 : i
1.3 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 44
Climate Zone 3 Operational Year 2022
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 641.35 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.4 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics -

Land Use -

Construction Phase - see notes per project description

Grading - Phasing assumed to be about 50 du/yr, and 20 acres disturned and graded in each phase
Trips and VMT - Grading and site prep trips assumed to be equal by phase

Vehicle Trips - Trip generation rates per traffic study.

Woodstoves - No woodstoves; fierplaces are gas-only

Water And Wastewater - No septic tanks will be in project. Water use modeled is the default vcalue, which is a worst case compared to actual anticipatred
water use.

Land Use Change -
Sequestration -

Mobile Land Use Mitigation -
Area Mitigation -

Energy Mitigation -

Water Mitigation -

Waste Mitigation -

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblConstructionPhase E NumbDays E 1,110.00 65.00
tbiConstructionPhase é NumDayS E 1,110.00 66.00

H H :
tbiConstructionPhase é NumDayS E 1,110.00 66.00
tbiConstructionPhase E NumDayS E 1,110.00 66.00
tbiConstructionPhase é NumDayS E 1,110.00 66.00
tbiConstructionPhase E NumDayS E 1,110.00 65.00
tbiConstructionPhase E NumDayS é 110.00 67.00
tbiConstructionPhase ; NumDayS ; 110.00 67.00
tbiConstructionPhase : NumDays : 110.00 67.00

H H H
tbiConstructionPhase i NumbDays i 110.00 67.00
tbiConstructionPhase E NumbDays E 110.00 67.00
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 3 of 66

tblConstructionPhase : NumbDays : 110.00 66.00

tblConstructionPhase : NumDays : 40.00 67.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays — 40.00 67.00

tblConstructionPhase ' NumDays ' 40.00 67.00

tbiConstructionPhase E NumbDays E 40.00 67.00

tbiConstructionPhase : NumbDays : 40.00 67.00

tbiConstructionPhase é NumDays é 40.00 66.00

tblConstructionPhase E PhaseEndDate E 3/16/2021 9/2/2021
tbiConstructionPhase E PhaseEndDate E 12/3/2019 12/1/2019
tblConstructionPhase : PhaseEndDate : 12/2/2020 12/1/2020
tbiConstructionPhase ; PhaseEndDate ; 12/2/2021 12/1/2021
tbiConstructionPhase E PhaseEndDate E 12/2/2016 12/1/2016
tbiConstructionPhase ; PhaseEndDate ; 12/4/2017 12/1/2017
tbiConstructionPhase E PhaseEndDate E 11/30/2018 12/1/2018
tbiConstructionPhase E PhaseEndDate § 12/5/2019 9/3/2019
tbiConstructionPhase é PhaseEndDate E 12/3/2020 9/1/2020
tbiConstructionPhase é PhaseEndDate é 12/3/2021 9/1/2021
tbiConstructionPhase é PhaseEndDate é 12/5/2016 9/1/2016
tbiConstructionPhase é PhaseEndDate E 12/5/2017 9/1/2017
tbiConstructionPhase E PhaseEndDate E 12/3/2018 9/1/2018
tbiConstructionPhase é PhaseEndDate E 3/5/2019 9/3/2019
tbiConstructionPhase ; PhaseEndDate ; 3/3/2020 9/1/2020
tbiConstructionPhase E PhaseEndDate é 12/6/2021 9/1/2021
tbiConstructionPhase ; PhaseEndDate ; 3/6/2017 9/1/2017
tbiConstructionPhase E PhaseEndDate E 3/5/2018 9/1/2018
thiConstructionPhase : PhaseStartDate : 12/2/2020 5/21/2021
tbIConstructionPhase E PhaseStartDate E 9/4/2019 9/1/2019
tbIConstructionPhase : PhaseStartDate : 9/2/2020 9/1/2020
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tblConstructionPhase : PhaseStartDate : 9/2/2021 9/1/2021
tbiConstructionPhase * PhaseStartDate 9/2/2016 9/1/2016
tbiConstructionPhase " PhaseStartDate & 9/2/2017 9/1/2017
tblConstructionPhase  PhaseStartDate 9/2/2018 9/1/2018
tbiConstructionPhase E PhaseStartDate E 9/4/2019 6/3/2019
tbiConstructionPhase : PhaseStartDate : 9/2/2020 6/1/2020
tbiConstructionPhase é PhaseStartDate é 9/2/2021 6/1/2021
tblConstructionPhase E PhaseStartDate E 9/2/2016 6/1/2016
tbiConstructionPhase E PhaseStartDate E 9/2/2017 6/1/2017
tblConstructionPhase : PhaseStartDate : 9/2/2018 6/1/2018
tbIConstructionPhase ; PhaseStartDate ; 12/2/2018 6/3/2019
tbiConstructionPhase E PhaseStartDate E 12/2/2019 6/1/2020
tbiConstructionPhase  PhaseStartDate 9/3/2021 6/1/2021
tbiConstructionPhase E PhaseStartDate E 12/2/2016 6/1/2017
tbiConstructionPhase ~ PhaseStartDate 12/2/2017 6/1/2018

