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ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST FORM 

CITY OF PASO ROBLES  
November 5, 2014 

 
1. PROJECT TITLE: Hilton Garden Inn 

 
Concurrent Entitlements: Planned Development (PD 14-004) 
 Lot Merger (LLA 14-004) 

 
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: 2348 Golden Hill Road  
  Paso Robles, CA  93446  
  (See Attachment 1, Vicinity Map) 
   
  Assessor Parcel Numbers: 
  025-403-003; 025-403-011 

 
4. PROJECT PROPONENT: Route 19, LLC 
 

Contact Person: Christy Gabler, North Coast Engineering 
Phone:   (805) 239-3127 
Email:     Christy@northcoastengineering.com 

 
5. GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:  Commercial Service (CS) 
 
6. ZONING:     Commercial/Light Industrial (C3)  
 
7. PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD:  November 10, 2014 through December 9, 2014 
             
8. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  This is a proposal to establish a 3-story hotel, in two phases, with a 

build-out of 166 guest rooms.  In compliance with the applicable City Zoning Code standards, the site 
includes 176 parking spaces allowing for one space per guest room and 10 spaces for employees.  
Parking spaces include standard, compact, EV charger, and handicapped accessible parking stalls, in 
addition to motorcycle spaces, and bicycle parking facilities.  See Attachments: 2 - Site Plan, and 3 - 
Elevations.   

 
 The hotel will include ancillary guest facilities including: 
 

 lounge for hotel guests 
 meeting rooms 
 fitness center 
 outdoor pool 

 
The total existing lot area is 3.43 acres, and includes 2 separate parcels.  The application includes a 
proposal to merge the two lots.  The existing hotel site is fully developed with buildings and parking 
lots (Paso Robles Truck Center).  The existing business and building would be demolished to allow for 
development of the new hotel.    
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9. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:  The project site is located at the southeast quadrant of State Route 

46 East (SR 46E) and Golden Hill Road.  The property is adjacent to SR 46E to the north, Golden Hill 
Road to the west, and commercial/light industrial development to the south and east.  The site is 
accessed from Golden Hill Road.  There are no existing biological resources located on the site or in 
the near vicinity.  There are landscaping and trees along the northern boundary within the Caltrans 
right-of-way.   

 
 The property is within the City limits and is zoned for commercial development, including hotels.  The 

land use classification and potential commercial development of this property was included in the 2010 
Urban Water Master Plan.  If this project is approved, the property would be served with municipal 
water service for potable and irrigation water needs.  It would also be provided with City sewer 
service. 

 
 
10. OTHER AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED (AND PERMITS NEEDED):   
 
 None.  
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 

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

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

site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational 
impacts. 

 
3. “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. 

 
4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the 

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

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect 
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this 
case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 
 
a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope 

of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state 
whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

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

 
6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 

potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside 
document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is 
substantiated. 

 
7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals 

contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
 

8. 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 
 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

I. AESTHETICS:  Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? 

    

 
Discussion:  The project site is located at the northwest corner of State Route 46 East (SR 46E).  This location 
is identified as a “gateway” to the City in the City’s General Plan, Conservation Element (Figure C-3), which 
establishes policy guidance to ensure that new development presents an attractive design that integrates well 
into the surroundings, and is consistent with design themes in the City.  However, the project location is not 
designated as being in a scenic view corridor, nor is it within a scenic vista.  
 
The existing site has a simple metal shell building, chain link fencing, and outdoor storage of trucks and 
equipment.  The proposed hotel project will upgrade the existing visual quality of the site, and not result in a 
substantial adverse effect on scenic resources. 
 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway? 

    

 
Discussion:  The project site is not located within a State scenic highway.  There are no scenic resources such 
as rock outcroppings, natural resources such as oak trees, or historic buildings located on the site.  Therefore, 
the project would not result in significant impacts to scenic resources. 

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

    

 
Discussion:  The existing visual quality of the site is low since it is developed with metal buildings and 
parking lots, minimal landscaping and outdoor storage of trucks and equipment.  The proposed project would 
upgrade and enhance the visual quality of the site, and improve the overall view of the property and 
surroundings with a new contemporary designed hotel, landscaped site improvements, pool, and parking lots 
with trees and landscaping.  Therefore, the proposed project would likely improve the existing visual quality 
of the site and surroundings.  

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

    

Discussion:  The existing site is developed with a commercial use, which has site and building lighting 
fixtures.  The proposed hotel will include building lighting and parking lot light standards similar to the 
agrarian style light standards used in the Regency Center parking lot across SR 46E to the northwest.  Parking 
lot lights will be kept to the minimum height necessary to provide for site safety.  The building and 
monument signs will include subdued backlighted design features.  There are no residents or other sensitive 
land uses within the near vicinity since the project site is within a commercial highway corridor.  Therefore, 
the proposed project will result in less than significant impacts from light or glare. 
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST 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. 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:  The project site is designated in the General Plan and is zoned on the City’s Zoning Map for 
commercial development.  The property is not identified in the City General Plan, Conservation Element 
(Figure C-1, Important Farmland Map) as having either prime, unique or farmland of statewide importance.  
The site is already fully developed and disturbed with urban land uses, and it is not presently farmed.  
Therefore, the project would not result in impacts on converting prime or other significant soils to urban land 
uses. 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

    

Discussion: The site is not under Williamson Act contract, nor is it currently used for agricultural purposes.   

