
 
    

  
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST FORM 
Public Review Period March 24, 2023 thru April 12, 2023 

 
 
 
1. PROJECT TITLE: Nutwood RV and Self-Storage Facility 

 (P22-0065) 
 
Entitlements: Development Plan (PD22-03) 
 Conditional Use Permit (CUP22-13) 
 Oak Tree Removal (OTR23-01)  

 
2. LEAD AGENCY: City of Paso Robles 

1000 Spring Street 
Paso Robles, CA  93446 
 

Contact: Lori Wilson 
Phone: (805) 237-3970 
Email: Lwilson@prcity.com 

 
3. PROJECT LOCATION: 65 Nutwood Circle 
  Paso Robles, CA 93446  

 APN: 009-851-023 
 

4. PROJECT PROPONENT: DRA Commercial, LLC 
 

Contact: Pamela Jardini 
Phone:   805-801-0453 
Email: planningsolutions@charter.net 

 
5. GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Regional Commercial (RC) 

 
6. ZONING: Commercial Highway with Planned 
 Development Overlay (C2 PD) 
 
7. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    Development plan for new construction of a 

155,231 square-foot RV and self-storage facility 
located within four buildings. The project 
includes space for 52 RV’s. Six parking spaces 
are provided for at the entrance of the facility. In 
addition to the PD requirement, Table 21.16.200 
of the Zoning Code requires the approval of a 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for commercial 
storage/mini storage buildings The application 
request includes the removal of one 46-inch in 
diameter breast height live oak tree.   

 
8. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:    The 5.23-acre property is nearly level.  The site is  



 
    

undeveloped; vegetation is a mix of non-native 
herbaceous plants and several native oak trees.  
The Salinas River is located approximately 5,000 
feet to the east of the property (east of Highway 
101).  The property is at the southern boundary of 
the city.  Properties to the north are developed 
with commercial uses.  Properties to the south and 
west are developed with residential uses.  The 
property to the east is currently undeveloped, but 
proposed for a semi-truck service, parts retailer, 
and sales dealership.  Highway 101 is located to 
the east of the property. 

      
  
9. OTHER AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED (AND PERMITS 

NEEDED): None 
 
10. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the 

project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 
21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for example, the 
determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures 
regarding confidentiality, etc.?     

In accordance with AB 52, the City provided formal notification on August 8, 2022, to the 
designated contact or tribal representative of traditionally and culturally affiliated California 
Native American tribes that have requested notice. Consultation with Patti Dunton, Tribal 
Administrator with the Salinan tribe, resulted in a request for a Phase 1 survey to be done to 
determine if there were any cultural resources. A field reconnaissance of the project area was 
subsequently made on December 19, 2022 by Ron Rose and on December 26, 2022 by Nancy 
Farrell both of Cultural Resource Management Services (CRMS). No evidence of prehistoric or 
historic artifacts, features, or other indications of significant cultural resources were found during 
the survey. 
 
In addition, CRMS conducted additional Native American outreach. A letter was sent on 
November 30, 2022, to the Project Analyst at the Native American Heritage Commission. The 
letter explained the proposed project and asked him to conduct a Sacred Lands Search. On 
December 8, 2022 a letter dated the same day, was received from Cody Campagne, Project 
Analyst, indicating that the Sacred Lands Search conducted at the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) yielded no evidence of Sacred Lands with the project.  
 
At the time this report was published no further consultation or monitoring was requested. 
 

 





 
    

 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. 

 
 

 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 
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I. AESTHETICS:  Would the project: 

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

    

Discussion:  The site is located at the southern boundary of the city adjacent to the southern Highway 101 
Gateway to the City.  The General Plan Conservation Element identifies the full length of Highway 101 as a 
visual corridor, where “development shall be designed to make a positive visual impression”.  Action Item 2 
of General Plan Land Use Element Policy LU-2B includes “Enhancing views along highways, roads, streets, 
and rail corridors with landscaping, building setbacks, enhanced architecture and signage/monuments.”  The 
project would develop a currently vacant lot with a commercial use. Additionally, the project is set back 
approximately 600’ from Highway 101 with an additional development situated in between the site and the 
highway. Although it won’t be directly visible from the Highway 101 Gateway corridor a condition of 
approval for the project would require landscaping and street trees to support City gateway policies making 
the impact less then significant.  