tbIFireplaces FireplaceDayvear & 0.00 30.00
tbiFireplaces FireplaceDayYear & 0.00 30.00
tbIFireplaces “FireplaceHourday & 0.00 4.00
tbiFireplaces FireplaceHourDay & 0.00 4.00
tbiFireplaces TNumbercas 4 0.00 144.00
tbiFireplaces © NumberGas i 0.00 127.00
tbiGrading © AcresOfGrading 167.50 20.00
tbiGrading " AcresOfGrading 167.50 20.00
tbiGrading © AcresOfGrading 167.50 20.00
tbiGrading " AcresOfGrading  } 167.50 20.00
thiGrading ' AcresOfGrading ' 167.50 20.00
tbiGrading E AcresOfGrading E 165.00 20.00
tbiGrading : MaterialExported : 0.00 40,000.00
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tbiGrading MaterialExported 0.00 40,000.00

tbiGrading “MateriaExported 0.00 40,000.00

tbiGrading ‘MaterialExported 0.00 45,000.00

tbiGrading MaterialExported 0.00 45,000.00

tbiGrading MaterialExported 0.00 40,000.00

tbiGrading Materiallmported 0.00 40,000.00

tbiGrading Materiallmported 0.00 40,000.00

tbiGrading Materiallmported 0.00 40,000.00

tbiGrading Materiallmported 0.00 45,000.00

tbiGrading Materiallmported 0.00 45,000.00

tbiGrading Materiallmported 0.00 40,000.00

tblOffRoadEquipment ~ OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 2.00

tbIProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2022

tblSequestration NumberOfNewTrees 0.00 1,800.00

tbITripsANdVMT * WorkerTripNumber 35.00 20.00

tbITripsANdVMT ~ WorkerTripNumber 35.00 0.00

tbITripsANdVMT ~ WorkerTripNumber 35.00 18.00

tbITripsANdVMT ~ WorkerTripNumber 35.00 0.00

tbITripsANdVMT  WorkerTripNumber 35.00 0.00

thlVehicleTrips "STTR 281 454

tbIVehicleTrips ST_TR 10.08 10.30

tbIVehicleTrips SU_TR 2.81 4.54

tbIVehicleTrips SU_TR 8.77 10.30

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 2.81 454

tbIVehicleTrips WD_TR 9.57 10.30

tbiWater

AerobicPercent

tbiWater

AerobicPercent

tbiWater

pasar RN RN RN N RN N

AerobicPercent

pasafenEm s fEEEm IEnaNEEEE s EeEnrnineeEE e nimEeE s ndenEn e neEEEE i s e EEEE iEEENE i nEE s e n n O A R R R A E E A A