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest, land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), 
timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by 
Government Code section 5114(g))? 

    

Discussion:  There are no forest land or timberland resources within the City of Paso Robles. 
 

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion 
of forest land to non-forest use? 

    

Discussion:  See II c. above. 

 
    

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:  There are no properties with agricultural resources or activities located within the near vicinity.  
Therefore, the proposed project could not result in pressure to convert agricultural land to urban uses. 
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III. 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 
the applicable air quality plan?           
(Source: Attachment 5) 

    

Discussion: An Air Quality Analysis was prepared by AMBIENT Consulting for this project. (See 
Attachment 4.)  The study evaluated project consistency with the SLO County Air Pollution Control District 
Clean Air Plan (APCD CAP), in particular with land use and transportation control measures.  These 
measures include: a voluntary trip reduction program; EV charging stations; and bikeway and pedestrian 
improvements.  (There is no transit that serves this area of the City.) 

The CAP also includes various land use policies 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. 

The study notes that the project is located within 2.6 miles of the Amtrak and multi-modal transportation 
station.  The project will include hotel shuttle service to the multi-modal station for hotel guests.  
Additionally, the project frontage improvements include adding new Class 2 bike lanes.  The site plan also 
includes installation of bike racks and bike lockers for guests and/or employees.  Lastly, the site will be 
served with pedestrian sidewalks to connect to surrounding uses.  Therefore, considering these measures, the 
project does not conflict with the SLO County APCD CAP. 

 

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? (Source: 11) 

    

 
Discussion:  The northern area of San Luis Obispo County occasionally exceeds ozone levels (both federal 
and state standards).  The Air Quality Impact Study indicates that the project would exceed local thresholds 
for construction-related emissions, however the study also includes mitigation measures that can be employed 
to reduce those emissions to less than significant levels.  In particular, the study indicates that the project 
would exceed maximum daily emission of ROG and Nox.  Implementation of mitigation measures MM AQ-1 
and MM AQ-2 would reduce potential short-term construction emissions to a less than significant level.   
 
The study indicates that the project would not exceed operational thresholds (due to project-related trip 
generation and energy use) established by the Air District, therefore, impacts from operational emissions 
would be less than significant.   
 

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions 
which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? (Source: 11) 
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Discussion: See III b. above.  Operational emissions were quantified using the CalEEMod computer program 
based on the default modeling parameters contained in the model for San Luis Obispo County.  Net increases in 
operational emissions for project Phase I and build-out conditions, in comparison to SLOAPCDs 
corresponding significance thresholds, which are summarized in Table 17 of the Air Quality Analysis.  As 
depicted, net increases in operational emissions for project Phase I and build-out conditions would not exceed 
the District’s corresponding daily or annual significance thresholds.  As a result, long-term operational 
emissions generated by the proposed project are considered to have a less than significant impact. 
 
Short-term increases in emissions would occur during the construction process.  Construction-generated 
emissions are of a temporary duration, lasting only as long as construction activities occur, but have the 
potential to represent a significant air quality impact.  The 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 particulate matter (PM10).  Emissions of 
airborne PM are largely dependent on the amount of ground disturbance associated with site preparation 
activities and can result in increased concentrations of PM that can adversely affect nearby sensitive land 
uses.  Because estimated emissions of ROG and NOX would occur, MM AQ-1 (a) would reduce emissions to 
a less than significant level.  Mitigations measures MM AQ-1 (b) and (c) would be applied to minimize 
nuisance impacts associated with construction-generated fugitive dust emissions.   
 
There is a potential to have naturally occurring asbestos and/or asbestos associated with demolition of 
existing structures.  Additionally, construction may result in generation of fugitive dust.  Therefore, 
mitigation measures included in MM AQ-2 shall be applied.  Implementation of MM AQ-2 would reduce 
potentially significant impacts related to asbestos and/or fugitive dust to a less than significant level. 
 
 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? (Source: 11) 

    

 
Discussion:  Localized concentrations of CO are of primary concern in areas located near congested roadway 
intersections.  Access to the hotel site would be provided on Golden Hill Road.  The nearest signalized 
intersection primarily affected by the proposed project is the intersection of Golden Hill Road and SR 46E.  
Based on the traffic analysis prepared for this project, this intersection is projected to operate at LOS C with 
project implementation (See Attachment 4, Traffic Study).  As a result, the proposed hotel project would not 
be anticipated to result in or contribute to unacceptable levels of service (i.e. LOS E or F), at primarily 
affected nearby signalized intersections.  In addition, the proposed project would not result in emissions of 
CO in excess of the District’s significance threshold of 550 lbs/day.  Additionally, there are no sensitive 
receptors in the nearby vicinity that could be affected by localized pollutant concentrations.  Therefore, this 
impact is considered less than significant. 