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

    

Discussion: The property includes several mature native oak trees, which all but one will be retained with the 
project.  One 46-inch diameter valley oak is proposed for removal.  Mitigation measure BIO-7 as well as 
project conditions of approval would require preparation of an oak tree protection and replacement plan. Oak 
trees will be required to be planted on-site. Based on the mitigation measure proposed, impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant.  

c.  Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of public views of the 
site and its surroundings? (Public views are 
those that are experienced from publicly 
accessible vantage point). If the project is in 
an urbanized area, would the project conflict 
with applicable zoning and other regulations 
governing scenic quality? 

    

Discussion: This site is in an urbanized area visible from Highway 101, Theatre Drive and Nutwood Circle.  
The proposed development is in keeping with other commercial developments in the vicinity. Developments 
to the North and East of the project sight are also commercial uses. Conditions of approval requiring ample 
screening with landscape and quality building materials will address the visual impacts of the project.     
 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area?  

    

Discussion:  Standard conditions of approval will require any exterior lights to be shielded to prevent offsite 
glare.  A condition of receiving a final inspection on the building permit would require a nighttime inspection 
of all exterior lights before occupancy of the building to ensure light sources are properly shielded from 
neighboring residences. Therefore, this project’s impacts on day or nighttime views in the area will be less 
than significant. 

 
     

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 
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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 site is in an urbanized area and will not have an impact on agricultural resources.  The Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has mapped one soil map unit on the site, the Lockwood channery 
loam, 0-2 percent slopes10, which is prime farmland if irrigated and land capability class of 3s (severe 
limitations) when not irrigated, however, the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency and the Open Space Element of the Paso Robles General Plan (Figure OS-1, Important 
Farmland) identify the site as Urban / Built-Up Land1, 12.  The site is surrounded by urban uses and is not under 
cultivation, nor has it been for at least 20 years. 

 

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: The City of Paso Robles does not contain 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: The site is located within the city limits of Paso Robles and surrounded by urbanized uses. The 
project will have no impact on conversion of farmland.  

 
     

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

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of     
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the applicable air quality plan? 
 
Discussion:  An air quality study was prepared by Ambient Air Quality and Noise Consulting (Attachment 3).  In 
terms of consistency with the SLOAPCD’s Clean Air Plan (CAP), which includes multiple transportation and 
land use control measures intended to reduce emissions through reductions in VMT and the promotion of 
alternative forms of transportation, the study indicates the project is consistent with both land use planning 
strategies and transportation control measures. However, the project does require mitigation to be consistent with 
the SLOAPCD’s Particulate Matter Report (PM Report), which identifies various measures and strategies to 
reduce public exposure to PM emitted from a wide variety of sources, including emissions from permitted 
stationary sources and fugitive sources, such as construction activities. As discussed in the study, uncontrolled 
fugitive dust generated during construction may result in localized pollutant concentrations that may result in 
increased nuisance concerns to nearby land uses. Therefore, construction generated emissions of PM would be 
considered to have a potentially significant impact with regard to air quality planning efforts. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 would include measures to reduce construction generated emissions. 
Additional mitigation measures (AQ-3) have been included that would further reduce project related operational 
emissions. Such as limiting vehicle idling time and reducing fugitive dust from roads and parking areas with the 
use of paving or other materials (see attachment 3). ogether these measures would help to reduce PM emissions 
and provide consistency with SLOAPCD’s airborne PM-reduction efforts as well as measures identified in the 
SLOAPCD’s Clean Air Plan. With mitigation, this impact would be considered less than significant.  

b.  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? 

    

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

 

 

    

Discussion b-c:  
The San Luis Obispo County area is a non-attainment area for the State standards for ozone and suspended 
particulate matter.  The SLO County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) administers a permit system to ensure 
that stationary sources do not collectively create emissions which would cause local and state standards to be 
exceeded. The CEQA thresholds of significance established by the SLOAPCD are designed to meet the objectives 
of the Clean Air Plan and in doing so achieve attainment status with state standards. 
 
The potential for future project development to create adverse air quality impacts falls generally into two categories:  
short term and Long term impacts.  Short term impacts are associated with the grading and development portion of 
a project where earth work generates dust, but the impact ends when construction is complete.  Long term impacts 
are related to the ongoing operational characteristics of a project and are generally related to vehicular trip 
generation and the level of offensiveness of the onsite activity being developed.     
 