87.46

87.46

87.46

100.00

100.00

100.00
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 6 of 66
tbiWater E AnaerobicandFacultativeLagoonsPercent E 221 0.00
tblWater ;'A'r'{éé}'é;Ei&;{ﬁaﬁééﬁ'{{é&}'\}é[;g"aéBé’éé}éé}{{g 2.21 0.00
tblWater 2 AnaerobicandFacultativeL agoonsPercent & 2.21 0.00
tblWater  SepticTankPercent i 10.33 0.00
tbiWater E SepticTankPercent E 10.33 0.00
tbiWater : SepticTankPercent : 10.33 0.00
tbIWoodstoves é WoodstoveDayYear é 60.00 0.00
tbIWoodstoves E WoodstoveDayYear E 60.00 0.00
tbIWoodstoves E WoodstoveWoodMass E 2,016.50 0.00
tbIWoodstoves : WoodstoveWoodMass : 2,016.50 0.00

2.1 Emissions Summary
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2.2 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

Page 7 of 66

Date: 12/14/2015 3:18 PM

ROG

NOx

Cco

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2

Total CO2

CH4

N20

CO2e

Year

2016

0.8398

2017

0.6106

2018

0.6551

2019

0.4919

2020

0.4613

2021

6.3255

6.6554

4.9712

4.4790

4.0096

tonsl/yr

7.0110

0.0126

1.1535

0.3641

1.5175

0.5329

0.3362

5.0646

8.4600e-
003

0.9582

0.2792

1.2374

0.4828

0.2580

5.6563

9.4300e-
003

1.3441

0.2983

1.6424

0.6945

0.2765

4.3776

8.0600e-
003

0.9490

0.2123

1.1613

0.4803

0.1962

4.2206

8.0800e-
003

0.9498

0.1914

1.1412

0.4805

0.1769

4.1398

8.3000e-
003

0.9606

0.1733

1.1339

0.4834

0.1604

0.8691

0.7408

0.9710

0.6765

0.6574

0.6438

MTl/yr

0.0000

1,148.592 - 1,148.592

6

6

0.0000

758.4239

758.4239

0.0000

33.3910

833.3910

0.0000

698.0975

698.0975

0.0000

684.1835

684.1835

0.0000

700.1198

700.1198

0.1447

0.1204

0.1516

0.1187

0.1186

0.1193

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

= 1,151.631
ER |

: 7609530 |
 836.5746 |
£ 7005903 |
 686.6740 |
 702.6250 |

Total

9.3842

35.5102

30.4699

0.0549

6.3150

1.5186

7.8337

3.1545

1.4041

4.5586

0.0000

4,822.808
2

4,822.808
2

0.7733

0.0000

4,839.048
0
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2.1 Overall Construction
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 | PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2016 _ 08398 © 90495 - 7.0110 - 00126 - 11535 : 03641 - 15175 - 05329 - 0.3362 - 0.8691 - 0.0000 :-1,148592:1,148.592- 01447 - 0.0000 - 1,151.630
— B B B : E E B E E - B 0 : 0 B B B 5
2017 ~ 06106 - 63455 - 50646 - 8.4600e- : 09582 : 02792 - 12374 - 04828 - 02580 - 0.7408 - 00000 : 758.4234 - 758.4234 - 0.1204 - 0.0000 - 760.9525 |
- io003 i : 5 i : : - : g : : :
2018 — 06551 - 6.6554 - 5.6563 - 9.4300e- - 13441 - 02083 - 1.6424 : 0.6945 - 02765 - 09710 - 0.0000 - 833.3904 - 833.3904 : 0.1516 - 0.0000 - 836.5740 |
— :o003 : : : : : : : : : : :
2019 Z 04919 © 49712 © 43776 : 80600e- © 09490 : 02123 © 11613 : 04803 © 01962 : 0.6765 - 00000 * 698.0970 : 698.0970 : 0.1187 : 0.0000 ° 700.5899 |
- 003 = z z : : : - z : : :
2020 Z 04613 : 44790 - 42206 : 8.0800e- : 09498 : 01914 - 11412 : 04805 : 01769 : 0.6574 - 00000  684.1831 - 684.1831 : 0.1186 - 0.0000 : 686.6736 |
- : : 003 = = E : : : - E E : : :
2021 ~ 63255 - 40096 : 4.1398 - 8.3000e- - 09606 - 0.1733 - 11339 : 0.4834 - 0.1604 - 0.6438 - 0.0000 Z700.1193 - 700.1193 : 0.1193 - 0.0000 - 702.6246 |
- i ; io003 i s s ; ; ; £ £ : : :
Total 9.3842 | 355102 | 304699 | 00549 | 6.3150 | 1.5186 | 7.8337 | 3.1545 | 14041 | 45586 | 0.0000 |4,822.805|4,822.805| 0.7733 | 0.0000 | 4,839.045
2 2 0
ROG NOX co S02 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 | Bio- CO2 [NBio-CO2|Total cO2| ~CHa4 N20 Cco2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 | Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Category tonsl/yr MTl/yr