 

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

    

Discussion: The proposed project would not result in the installation of any equipment or processes that 
would be considered major odor-emission sources.  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.  
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However, construction-generated emissions would occur intermittently throughout the workday and would 
dissipate rapidly within increasing distance from the source.  As a result, short-term construction activities 
would not expose a substantial number of people to frequent odorous emissions.  Additionally, there are no 
residences located in the near vicinity of the project site that could be exposed to objectionable odors.  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 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

    

Discussion:  The project site has an existing truck service center and associated parking lots located on it.  
Thus, it is a completely urbanized, disturbed site.  There are no biological resources (i.e. oak trees, special 
habitats, or wildlife species) located on the site, or within the near vicinity.  Therefore, the proposed project 
could not adversely impact, directly or indirectly, protected species, and will not result in impacts to these 
resources. 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations regulated by 
the California Department of Fish and Game 
or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

    

Discussion:  There is no riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations that are regulated by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish 
and Wildlife Service located on or near this property.  Therefore, this project could not result in impacts to 
these resources. 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

 

    

Discussion:  As an existing urbanized site, there are no wetlands, waterways or other hydrological features 
located on the project site, or within the near vicinity that could be affected by the proposed project.  
Therefore, the project will not result in impacts to hydrological features and/or resources. 
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d. Interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

 

    

Discussion:  The project site an urban infill lot, surrounded by existing development and SR 46E.  As such, 
the site is not within a native resident or migratory corridor with fish or wildlife, therefore development of the 
project could not impact resident or migratory corridors for fish or wildlife. 

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

 

    

Discussion:  See IV b. above.  The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
established to protect biological resources, as there are no protected biological resources on or near the 
protect site. 

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

    

Discussion:  There are no Habitat Conservation Plans or other related plans applicable in the City of Paso 
Robles. 

 
  

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion (a-d):  There are no historic resources (as defined), located on the site.  There are also no 
archaeological or paleontological resources known to be present on the site or in the near vicinity.  Since the 
property is not located within proximity to a creek or river or known cultural resource it is unlikely that there 
are resources located on the site.   
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There are no known human remains on the project site, however per conditions of approval incorporated into 
the project, 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. 

 
  

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 
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.   

 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 
(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 & 3) 

    

Discussion:  Per the General Plan EIR, the project site is located in an area with soil conditions that have 
a low to moderate potential for liquefaction or other type of ground failure due to seismic events and soil 
conditions.  Therefore, impacts related to seismic-related ground failure are determined to be less than 
significant. 
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iv. Landslides?     

Discussion:  Per the General Plan Safety Element, the project site is in an area that is designated as a 
low-risk area for landslides.  Therefore, potential impacts due to landslides would be less than 
significant. 

 

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

    

Discussion:  Per the General Plan EIR the soil condition is not erosive or otherwise unstable.  As such, no 
significant impacts are anticipated.  Therefore, potential impacts due to erosion or loss of topsoil would be 
less than significant. 

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

    

Discussion:  This site is not located in an area with an unstable geologic unit that would be subject to on- or 
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. 

 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the California Building 
Code, creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

    

Discussion:  This site is not located in an area with an unstable geologic unit that would be subject to 
expansive soil that could create a substantial risk to life or property. 
 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

    

Discussion: The development will be connected to the City’s municipal wastewater system.  Therefore, there 
would not be impacts related use of septic tanks. 
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VII.   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 Impact Assessment was prepared by AMBIENT Consultants to evaluate 
potential Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions that may result from the project. (See Attachment 4)  
 
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 N2O, would also be 
generated. Short-term and long-term GHG emissions associated with development of the proposed project are 
discussed, as follows: 
 
Estimated increases in GHG emissions associated with construction of the proposed project are summarized 
in Table 20 of the GHG Impact Assessment.  Based on the modeling conducted, annual emissions of 
greenhouse gases associated with construction of the proposed project would range from approximately 95.63 
to 437.87 MTCO2e. However, these increases in short-term emissions would be more than offset by the 
removal of the operational emissions associated with the existing land uses. In comparison to the existing 
land use operational emissions for the corresponding periods, construction of the proposed project would 
result in an overall net reduction in GHG emissions of approximately 605.91 MTCO2e, which equates to a 
reduction of approximately 24.24 MTCO2e/year when amortized over the assumed 25-year life of the project. 
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. 
 
Estimated long-term increases in GHG emissions associated with the proposed project are summarized in 
Table 21 of the GHG Impact Analysis. 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. Total net increases in 
GHG emissions during the initial year of Phase I operations would total approximately 1,115.93 
MTCO2e/year. After accounting for removed emissions from the existing land use (-365.73 MTCO2e/year) 
and amortized construction-generated emissions (-24.24 MTCO2e/year) the overall net increase in annual 
emissions for Phase I of the project would total approximately 725.96 MTCO2e/year. At project build-out, 
the overall net increase in GHG emissions would total 1,019.85 MTCO2e/year. Net increases in operational 
emissions of GHGs attributable to the proposed project would not exceed SLOAPCD’s significance threshold 
of 1,150 MTCO2e/year. As a result, the proposed project would not be anticipated to have a significant 
impact on the environment. This impact is considered less than significant. 
 
 

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

    

Discussion:  With implementation of GHG-reduction mitigation measures, which demonstrate that the 
measures would reduce project-related GHG’s to below the SLO APCD’s GHG threshold of significance 
(1,150 MTCO2e/year).  Therefore, this impact would be considered less than significant, and would not 
conflict with the policies of SLO APCD or the City’s CAP. 

 
As discussed earlier in this report, 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 
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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.  The worksheet is 
included in Appendix B of the GHG Impact Analysis report. The proposed land use would be consistent with 
current zoning (i.e., commercial/light industry). In addition, the project sponsor has agreed to implement all 
mandatory measures identified in the CAP consistency worksheet, which are included as required mitigation 
to ensure consistency with the CAP. 

 
  

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

 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment? 

    

 
Discussion:  See VIII a. above. 

 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile 
of an existing or proposed school? 