Short term impacts: 
An air quality study was prepared by Ambient Air Quality and Noise Consulting (Attachment 3).  Estimated 
maximum daily and quarterly emissions associated with construction of the proposed project are presented in 
Table 10 and Table 11, respectively. Construction generated emissions were compared to SLOAPCD’s 
recommended significance thresholds (Daily, Quarterly Tier 1, and Quarterly Tier 2). As depicted in Table 10, 
maximum daily emissions associated with project construction would total approximately 32.31 lbs/day of 
ROG+NOX, 1.3 lbs/day of exhaust PM10, and 1.2 lbs/day of exhaust PM2.5. As depicted in Table 11, maximum 
quarterly construction-generated emissions would total approximately 0.18 tons/quarter of ROG+NOX, 0.02 
tons/quarter of fugitive PM10, and <0.01 tons/quarter of exhaust PM2.5.   Maximum daily and quarterly 
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construction emissions would not exceed SLOAPCD’s daily or quarterly significance thresholds. Emissions 
would be largely a result of mobile-source emissions associated with construction vehicle and equipment 
operations anticipated to occur during the grading. However, if uncontrolled, fugitive dust generated during 
construction may result in localized pollutant concentrations that could exceed ambient air quality standards and 
result in increased nuisance concerns to nearby land uses. For this reason, construction-generated emissions would 
be considered to have a potentially significant impact and the study recommends Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and 
AQ-2.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 include SLOAPCD-recommended standard and 
best available control measures to reduce construction-generated emissions of fugitive dust, mobile-source 
emissions associated with construction vehicles and equipment, and evaporative emissions from architectural 
coasting (e.g. low VOC-emission paint). Mitigated daily and annual emissions are summarized in Table 13, 
respectively. With mitigation, this impact would be considered less than significant. 
 
As demonstrated by tables 10, 11 and 12, with the mitigation proposed the project would be less then significant 
to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  
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Long term impacts: 
Implementation of the project would result in long-term operational emissions of criteria air pollutants such as 
PM10, PM2.5, and CO as well as ozone precursors such as ROG and NOX. Project-generated increases in 
emissions would be predominantly associated with motor vehicle use. Unmitigated operational emissions 
associated with the proposed project are summarized in Table 13. As depicted, daily operational emission from 
non-permitted sources would total approximately 8.3 lbs/day of ROG+NOx, 13.6 lbs/day of CO, 0.4 lbs/day of 
fugitive PM10, and <0.1 lbs/day of exhaust PM2.5. Based on this, the study recommends implementation of 
Mitigation Measures AQ-3 which includes SLOAPCD-recommended measures to reduce operational-generated 
emissions. Mitigated operational emissions are summarized in Table 14. With mitigation, operational emissions of 
ROG+NOX would not exceed SLOAPCD significance thresholds. With mitigation, this impact would be 
considered less than significant. 
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d. Result in other emissions (such as those 
leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

    

 
Discussion: The proposed project would not result in the installation of any equipment or processes that would be 
considered major odor-emission sources. In addition, no known odor sources are within one mile of the 
project site. However, construction of the proposed project would involve the use of a variety of gasoline or 
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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. Mitigation measures identified above, such as implementation of idling restrictions for 
construction equipment and vehicles and use of newer, cleaner equipment and vehicles would further reduce 
construction-generated emissions. For these reasons, 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 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

    

Discussion: A Biological Resources Assessment report was prepared for the project by Padre Associates 
(Attachment 4). The field assessment was conducted on September 30, 2022, focusing on the existing biological 
resources, presence/absence of special-status plant and wildlife species and habitats, as well as the suitability of 
habitat to support these species within the biological study area.  Field surveys were conducted outside of the typical 
blooming period for most special-status plant species know to occur in the proposed Project region, therefore, a 
follow-up survey will be scheduled for rare plants as denoted in Mitigation Measure BIO-6.  
As noted in the report, no special-status plant species were observed during the September 2022 field survey. Note 
that the survey was conducted outside of the blooming period for Lemmon’s jewelflower (March through May). 
However, based on the field survey observations and habitat conditions including dominance of disturbance-adapted 
plant species and past and on-going mowing, no Lemon’s jewelflower or other potentially occurring special-status 
plant species are likely to occur within the Project Site. 
 