Waste - 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 49.4425 0.0000 49.4425 2.9220 0.0000

Water — 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.3516 39.7778 46.1294 0.0237 0.0142

51.0236

Alea  _ 21855 - 00426 - 3.6937 - 1.9000e- 0.0277 > 0.0277 00276 : 00276 - 0.0000 : 110.1496 - 110.1496 - 7.8100e- - 1.9100e- - 110.9054
- 004 : : S 003 - 003 -

Energy ~ _ 00361 - 03086 - 01335 - 1.9700e- 0.0249 = 0.0249 00249 - 00249 - 00000 - 8497085 - 849.7085 : 0.0291 - 00112 : 853.7780
- 003 : : : :

Mobile  _ 1.1452 107784 - 00280 : 19588 - 00369 - 1.9957 - 05250 : 00341 - 05590 - 0.0000 -1941.647-1941.647: 00681 - 00000 : 1,943.077
- : 3 3 : 202

Total 3.3667 2.8383 14.6056 0.0301 1.9588 0.0895 2.0483 0.5250 0.0866 0.6116 55.7941 | 2,941.283 | 2,997.077 | 3.0507 0.0272 | 3,069.588
2 4 0
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2.2 Overall Operational

Mitigated Operational

Page 10 of 66

Date: 12/14/2015 3:18 PM

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Area _ 20621 : 00404 : 3.4720 : 1.8000e- : $ 00264 : 00264 : : 00263 : 00263 - 00000 : 109.6973 : 109.6973 - 7.1200e- : 1.9100e- > 110.4385
- o004 : : 003 - 003 =
Energy ~ _ 00361 - 03086 : 01335 : 1.9700e- : : 00249 = 00249 : S 00249 : 00249 - 00000 : 743.8077 - 743.8077 - 0.0243 : 00102 : 747.4695 |
- i o003 i E i i : : H E H H H
Mobile — _ 1.1101 101126 - 00254 - 17678 - 00337 - 1.8015 - 04738 : 00311 - 05048 - 0.0000 -1,758.823-1,758.823: 0.0622 - 0.0000 : 1,760.130
_ : i E E : : : : 5 : 5 : g
Waste  _ £ 00000 : 0.0000 : 00000 i 00000 - 247213 £ 00000 : 247213 © 14610 00000 } 554019 |
water  _ : : Z 00000 = 00000 : : 00000 : 00000 - 44461 - 26.0019 : 30.4481 - 00165 : 9.9100e- ; 33.8669 |
- : : : : = = : : : - E E : 003 =
Total 32083 | 26399 | 13.7182 | 0.0275 | 1.7678 | 00850 | 1.8528 | 0.4738 | 0.0823 | 05561 | 29.1674 | 2,638.330 | 2,667.497 | 1.5711 | 0.0220 | 2,707.307
4 8 2
ROG NOX co SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 [ Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 [ NBio-CO2 [ Total CO2|  CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 | Total
Percent 471 6.99 6.08 8.76 9.75 5.08 9.55 9.75 4.98 9.08 47.72 10.30 11.00 48.50 19.31 11.80
Reduction
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2.3 Vegetation