    

 
Discussion: The proposed hotel project will not emit hazardous materials, and will not impact schools since 
there are no schools within the vicinity. 

 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a 
list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

    

 
Discussion:  The project site is not identified as a hazardous site per Government Code Section 65962.5. 
 

e. For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or 
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working in the project area? 
 

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

    

 
Discussion:  (VIII e & f) The project site is not located within an airport safety zone. 

 

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

    

 
Discussion:  The City does not have adopted emergency response or evacuation plans. Per the City 
Emergency Services Department, the proposed location does not pose a risk that would impair City response 
to emergencies.   

 

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

    

Discussion:  Per the 2003 General Plan Safety Element, and the Public Review Draft of the 2014 Local 
Hazard Mitigation Plan Update, the project is not in the vicinity of wildland fire hazard areas. 

 
  

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY:  Would the project: 

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

    

 
Discussion:  The Regional Water Quality Control Board adopted stormwater management requirements for 
development projects in the Central Coast region.  Upon the Board’s direction, the City has adopted a Storm 
Water Ordinance requiring all projects to implement low-impact development, best management practices to 
mitigate impacts to the quality of storm water run-off, and to limit the increase in the rate and volume of storm 
water run-off to the maximum extent practical. 
 
These new requirements include on-site retention of stormwater.  The applicant has met these requirements with a 
combination of surface treatment areas, shallow landscaped bio-retention pockets and a retention basin with Phase 
I.  Phase 2 would replace the retention basin with a subgrade infiltration facility.   
  
The applicant has prepared a storm water control plan offering a site assessment of constraints and opportunities 
and corresponding storm water management strategies to meet stormwater quality treatment and retention 
requirements in compliance with the regulations.  Therefore, water quality standards will be maintained and 
discharge requirements will be in compliance with State and local regulations, and impacts to water quality, 
discharge and stormwater management will be less than significant. 
 

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 
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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) 

Discussion:  The project site is within the City limits and it is zoned to allow for commercial development, 
including hotels.  The City’s municipal water supply is composed of groundwater from the Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin, an allocation of the Salinas River underflow, and a surface water allocation from the 
Nacimiento Lake pipeline project.   

In light of the current drought situation and reports of declining groundwater levels in the Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin (“the basin”), the City established a groundwater stewardship policy to not expand 
dependency on the basin over historic use levels/pumping from the City’s peak (pumping) year of 2007.  
Additionally, to address drought concerns, and in compliance with State law and water reduction 
requirements, the City has implemented a comprehensive water conservation program to reduce water 
consumption citywide since 2009.  The City has exceeded State-required water conservation measures since 
the program was established.  Additionally, the City augmented water supply and treatment capacity by 
procuring surface water from Lake Nacimiento and construction of delivery facilities to the City.  This project 
will not affect the amount of groundwater that the City withdraws from the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin.  
Per the City’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), page 21: 

 
“The City is progressing with its plans for a water treatment plant (WTP) to treat surface 
water received from Lake Nacimiento.  The WTP is being designed to treat 4 million gallons 
per day (mgd), with construction to begin in 2015. The WTP can be expanded to treat 6 mgd 
to meet future demands (Paso Robles website, October 13, 2010). Specific facilities 
include a water treatment plant, treated water reservoir and pump station, transmission 
pipeline, appurtenances and other site improvements (Padre, 2008). Half of the initial 4,000 
AFY Nacimiento allocation and half of the 4 mgd Phase 1 treatment plant capacity are to 
replace lost well production capacity and improve water quality. The remaining capacity is 
to provide for new development. In order to limit reliance on the highly-stressed 
groundwater basin new development—per City policy—is required to be served with surface 
and recycled water. Therefore, the second 1,400 AFY Nacimiento allocation, the 2 mgd 
treatment plant expansion, and recycled water infrastructure will be funded by 
development.” 

The project proponent would be required to pay development impact fees for water service expansion and 
availability to mitigate its proportionate share of related impacts.  Additionally, the City assigns “duty” 
factors that anticipate the amount of water supply necessary to serve various types of land uses.  These factors 
are derived from determining the average water demands for each zoning district in the City.  In this 
circumstance, the water supply necessary for development of commercial land uses permitted in the C3 Zone 
includes hotels, as well as other uses, and is incorporated into the water demand assumptions of the UWMP.  
As noted above, the City has augmented future reliance on groundwater resources to surface water resources, 
and commercial development has been accounted for in the overall water projections and demand for the 
City.  As noted in the Project Description, the proposed project would be served with the City’s municipal 
water supply system.  Since the City’s water supply, as documented in the UWMP, is not reliant on increased 
groundwater pumping for new development, it demonstrates adequate water supply procured from Lake 
Nacimiento to accommodate the projected growth in the City and it demonstrates that this project will have 
adequate water supply available, and will not further deplete or in any way affect, change or increase water 
demands planned for use in the basin.   

In addition, in compliance with recently adopted updates to the applicable code sections of the California 
Green Building Code (adopted by the City in 2013), the project will be installing an efficient water-
conserving recycled water system for laundry water that will reduce water use for laundry by 80%.  The City 
also implements the State Landscape Water Conservation regulations, however, the applicant has proposed 
drought tolerant plantings and efficient irrigation system, that may reduce water use for landscaping by 45% 
above what is required by the City’s ordinance as well as low-flow plumbing fixtures.  Thus, the project will 



17 
 

implement numerous “best management practices” to reduce water demands over “business-as-usual” and 
what is anticipated in the UWMP.  Therefore, this project will result in less than significant impacts to the 
groundwater supplies used by the City. 