Although no special-status wildlife species were observed during the September 2022 field survey, there are three 
special-status wildlife species with the potential to occur within the Project Site, based on suitable habitat and 
regionally (less than five miles) documented occurrences. These species include Northern California legless lizard 
(Anniella pulchra), American badger (Taxidea taxus), and San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica). The Project 
Site may provide suitable habitat to support the special-status wildlife species listed above. Mitigation measures 
(BIO-4 through BIO-6) are provided to reduce potential impacts to the northern legless lizard, American badger, 
and San Joaquin kit fox.  Similarly, mitigation measure  BIO-4 is provided to protect nesting birds that may be 
impacted if construction begins between February 1 and August 31.   
Lastly, one mature valley oak (greater than six inches DBH) will be removed due to Project implementation. 
Mitigation Measures BIO-4  would address pre-nesting bird surveys prior to the tree being removed as well as 
requiring replacement trees.  Based on the mitigation measures proposed, impacts would be reduced to less than 
significant.  
 

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

 
Discussion:   Based on the September 2022 field survey, a drainage basin was observed within the Biological 
Study Area (BSA). This man-made basin was constructed between 1994 and 2003 (Google Earth [n.d.]) and 
appeared to function as a detention basin to collect water run-off from a street drain on Nutwood Circle, as 
evidenced by a culvert leading into the basin. The approximately 0.47-acre basin was dry, shallow 
(approximately three feet deep), and contained vegetation similar to the surrounding mowed grassland 
including yellow star thistle and annual grasses. Based on the desktop review of the NWI, historical imagery, 
and Federal and State waters and wetland regulations, this feature is not considered to be a jurisdictional aquatic 
resource and as such, no further assessment of this feature is necessary and impacts are considered less than 
significant. 
 

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: See response (b) above. There are no wetlands on the site.   
 

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:  There are no creeks or drainages leading to creeks on the site.  The site is in an urbanized area.  
Due to the project site being surrounded by existing development, the proposed project is not expected to 
increase the level of fragmentation in the region nor is it expected to create a barrier to wildlife movement.  
 

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

 

    

Discussion:  The project protects the 5 mature oak trees on the property. One 46” DBH live oak is proposed for 
removal, it will be subject to oak tree mitigation (BIO-7) and project conditions of approval, reducing impacts 
to less than significant.   
 

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 conservation plans adopted for the City of Paso Robles, therefore no impact is 
expected. 
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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. Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

    

Discussion (a-c):  A Cultural Resources Inventory Survey (Attachment 5) was prepared which included a 
literature review, records search, and field survey. The study concluded that there was no evidence of 
prehistoric or historic artifacts, features, or other indications of significant cultural resources. Additionally, 
the Sacred Lands Search conducted at the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) yielded no 
evidence of Sacred Lands with the project.    

Generally, the site is located in an area that is not considered culturally significant. Although no significant 
potential archaeological or cultural resources have been identified which would be impacted by development 
of the plan area, a condition of approval will be added to the project that would require that a qualified 
Archeologist be on site if cultural resources are found during grading activities and appropriate 
recommendations made regarding their treatment and/or disposition. Therefore, this project will result in less 
than significant impacts on cultural resources. 

 

     

VI. ENERGY:  Would the project: 

a. Result in potentially significant 
environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, during project construction 
or operation? 

    

Discussion (a):  The proposed Project is four commercial buildings subject to air quality and energy 
efficiency requirements which are often referred to as the Green Building Standards or the Building 
Energy Efficiency Standards. An Air Quality Study was prepared for this project and mitigation 
measures have been identified to reduce inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy. For instance, although standard construction practices are expected to promote energy 
efficiency, the Project will be required to limit idling of trucks during construction and reduce 
fugitive dust.  With implementation of these measures and compliance with applicable state 
and local regulations, the long-term operation of the proposed Project would not result in 
consumption of energy resources that would be unnecessary, inefficient, or wasteful; 
therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan 
for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

    

Discussion (b):   With regard to adopted energy conservation plans and compliance with the California 
Energy Code, the Project would be required to be in full compliance with the California Building Code, 
including applicable green building standards and building energy efficiency standards. Furthermore, the 
City’s General Plan and Conservation Element ensures the conservation and preservation of energy 
resources by increasing the energy efficiency of buildings, appliances, and buildings to the use of alternative 
forms of energy. The Project would not conflict with other goals and policies set forth in the general plan 
pertaining to renewable energy and energy efficiency. Furthermore, implementation of mitigation measures 
identified in Section III, Air Quality and Section VIII, Greenhouse Gas Emission would further ensure that 
the proposed Project meets or exceeds building code requirements related to building energy efficiency. 
Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with state or local plans for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency and potential impacts would be less than significant. 