Vegetation
CO2e
Category MT
New Trees g 1,274.400
- 0
Vegetation Land : 0.0000
Change ™~
Total I 1,274.400
0

3.1 Construction Detail

Construction Phase
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Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week

1 ESite Preparation - Phase 1 ESite Preparation 6/1/2016 9/1/2016 5 67
2 “Grading - Phase 1 “Grading  ie/z016  coiioie 5:
3 EBuiIding Construction - Phase 1 Eéijil"di'h'g"é'c{ri”s't”rdét'i'é'h """""""""" 29/1/2016 212/1/2016 5
4 *Site Preparation - Phase 2 “Site Preparation 26/1/2017 29/1/2017 5
- g P g S T .
6 EBuiIding Construction - Phase 2 Eé'lljlilndilhlglE:”(;h”s't”ru(':'t'i'(')"r'] """""""""" 59/1/2017 512/1/2017 5
7 “Site Preparation - Phase 3 “Site Preparation 56/1/2018 29/1/2018 5
8 EGrading - Phase 3 “Grading °6/1/2018 -9/1/2018 5:
9 “Building Construction - Phase 3 -Building Construction 59/1/2018 512/1/2018 5
10 ESite Preparation - Phase 4 ;é'i.t'é”l;réaz'a.r;t.i.(').r.{ """"""""""""""""" 6/3/2019 9/3/2019 5:
- g P g 5_6/_3_/_235_"_"_26'/'3"/5b'ié""m""m 5
12 EBuiIding Construction - Phase 4 Eé'(jiidih'g"éé}ﬁllslt”rﬁét'ilélr{”””””””” '§é71_/'2€I§_"_"_§ii'/'i')i'()'ié'""""" 5
13 -Site Preparation - Phase 5 “Site Preparation ~ :6/1/2020  :9/1/2020  : 5
14 EGrading - Phase 5 Gradlng o020 enpozo 5
15 *Building Construction - Phase 5 -Building Construction 'gsﬁ_fzgi(_)_"_"_gii'/'i')éb'éé'm""m 5
16 “Architectural Coating “Architectural Coating ~ '5/21/2021  :9/2/2021 5
17 ESite Preparation - Phase 6 ;é'i't'é'ﬁ'réﬁérétiéﬁ §6/_1_/55i_"_"_é'é'/'i'/'ié'éi'"m""m 5
18 “Grading - Phase 6 “Gradng /2021 92021 | 5
19 gBuiIding Construction - Phase 6 EBundlngConstructlon ..................... 971_/265 ______ §12/1/2021 5

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 754,515; Residential Outdoor: 251,505; Non-Residential Indoor: 7,500; Non-Residential Outdoor: 2,500 (Architectural

Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Site Preparation - Phase 1 “Rubber Tired Dozers 3: 8.00: 255: 0.40
Site Preparation - Phase 1 éTractors/Loaders/Backhoes - 4§ 8.00% 97é 0.37
Grading - Phase 1 gExcavators 2; 8.00; 162; 0.38
Grading - Phase 1 EGraders 1% 8.00% 174% 0.41
Grading - Phase 1 -Pavers 2; 8.00; 125; 0.42
Grading - Phase 1 éPaving Equipment Zé 8.00§ 130§ 0.36
Grading - Phase 1 ERollers 2% 8.00% 80% 0.38
Grading - Phase 1 éRubber Tired Dozers lg 8.00; 255; 0.40
Grading - Phase 1 EScrapers 2% 8.00% 361% 0.48
Grading - Phase 1 ETractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2% 8.00% 97% 0.37
Building Construction - Phase 1 ;Cranes 1; 7.00; 226; 0.29
Building Construction - Phase 1 éForinfts 3% 8.00% 89% 0.20
Building Construction - Phase 1 EGenerator Sets 1; 8.00; 84; 0.74
Building Construction - Phase 1 ETractors/Loaders/Backhoes 35- 7.00§ 97§ 0.37
Building Construction - Phase 1 éWeIders 1% 8.00% 46% 0.45
Site Preparation - Phase 2 :Rubber Tired Dozers 3; 8.00; 255; 0.40
Site Preparation - Phase 2 ETractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4% 8.00% 97% 0.37
Grading - Phase 2 EExcavators 2% 8.00% 162% 0.38
Grading - Phase 2 EGraders 1; 8.00§ 174; 0.41
Grading - Phase 2 ERubber Tired Dozers lé 8.00% 255% 0.40
Grading - Phase 2 EScrapers 2; 8.00; 361; 0.48
Grading - Phase 2 ETractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2% 8.00§ 97% 0.37
Building Construction - Phase 2 ECranes 1% 7.00% 226% 0.29
Building Construction - Phase 2 “Forklits 3 8.00: 89: 0.20
Building Construction - Phase 2 ;Generator Sets 1% 8.00% 84% 0.74
Building Construction - Phase 2 éTractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3% 7.00% 97% 0.37
Building Construction - Phase 2 §Welders 1 8.00; 46} 0.45

Resolution No. 16-027 Page 244 of 601



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

Page 14 of 66

Date: 12/14/2015 3:18 PM

Site Preparation - Phase 3 “Air Compressors l 6.00: 785 0.48
Site Preparation - Phase 3 éConcrete/Industrial Saws l% 8.00% 81% 0.73
Site Preparation - Phase 3 EExcavators 3; 8.00§ 162% 0.38
Site Preparation - Phase 3 gRubber Tired Dozers 2% 8.00% 255% 0.40
Site Preparation - Phase 3 ERubber Tired Dozers 3: 8.00§ 255; 0.40
Site Preparation - Phase 3 ETractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4z 8.00% 97% 0.37
Grading - Phase 3 EExcavators 2% 8.00% 162% 0.38
Grading - Phase 3 éGraders 1: 8.00: 174: 0.41
Grading - Phase 3 ERubber Tired Dozers 1% 8.00% 255% 0.40
Grading - Phase 3 _Scrapers 2; 8.00§ 361§ 0.48
Grading - Phase 3 éTractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2% 8.002 97% 0.37
Building Construction - Phase 3 ECranes lé 7.00% 226% 0.29
Building Construction - Phase 3 gForinfts 3; 8.00§ 89§ 0.20
Building Construction - Phase 3 EGenerator Sets l% 8.002 84% 0.74
Building Construction - Phase 3 gTractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3§ 7.00% 97% 0.37
Building Construction - Phase 3 EWeIders 1; 8.00§ 46§ 0.45
Site Preparation - Phase 4 éRubber Tired Dozers 3% 8.002 255% 0.40
Site Preparation - Phase 4 ETractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4; 8.005 97; 0.37
Grading - Phase 4 gExcavators 2% 8.00% 162% 0.38
Grading - Phase 4 EGraders 1% 8.002 174% 0.41
Grading - Phase 4 :Rubber Tired Dozers 1; 8.005 255; 0.40
Grading - Phase 4 §Scrapers é 8.00% 361% 0.48
Grading - Phase 4 ETractors/Loaders/Backhoes 8.002 97% 0.37
Building Construction - Phase 4 -Cranes 7.00; 226% 0.29
Building Construction - Phase 4 EForinfts 8.00% 89% 0.20
Building Construction - Phase 4 éGenerator Sets 8.00§ 84% 0.74
Building Construction - Phase 4 ETractors/Loaders/Backhoes 7.00% 97% 0.37
Building Construction - Phase 4 EWeIders ; 1 8.00% 46; 0.45