 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site? (Source: 10) 

    

Discussion:  The drainage pattern on the site would not be substantially altered with development of this 
project since site development will generally maintain the existing, historic drainage pattern of the property, 
and new post-construction drainage will be maintained on the site.  Additionally, surface flow would be 
directed to drainage areas for percolation into bioswale and subgrade drainage features on the site.  There are 
no streams, creeks or rivers on or near the project site that could be impacted from this project or result in 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site.  Therefore, impacts to drainage patterns and facilities would be less than 
significant. 

 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 
(Source: 10) 

    

Discussion:  See IX c. above.  Drainage resulting from development of this property will be maintained onsite 
and will not contribute to flooding on- or off-site.  Thus, flooding impacts from the project are considered less 
than significant. 

 

e. Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? (Source: 10) 

    

Discussion:  As noted in IX a. above, per the Stormwater Management Plan prepared for this project, surface 
drainage will be managed onsite and will not significantly add to offsite drainage facilities.  Additionally, 
onsite LID drainage facilities will be designed to clean pollutants before they enter the groundwater basin.  
Therefore, drainage impacts that may result from this project would be less than significant. 

 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? 

    

Discussion: See answers IX a. – e.  This project will result in less than significant impacts to water quality. 

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard delineation map? 

    

Discussion:  There is no housing associated with this project nor is there any housing in the near vicinity 
downstream from the site, and the site is not within or near a flood hazard area. Therefore, this project could 
not result in flood-related impacts to housing. 
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h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

    

Discussion:  See IX g. above.  The property is not within or near a 100-year flood hazard area. 

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

    

Discussion:  See IX h. above.  Additionally, there are no levees or dams in the City. 

j. Inundation by mudflow?     

Discussion:  In accordance with the Paso Robles General Plan, there are no mudflow hazards located on or 
near the project site.  Therefore, the project could not result in mudflow inundation impacts. 

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

    

Discussion:  The project will implement the City’s Storm Water Management Plan - Best Management 
Practices.  Therefore, it would not conflict with these measures. 

l. Substantially decrease or degrade watershed 
storage of runoff, wetlands, riparian areas, 
aquatic habitat, or associated buffer zones? 

    

Discussion:  The project will incorporate all feasible means to manage water runoff on the project site.  There 
are no wetland or riparian areas in the near vicinity, therefore, the project could not result in impacts to 
aquatic habitat. 

 
  

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING:  Would the project: 

a. Physically divide an established community?     

Discussion:  The project is surrounded by commercial land uses.  There is no established “community” within 
the project vicinity.  Therefore, the project could not physically divide an established community. 

 

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

    

Discussion:  The proposed hotel project is consistent with the General Plan Land Use Designation of 
Commercial Service and Commercial/Light Industrial zoning.  The project site design is also consistent with 
the General Plan, Conservation Element, “gateway” designation.  There are no other plans that apply to the 
property.  Therefore, the project does not conflict with applicable plans or policies adopted to avoid or 
mitigate environmental effects. 

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

    

Discussion: There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans established in 
this area of the City. Therefore, there could be no conflicts with conservation plans. 
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 

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

    

Discussion: There are no known mineral resources at this project site. 
 

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

    

Discussion: There are no known mineral resources at this project site. 
 
  

XII. 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 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? (Source: 1) 

    

 

Discussion:  As identified in the General Plan, Noise Element, Figure N-3a, the project site is located within 
the 65 dBA noise contour for future noise impacts.  Figure N-1 indicates that it would be “conditionally” 
acceptable to allow construction of new hotels provided they incorporate noise reduction construction methods 
to reduce potential noise impacts.  Typical construction methods include closed window and air conditioning 
systems, etc.  The project will be conditioned to identify appropriate methods and incorporate them into the 
construction design.  This would reduce the potential for noise impacts to a less than significant level. 
 

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

    

Discussion:  The project may result in short-term construction groundborne vibration from machinery, 
however, the construction noise is not anticipated to be excessive nor operate in evening hours.  There are no 
residences or other sensitive land uses within the near vicinity that may be affected by excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels.  Therefore, impacts from groundborne vibration noise would be 
considered less than significant. 

 

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

    

Discussion:  This hotel project will not create significant land use-related noise or traffic generated noise. 
Therefore, the project would not result in contributing permanent increases in ambient noise levels.  

 

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 
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Discussion:  See XII c. above.  The project will not result in temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels. 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Discussion:  The project is not located within an airport area subject to an airport land use plan, and will thus 
not be impacted by airport related noise. 

 
  

XIII. 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 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? (Source: 1) 

    

Discussion (a-c): The proposed hotel project will create jobs that can be absorbed by the local and regional 
employment market, and will therefore not create the demand for new housing or population growth or 
displace housing or people.  

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

 

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

    

 
  

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)     

 

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

 

c. Schools?     

 

d. Parks?     

 

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

Discussion (a-e):  The proposed project will not result in a significant demand for additional new services 
since it is not proposing to include new neighborhoods or a significantly large scale development that cannot 
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be provided services through existing resources, and the incremental impacts to services can be mitigated 
through payment of standard development impact fees.  Therefore, impacts that may result from this project 
on public services are considered less than significant. 

 
  

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 (a&b): 

The proposed commercial development project will not encourage new housing demands, therefore it will not 
result in an increase in demand for recreational facilities or accelerate deterioration of recreational facilities.   