 

     

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS:  Would the project: 

a. Directly or indirectly cause 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.  

    

Discussion:  The potential for and mitigation of impacts that may result from fault rupture in the project area 
are identified and addressed in the EIR for the 2003 update of the General Plan1.  There are two known nearby 
fault zones, one on each side of the Salinas River Valley.  The Rinconada Fault system runs on the west side of 
the valley, and grazes the City on its western boundary, but has been inactive for approximately 11,000 years.  
The San Andreas Fault is on the east side of the valley and is situated about 23 miles northeast of Paso Robles.  
The City of Paso Robles recognizes these geologic influences in the application of the Uniform Building Code 
to all new development within the City including the proposed project. 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?      
Discussion:  The 2003 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 all construction 
projects including adequate structural design overactive or potentially active faults.  These mitigation 
measures will be added as standard conditions of approval for this project. Therefore, impacts that may result 
from seismic ground shaking are considered less than significant. 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure,     
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including liquefaction?  

Discussion:   The General Plan Safety Element includes Figure S-3, a map of citywide Liquefaction Risk, which 
classifies the site as high risk for potential liquefaction or other type of ground failure due to seismic events and 
soil conditions. To implement the EIR’s mitigation measures to reduce this potential impact, the City has a 
standard condition10 to require submittal of soils and geotechnical reports, which include site-specific analysis 
of liquefaction potential for all building permits for new construction, and incorporation of the 
recommendations of the reports into the design of the project.   

iv. Landslides?     

Discussion:   The General Plan Safety Element includes Figure S-4, a map of citywide Landslide Risk.  The 
site has low potential for landslides.  Landslides are generally associated with steep slopes and specific 
geologic formations not found in proximity to the Salinas River.  The site is flat.  No impact is anticipated.   

 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 
of topsoil?  

    

Discussion:  The site is flat with loamy soil.  The Paso Robles Area Soil Survey Map prepared by the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) indicates the site’s soil is Lockwood shaly loam, which is highly 
erodible.  A condition of approval would require a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) designed 
by a Qualified SWPPP Developer to prevent significant erosion from the site. See teams language which 
would result in a less then significant impact.  

 

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:  See response to items a.iii. and a.iv. above.  Mitigation Measures GEO-1 would reduce the 
impact to less than significant.   

 

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

    

Discussion:   The Paso Robles Area San Luis Obispo County Soil Survey indicates the Lockwood shaly loam 
has moderate shrink swell potential.  Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would reduce the potential impact to less than 
significant.   
 

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 project is required to connect to the City sewer.  A 10-inch sewer main is located in Theatre 
Drive, and is available to the project. Therefore, the issue of site soil ability to support septic tanks is not 
applicable.   
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f.  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

    

Discussion:  No known paleontological resources or unique geological features are known to exist on the site.  
No impacts are expected.  

 

 

     

VIII.   GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS:  Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

 
Discussion (a): As discussed in Section III., the potential for future project development to create adverse air 
quality impacts falls generally into two categories:  Short term and Long term impacts: 
 
Short term: 
Construction-related activities that would generate GHG emissions include worker commute trips, haul trucks 
carrying supplies and materials to and from the project site, and off-road construction equipment (e.g., dozers, 
loaders, excavators).  Estimated increases in GHG emissions associated with the construction of the proposed 
project are summarized in Table 18. Based on the modeling conducted, construction-related GHG emissions 
would total approximately 382 MTCO2e. Amortized GHG emissions, when averaged over the assumed 25-year 
minimum life of the project, would total approximately 15.3 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. 
 

 
 
Long term: 
Operation of the project would result in GHG emissions predominantly associated with motor vehicle use. 
Estimated long-term increases in GHG emissions associated with the proposed project for future year 2030 
conditions are summarized in Table 19. For informational purposes, opening year 2024 emissions were also 
calculated and included in Table 19. As depicted, operational GHG emissions for the proposed project, with 
the inclusion of amortized construction GHGs, would total approximately 1,164.6 MTCO2e/year under 
operational year 2030 conditions. A majority of the operational GHG emissions would be associated with 
motor vehicle use, energy use, and refrigerant. To a lesser extent, operational GHG emissions would also be 
associated with solid waste generation and water use. As depicted in Table 19, total emissions would equate 
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to 8.8 MTCO2e/SP, which would exceed the significance threshold of 1.9 MTCO2e/SP. As a result, this impact 
is considered potentially significant. 
 