Resolution No. 16-027 Page 245 of 601



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

Page 15 of 66

Date: 12/14/2015 3:18 PM

Site Preparation - Phase 5 “Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00: 255; 0.40
Site Preparation - Phase 5 éTractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4; 8.00% 97; 0.37
Grading - Phase 5 EExcavators 2; 8.00§ 162% 0.38
Grading - Phase 5 gGraders lé 8.00% 174% 0.41
Grading - Phase 5 ERubber Tired Dozers 1: 8.00§ 255; 0.40
Grading - Phase 5 -Scrapers 2 8.00% 361% 0.48
Grading - Phase 5 ETractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2% 8.00% 97% 0.37
Building Construction - Phase 5 éCranes 1; 7.00; 226% 0.29
Building Construction - Phase 5 EForinfts 3% 8.00% 89% 0.20
Building Construction - Phase 5 _Generator Sets lé 8.00§ 84§ 0.74
Building Construction - Phase 5 éTractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3% 7.002 97% 0.37
Building Construction - Phase 5 EWeIders lé 8.00% 46% 0.45
Architectural Coating gAir Compressors lé 6.00§ 78§ 0.48
Site Preparation - Phase 6 ERubber Tired Dozers 3% 8.002 255% 0.40
Site Preparation - Phase 6 gTractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4§ 8.00% 97% 0.37
Grading - Phase 6 EExcavators 2; 8.00§ 162§ 0.38
Grading - Phase 6 éGraders 1% 8.002 174% 0.41
Grading - Phase 6 ERubber Tired Dozers 1; 8.005 255; 0.40
Grading - Phase 6 EScrapers 2% 8.00% 361% 0.48
Grading - Phase 6 ETractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2% 8.002 97% 0.37
Building Construction - Phase 6 :Cranes 1; 7.00; 226% 0.29
Building Construction - Phase 6 gForinfts 3% 8.00% 89% 0.20
Building Construction - Phase 6 EGenerator Sets 1: 8.002 84% 0.74
Building Construction - Phase 6 ETractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3; 7.00; 97; 0.37
Building Construction - Phase 6 EWeIders _ 1_ 8.00% 46; 0.45
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Phase Name

Offroad Equipment
Count

Worker Trip
Number

Vendor Trip
Number

Hauling Trip
Number

Worker Trip
Length

Vendor Trip
Length

Hauling Trip
Length

Worker Vehicle
Class

Vendor
Vehicle Class

Hauling
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation -

~

18.00

0.00

0.00

13.00

5.00

20.00:

LD_Mix

SHDT_Mix

HHDT

Phace.1 E ; ; :

Grading - Phase 1 - 14 20.00 0.00:  8,899.00 13.00: 5.00 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Grading - Phase 1 - 14 0.00 0.00!  8,899.00 13.00: 5.00 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Building Construction - 9 152.00 30.00 0.00 13.00: 5.00 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Phase.l

Site Preparation -
Phase.2

18.00

0.00

0.00

13.00:

5.00

20.00:

LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Grading - Phase 2

20.00

0.00

8,899.00

13.00:

5.00

20.00:

LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Building Construction -
Phase.2

152.00

30.00

0.00

13.00:

5.00

20.00:

LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Site Preparation -
Rhase.l

1

4

18.00

0.00

0.00

13.00:

5.00

20.00:

LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Site Preparation -
Phase.R

1

4

0.00

0.00

0.00

13.00:

5.00

20.00:

LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Site Preparation -
Rhase.l

1

4

0.00

0.00

0.00

13.00:

5.00

20.00:

LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Grading - Phase 3

20.00

0.00

7,910.00

13.00:

5.00

20.00:

LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Building Construction -
Rhase.l

152.00

30.00

0.00

13.00:

5.00

20.00:

LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Site Preparation -
Phase.4

18.00

0.00

0.00

13.00:

5.00

20.00:

LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Grading - Phase 4

20.00

0.00

7,910.00

13.00:

5.00

20.00:

LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Building Construction -
Phase.4

152.00

30.00

0.00

13.00:

5.00

20