 
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? 

    

 
  

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC:  Would the project: 

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

    

Discussion:  The project would be consistent with the General Plan Circulation Element, Bike Master Plan 
and City Street Standards by providing frontage improvements including curb, gutter, sidewalk, street trees 
and bike lanes.  Additionally, the City will seek improvement of the adjacent frontage of property located to 
the south of the site.  The project site would include two access driveways.  Given the limited space available 
to store vehicles turning from SR 46E onto Golden Hill, the project would be required to extend the center 
median on Golden Hill Road (on the south side of SR 46E) an additional 50 feet, and require southbound, 
left-turn movements into the site using the southernmost driveway entrance. 

A Traffic Impact Study was prepared by ATE Associates for this project (See Attachment 5).  The traffic 
study evaluates: existing traffic conditions; traffic that would be generated from the project; trip distribution; 
average daily trips (ADT); and AM & PM peak hour trips.  It also evaluates traffic impacts to surrounding 
road and highway operations, and the intersection operations of SR 46E and Golden Hill Road with the 
project, plus a short-term cumulative analysis.  The study also evaluated the left-turn storage capacity for all 
left-turn movements at the intersection. 

The analysis of existing roadway conditions of SR 46E between Highway 101 and Union Road indicates that 
this road segment currently operates at 46% of existing capacity, which is a stable condition for motorists.  
The existing AM & PM peak hours also show that the existing system works well at Level of Service (LOS) 
“C”, and that there is reserve capacity available. 

The existing conditions plus the project for roadway operations and intersection operations would result in a 
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capacity utilization of 48%, and continuance of LOS C.  The analysis evaluated impacts to the same facilities 
with the project and approved projects in the vicinity.  The results show that roadway capacity would still be 
stable at 52%, and the intersection would continue to operate at LOS C.  Left-turn storage capacity at the 
intersection would also still be less than the storage length capacity. 

Full build-out of the General Plan without the project is estimated to result in exceeding the capacity 
utilization of the roadway at 108%, and an intersection level of service of LOS F.  Build-out of the General 
Plan with the project is estimated increase the capacity utilization for roadway operation to 109%, and the 
interchange to LOS F.  This indicates that exceeding the standard is not a direct result of this project.  The 
project shall be required to pay traffic impact development fees for the proportionate share of impacts 
associated with the project to mitigate its impacts to traffic and roadways. 

 

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and 
travel demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

    

Discussion:  See XVI a. above.  Additionally, the applicant will implement employee transportation demand 
measures to reduce traffic congestion, such as providing information on regional rideshare programs, well as 
provide shuttle service to the multi-modal transportation center and downtown for guests.  Mitigation 
measures have been incorporated to provide these services.  Therefore, the project does not conflict with 
impacts related to congestion management will be mitigated to a less than significant level. 

 

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels 
or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

    

 
Discussion:  The project site is not located within an airport land use planning area. 
 

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

Discussion:  There are no hazardous design features associated with this project that could result in safety 
hazard impacts from this project. 

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?     

Discussion:   The project will not impede emergency access, and it is designed in compliance with all 
emergency access safety features, and to City emergency access standards. 

 

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

    

Discussion:  The project incorporates multi-modal transportation facilities and access such as bike lanes, 
sidewalks, and walkways.  It also includes bike racks and bike lockers for guests and employees.  There are 
no public transit routes or bus stops within the near vicinity of the project site.  Therefore, it does not conflict 
with policies and plans regarding these facilities. 
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project: 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements 
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 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

Discussion:  Per the City’s General Plan EIR, Urban Water Management Plan, Sewer System Management 
Plan (SSMP), Wastewater Master Plan (WWMP), the City’s water and wastewater treatment facilities in the 
vicinity and at the wastewater and water treatment plants are adequately sized, including 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 to 
offset the projects proportional share of impact to these facilities.  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 
which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

    

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.  Per the Storm 
Water Control Plan prepared for this project, stormwater will be controlled through several types of facilities.  
New requirements include on-site retention of stormwater, including a combination of surface treatment 
areas, shallow landscaped bio-retention pockets and a retention basin with Phase I.  In the second Phase, the 
retention basin is replaced with a subgrade infiltration facility.  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 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

    

 
Discussion:  As noted in section IX on Hydrology, the project can be served with existing water resource 
allocations 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 
to serve the projects projected demand in 
addition to the providers existing 
commitments? 
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Discussion:  Per the WWMP, the capacity of the City’s wastewater treatment plant is 4.9 million gallons per 
day (MGD).  Existing flows to the wastewater treatment plant are approximately 2.9 MGD, so the plant has a 
remaining capacity of 2 MGD. 

Based on data from other existing hotels of similar size, wastewater generation by the proposed project would 
not exceed 20,000 gallons per day.  This would require up to 1% of the remaining capacity of the wastewater 
treatment plan.  Therefore, it can be determined that the City has adequate capacity to accommodate the 
wastewater estimated to be produced by the proposed project. 

  

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

    

Discussion:  Per the City’s 2010 Landfill Master Plan, the City’s landfill has adequate capacity to 
accommodate construction-related and operational solid waste disposal for this project.  Landfill design 
capacity permitted (as of 2013) is 6,495,000 cubic yards, with a maximum of up to 75,000 tons/year.  The 
City’s overall waste stream averages about 45,000 tons/year, inclusive of residential and non-residential 
hauling rates.  Based on General Plan build-out projections, landfill capacity is documented to be sufficient 
until at least 2051.  The 5-year Joint Technical Update (currently in process of being updated) projects 
capacity until 2071.  However, the landfill plan includes numerous zero-waste and renewable energy 
production programs that are designed to reduce the waste stream and extend the life of the capacity much 
further.  