 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-3 as noted in Section III. would require implementation of numerous 
measures to reduce long-term operational emissions. Mitigation Measure GHG-1 would include additional 
measures that would result in substantial reductions in GHG emissions associated with energy use. With 
implementation of these measures, project generated emissions would be reduced to approximately 3.1 
MTCO2e/SP under operational year 2030 conditions, which would still exceed the significance threshold of 1.9 
MTCO2e/SP. Mitigation Measure GHG-2 would require carbon offsets sufficient to reduce project-generated 
GHG emissions to below applicable GHG thresholds, calculated over the estimated 25-year life of the project. 
With the combination of the mitigation, this impact would be considered less than significant. 
 
Discussion (b):   The project is consistent with the City’s General Plan designation. Since the project is consistent 
with the General Plan it is also consistent with the types, intensity, and patterns of land use envisioned for the site 
vicinity in the General Plan, and as a result, the project would not conflict with the land use assumptions or exceed 
the population or job growth projections used by the City to develop the 2013 Climate Action Plan (CAP). 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would include various measures that would help to promote the use 
of alternative means of transportation along with reductions in GHG emissions associated with energy use, water 
use, waste generation, and mobile sources. Implementation of Mitigation Measures GHG-1 and GHG-2 would 
result in further reductions in on-site and off-site GHG emissions. Therefore, the project would result in less than 
significant impacts related to this environmental criterion. 
     

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:  Would the project: 
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a. Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

    

Discussion (a): The proposed project is a self-storage facility that does not involve the handling or disposal of 
hazardous materials.  Hazardous construction involving the use of hazardous materials, such as diesel fuel, 
lubricants, and cement products containing strong acidic chemicals are not typical construction methods. This 
project will just be using typical construction methods therefore there will be no impact.  

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 (b):    The proposed project is a self-storage facility that does not involve the handling or disposal 
of hazardous materials.    Typical construction methods which do not involve the use of hazardous materials 
will be used therefore there is no impact. 
 

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 (a-c):  The project is not within a quarter mile of any school.  The nearest school is Templeton 
Hills Adventist School located approximately 2 miles southwest of the project.     
 

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 (d) The proposed project is not listed on the Cortese List compiled by the California Department 
of Toxic Substances Control17.   

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 or excessive noise for 
people residing or working in the project 
area? 

    

Discussion (e): The project site is not within the Airport Land Use Plan area.  No impact is anticipated.  
 

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

Discussion:  The City of Paso Robles maintains a Multi-Hazard Emergency Response Plan, most recently 
updated in 2019.  The project is on private land adjacent to an arterial road.  The project would not interfere 
with the plan or impede emergency evacuation.    

 

g. Expose people or structures, either directly 
or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires? 

    

Discussion: The city does not contain any very-high fire severity zones.  The site is in an urbanized area and 
not adjacent to wildlands.  The project would not create a significant impact. 

 
     

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY:  Would the project: 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground 
water quality? 

    

Discussion:  The project is subject to stormwater management requirements both during construction and 
operation.  The project will not impact water quality or significantly increase industrial waste discharged to the 
city sewer.   
 

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 

    

Discussion:  The project site is within city limits and is currently zoned to allow for highway-oriented 
commercial uses.   

The project is consistent with the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP)5, which anticipates and plans 
for buildout of the City.  Since the UWMP has accounted for land uses at the project site, the project will have 
adequate water supply available, and will not further deplete or significantly affect, change or increase water 
demands planned for use in the basin.  The site is not suitable for significant groundwater recharge.  The impact 
of the project would be less than significant. 
 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would:  

    

i) result in a substantial erosion or siltation 
on- or off-site; 

    

ii)  substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or offsite; 

    

iii)   create or contribute runoff water which     
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XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING:  Would the project: 

a. Physically divide an established 
community? 

    

Discussion: The project is a commercial development in a commercial district.  It is adjacent to Highway 101. 
Separate neighborhoods are located to the west and south of the site, but no established community would be 
physically divided as a result of the project. 

 

b. Cause a significant environmental impact 
due to a conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

    

Discussion: The project is a highway-oriented commercial business in the Highway Commercial zoning 
district (C-2).   As designed, the project is not in conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect including the Paso Robles Gateway Plan8 
(see discussion in Aesthetics section above), Hillside Development District standards4, and Purple Belt 
Action Plan. Based on this, impacts to this environmental factor is less then significant.  

would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 

iv)  impede or redirect flood flows? 
 

    

Discussion:  The site is very flat with no significant drainage channels.  a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) and an erosion control plan are required to be approved by the City Engineer prior to 
commencement of site grading, which will result in a less than significant impact.  

d.  In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 
risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation?  

    

Discussion:  The project site is outside all local floodplains.  The site is about 100 feet above the Salinas 
River.  The risk of flood is less than significant.   
 

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan 

    

Discussion:   The 2011 Central Coast Basin Water Quality Control Plan adopted by the Central Coast 
Regional Water Quality Control Board15 provides water quality regulations in the region through controls 
including waste discharge restrictions and stormwater management.  Industrial waste discharges from the 
project will be managed through the City’s Industrial Waste program. The City’s Urban Water Master Plan5 
is designed to serve all uses anticipated at full buildout. The City is a Groundwater Sustainability Agency for 
a portion of the Paso Robles Sub-Basin of the Salinas Basin. The commercial uses proposed by the project are 
consistent with the Paso Robles Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan18.  The project does not conflict 
with the applicable water quality control plan or the sustainable groundwater management plan; impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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XII. 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?  

    

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? 

    

Discussion (a-b):  No mineral resources are known to occur on the site. 
 
     

XIII. 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?  

    

Discussion: The project is not expected to create noise beyond what is permitted by the City Noise Element 
and Noise Ordinance so the impact would be less than significant.   Construction of the project will result in 
short term, temporary increases in ambient noise during the daytime. Since standard conditions limit the 
hours of construction as 7 am to 7 pm, excludes construction on Sundays and Federal Holidays, and would be 
subject to a City permit, the impacts from the noise are considered less than significant. Noise from traffic 
generated from the use is less than other retail and commercial uses that the property is zoned for. Conditions 
of approval will limit hours of operation to be compatible with surrounding residential uses . Based on these. 
Factors the impact is less then significant. 
 

b. Generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

    

Discussion: Ground borne noise and vibration is expected only during construction of the project, however it 
will be short-lived and only during allowed construction hours (7am and 7pm, Monday-Saturday). The traffic 
of patrons using the facility would be limited via conditions of approval so that they are compatible with 
surrounding residential neighborhoods.  For these reasons the expected impact is less than significant.    
 

c. For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or 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? 

    

Discussion: The project site is not within the Airport Land Use Plan area.   Therefore there is no impact 
potential impact. 
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XIV. 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)?  

    

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

    

Discussion (a-b):  The project is on an infill site near the southern boundary of the City.  Sewer is currently 
available to the site, however City water service will be extended to serve the project.  Water service is 
currently available to adjacent residential neighborhoods outside the City from the Walnut Hills Mutual 
Water Company and Templeton Community Services District.  City services are not available outside the 
City and due to current availability of water in the existing developments located in the County, the extension 
of the water main will not induce population growth.   

The project will not displace any existing housing.   
 
     

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES:  Would the project: 

a. 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?  
 

    

 Fire protection?     

 Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

 Other public facilities?     

Discussion:  The project is not expected to significantly increase demands on the fire and police departments 
because it is a light industrial use with a low estimated employee count of two persons  No significant 
increase in demand on school, parks and other public facilities is expected by commercial uses.  The proposed 
project is subject to development impact fees and school fees, which address the incremental increase in 
demand on public services caused by the project.   
 

     

XVI. RECREATION 
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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? 

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? 

    

Discussion (a-b): The project is a light industrial / commercial project, which will not create a significant 
demand on existing parks.  No new parks are proposed as a part of the project.   

 
     

XVII. TRANSPORTATION:  Would the project: 

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities? 

    

Discussion:  The project includes frontage improvements to be made along Nutwood Circle, consistent with 
Action Item 2 of the Circulation Element.    

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

    

Discussion:  A transportation analysis was completed for the project (Attachment 7), which concluded the 
project will have a less than significant impact on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) based on the City’s 2022 
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines thresholds, which indicate, “Office and industrial projects may 
have a significant impact if the work VMT per employee exceeds 85 percent of the regional average”. 
Therefore, the project would have a less-than significant impact to VMT.  
 