An analysis of another hotel project currently nearing completion of construction (Ayres Hotel), it is Hotel 
estimated that it will result in approximately 10.02 tons of construction and debris (C&D) solid waste 
(including a 50% diversion rate).  Since the proposed project is 27% smaller, it is estimated that it would 
result in 7.32 tons of C&D solid waste.   

Based on capacity information of the City’s Landfill capacity, annual waste stream and estimated C&D, it can 
be determined that the City’s landfill has adequate capacity to accommodate the proposed projects solid waste 
disposal needs. 

 

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

    

Discussion:  The project proponent will be required to comply with the City’s adopted Municipal Code which 
encompasses the California Green Building Code for C&D waste, as well as landfill permit tonnage 
limitations (see XVII (f) above).  Based on averages of typical hotel waste streams (which are included in the 
landfill capacity analysis of the 2010 Landfill Master Plan), as well as an estimate of C&D waste, the 
proposed project will comply with local and state solid waste regulations.  Local and State solid waste 
regulations are in compliance with the federal solid waste regulations of the Environmental Protection 
Agency.  Therefore, the proposed project will comply with all applicable solid waste regulations.3 

 
 
  

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

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

Discussion: As noted in the Biological Resources section of this Initial Study, this is a fully developed site 
with buildings and parking lots, and there are no biological resources located on or near the project site.  
There are also no historic resources located on the site.  Therefore, this project could not degrade the quality 
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory. 

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

    

 
Discussion:  The analyses prepared for this project demonstrate that potentially significant impacts that may 
result from implementation of this project will not: 
 

 individually; and/or 
 in connection with effects of past projects, and/or 
 in connection with current projects; and/or 
 in connection with probable future projects, result in cumulatively considerable significant impacts.   

 
Based on substantial evidence, potential impacts identified related to air quality, GHG emissions, and traffic 
are not cumulatively considerable.  With mitigation measures applied to this project it will not result in 
impacts that are individually limited or cumulatively considerable. 

c. 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 VXIII b. above 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 (c)(3)(D).   
 
Earlier Documents Prepared and Utilized in this Analysis and Background / Explanatory Materials 
 

Reference # Document Title Available for Review at: 
 

1 
 

City of Paso Robles General Plan 
 

City of Paso Robles Community 
Development Department  

1000 Spring Street 
Paso Robles, CA 93446 

 
2 

 
City of Paso Robles Zoning Code 

 
Same as above 

 
3 

 
City of Paso Robles Environmental Impact Report for General 

Plan Update 

 
Same as above 

 
4 

 
2005 Airport Land Use Plan 

 
Same as above 

 
5 

 
City of Paso Robles Municipal Code 

 
Same as above 

 
6 

 
City of Paso Robles Water Master Plan 

 
Same as above 

 
7 

 
City of Paso Robles Urban Water Management Plan 2010 

 
Same as above 

 
8 

  
City of Paso Robles Sewer Master Plan 

 
Same as above 

 
9 

 
City of Paso Robles Housing Element 

 
Same as above 

 
10 

 
City of Paso Robles Standard Conditions of  

Approval for New Development 

 
Same as above 

 
11 

 
San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 

Guidelines for Impact Thresholds 

 
APCD 

3433 Roberto Court 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

 
12 

 
San Luis Obispo County – Land Use Element 

 

 
San Luis Obispo County 
Department of Planning 

County Government Center 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408 

 
13 

 
USDA, Soils Conservation Service,  

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

 
Soil Conservation Offices 

Paso Robles, Ca 93446 

14 Gateway Design Standards Community Development 
Department 

15 Paso Robles Bicycle Master Plan Same as above 
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Attachments:  
 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Site Plan & Landscaping Plans 
3. Elevations 
4. Air Quality and GHG Assessment 
5. Traffic Study 
6. Stormwater Control Plan & Site LID Plans 
7. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 



































































































































































































































































































                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 
Project File No./Name: PD 14-004, LLA 14-004  Hilton Garden Inn – Route 19, L.P. 
 
Approving Resolution No.: Resolution           by:  Planning Commission    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. A description of each measure is provided in 
Exhibit A, attached to this document. 
 

Mitigation Measure Type 
Monitoring 
Department 
or Agency 

Shown on Plans Verified 
Implementation Timing/Remarks 

 Project CDD   Prior to certificate of 
occupancy. 

AQ-1 
 
a. The proposed project shall use architectural coatings 
having a maximum allowable VOC content of 150 grams 
per liter.  
 
b. The following additional measures are recommended to 
minimize nuisance impacts associated with construction-
generated fugitive dust emissions: 
 
1. Reduce the amount of the disturbed area where 
possible; 
 
2. Use of water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient 
quantities to prevent airborne dust from leaving the site. 
Increased watering frequency would be required whenever 
wind speeds exceed 15 mph. Reclaimed (non-potable) 
water should be used whenever possible; 
 
3. All dirt stock pile areas should be sprayed daily as 
needed; 
 
4. Permanent dust control measures identified in the 
approved project revegetation and landscape plans 
should be implemented as soon as possible following 
completion of any soil disturbing activities; 
 
5. Exposed ground areas that are planned to be reworked 
at dates greater than one month after initial grading should 
be sown with a fast germinating, non-invasive grass seed 
and watered until vegetation is established; 
 

Project, 
ongoing 

CDD 
Building 

  Written description, prior 
to certificate of 
occupancy. 



Mitigation Measure Type 
Monitoring 
Department 
or Agency 

Shown on Plans Verified 
Implementation Timing/Remarks 

6. All disturbed soil areas not subject to revegetation should 
be stabilized using approved chemical soil binders, jute 
netting, or other methods approved in advance by the 
APCD; 
 
7. All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. to be paved 
should be completed as soon as possible. In addition, 
building pads should be laid a s soon as possible after 
grading unless seeding or soil binders are used; 
 
8. Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles shall not 
exceed 15 mph on any unpaved surface at the 
construction site; 
 
9. All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials 
are to be covered or should maintain at least two feet of 
freeboard (minimum vertical distance between top of load 
and top of trailer) in accordance with CVC Section 23114; 
 
10. Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit 
unpaved roads onto streets, or wash off trucks and 
equipment leaving the site;  
 
11. Sweep streets at the end of each day if visible soil 
material is carried onto adjacent paved roads. Water 
sweepers with reclaimed water should be used where 
feasible; 
 
12. 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% 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. 

 
c. The above mitigation measures shall be shown on 

grading and building plans. 
 
AQ-2  
 
1. 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 but are not limited to: 

Project Building 
Dept 

  Prior to issuance of 
grading permit 



Mitigation Measure Type 
Monitoring 
Department 
or Agency 

Shown on Plans Verified 
Implementation Timing/Remarks 

 
a. Development of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan which 
must be approved by the SLOAPCD before operations 
begin, and, b. Development and approval of an Asbestos 
Health and Safety Program (required for some projects). If 
NOA is not present, an exemption request must be filed with 
the SLOAPCD. More information on NOA can be found 
at http://www.slocleanair.org/business/asbestos.asp.  
 
3. Demolition of onsite structures shall comply with the 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Emissions 
(NESHAP) requirements (NESHAP, 40 CFR, Part 61, Subpart 
M) for the demolition of existing structures. The SLOAPCD is 
delegated authority by the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) to implement the Federal Asbestos NESHAP. 
Prior to demolition of onsite structures, the SLOAPCD shall be 
notifyed, per NESHAP requirements. SLOAPCD notification 
form and reporting requirements are included in Appendix 
A. Additional information may be obtained at website url: 
http://slocleanair.org/business/asbestos.php. 

 
GHG-1 
 
At a minimum, all mandatory GHG-reduction measures 
applicable to the proposed project, as identified in the City 
of Paso Robles CAP Consistency Worksheet (refer to Appendix 
B of this report), shall be implemented. If the project cannot 
meet one or more of the mandatory measures, substitutions 
(preferably starting with the voluntary measures) may be 
allowed, provided the applicant can demonstrate that the 
substituted measure(s) would achieve equivalent 
reductions to the City’s satisfaction. Project-level Mandatory 
CAP measures include the following: 
 
a. Install high-efficiency lights in parking lots, streets, and 
other public areas (refer to CAP Measure E-5); 
 
b. Incorporate bicycle lanes, routes, and/or shared-use 
paths into street systems to provide a continuous network of 
routes, facilities with markings, signage, and bicycle parking 
(refer to CAP Measure TL-1); 
 
c. Comply with the mandatory California Green Building 
Standards Code bicycle parking standards (refer to CAP 
Measure TL-1); 
 
d. Provide pedestrian access network that internally links all 
uses and connects all existing or planned external streets 
and pedestrian facilities contiguous with the project site 
(refer to CAP Measure TL-2); 
 

Project CDD, 
Building 
Dept 

  Prior to issuance of 
grading permit 



Mitigation Measure Type 
Monitoring 
Department 
or Agency 

Shown on Plans Verified 
Implementation Timing/Remarks 

e. Minimize barriers to pedestrian access and 
interconnectivity (refer to CAP Measure TL-2); 
 
f. Implement traffic calming improvements as appropriate 
(e.g., marked crosswalks, countdown signal timers, curb 
extensions, speed tables, raised crosswalks, median islands, 
minicircles, tight corner radii, etc.) (refer to CAP Measure TL-
2); 
 
g. Provide safe and convenient access to public transit 
within and/or contiguous to the project area (refer to CAP 
Measure TL-2); 
 
h. Meet CALGreen Tier 1 or Tier 2 standards for water 
efficiency and conservation (refer to CAP Measure W-1); 
 
i. Divert 65 percent of non-hazardous construction and 
demolition debris (refer to CAP Measure S-1); 
 
j. Plant native and drought tolerant trees beyond those 
required as mitigation for tree removal (refer to CAP 
Measure T-1). 
 
TR-1 
The project will required to pay traffic mitigation fees to 
offset to offset its impacts to the intersection of SR 46E and 
Golden Hill Road. 
 

 

Project CDD   Prior to certificate of 
occupancy 

 
Explanation of Headings: 
 
Type:  ...................................................... Project, ongoing, cumulative 
Monitoring Department or Agency:  ........ Department or Agency responsible for monitoring a particular mitigation measure 
Shown on Plans:  .................................... 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:  ................................................ Area for describing status of ongoing mitigation measure, or for other information. 