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

 

    

Discussion:  The project is located on a private road, Nutwood Circle.  The project transportation analysis 
states, “Collision data was obtained from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) for 
Templeton CHP and City police on Theatre Drive in the vicinity of the project between 2017 and 2021. One 
injury collision occurred near Ranch Paso Road when a bicycle was traveling the wrong way. No collisions 
occurred at or near Nutwood Circle. There are no observed collision patterns and no recommendations.” 

      The project is expected to add 235 vehicle trips per weekday, including 15 AM peak hour trips and 24 PM     
peak hour trips based on gross floor area, which is a less than significant impact consistent with the City’s 
2022 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines. 
  
d. Result in inadequate emergency access?     
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Discussion:  The project has been reviewed by the City’s Department of Emergency Services. The project 
will not impede emergency access and is designed in compliance with all emergency access safety features 
and to City emergency access standards. 
 

     

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

a. Would the project cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code § 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size 
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or 
object with cultural value to a California 
Native American tribe, and that is: 

    

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical Resources, 
or in a local register of historical resources 
as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k), or 

    

ii) A resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code § 5024.1. In 
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resource Code § 5024.1, the 
lead agency shall consider the significance 
of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

    

     

Discussion:  Generally, the site is located in an area that is not considered culturally significant. Although no 
significant potential archaeological or cultural resources have been identified which would be impacted by 
development of the plan area, a condition of approval will be added to the project that would require that a 
qualified Archeologist be on site if cultural resources are found during grading activities and appropriate 
recommendations made regarding their treatment and/or disposition. Therefore, this project will result in less 
than significant impacts on cultural resources.  
 

 
     

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project: 

a. Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could 
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cause significant environmental effects? 

Discussion:  The project will have an incremental but individually insignificant impact on listed utilities.  
Local planning for sewer and water utilities has anticipated a buildout for Paso Robles that includes 
commercial development on this site.     
 

b.  Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry and 
multiple dry years? 

    

Discussion: The project site is within the City limits and it is zoned to allow for commercial development. 
Local planning for water supplies for buildout of the City include commercial development on the site.  The 
proposed use is not a substantial user of water.   

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. The 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP)5 indicates there is adequate capacity to serve all 
households and commercial users at build out.  Water use for this project has been accounted for and therefore 
impacts to groundwater supplies are less than significant.  

 

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider, which serves or may 
serve the project that it has adequate 
capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments? 

    

Discussion:  The project is not a significant water user or wastewater producer; no significant increase in 
wastewater production is expected. The City’s Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP)6 identifies system 
upgrades needed to accommodate buildout of the city.  Development impact fees and sewer rates are adopted 
to address the proportionate share of impact of each development project on the sewer system.   

d. Generate solid waste in excess of state or 
local standards, or in excess of the capacity 
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair 
the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals? 

    

Discussion:  The City’s Landfill Master Plan21 indicates the City’s landfill has adequate capacity for all 
projected waste generated within the city until at least 2051.  Both construction and residential wastes are 
subject to diversion requirements for recyclable and compostable materials.  The project will not impair the 
city’s ability to attain solid waste reduction goals. 
 

e. Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

 

    

Discussion:  The proposed project will be required to comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations. 

 
 

XX. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
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severity zones, would the project: 

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

    

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 
thereby expose project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

    

c. Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power 
lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate 
fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

    

d. Expose people or structures to significant 
risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, 
post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 
 

    

Discussion: The project is not near a state responsibility area or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zone.  The site is near the boundary of the City, but is surrounded by urban uses.   
 

      

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

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

    

 
Discussion: The project is located on an infill site.  The project would continue the development pattern 
established on adjacent properties to the north and East.  The site does not support significant habitat or 
contribute a migration corridor.  The site does not contain significant historical resources or known tribal 
resources. Mitigation measures BIO-4-BIO-6 will require nesting bird surveys, pre-activity special status 
species surveys, and follow up special status spring botanical surveys. 
 

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, 
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the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 

Discussion:  The project is located within the City’s limits, where development has the least potential for 
significant impacts to the environment.  The project will not induce additional development or future projects 
that would have a significant impact.  

 

c. Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

    

Discussion:  The project does not include the use or handling of any hazardous materials.   



     

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).   
 
Documents 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 

 
https://www.prcity.com/313/Gen

eral-Plan 
 

2 
 

City of Paso Robles Environmental Impact Report for General 
Plan Update 

 
City of Paso Robles 

 
3 

 
2007 Airport Land Use Plan 

 
https://www.prcity.com/354/Air

port-Land-Use-Plan 
 

4 
 

City of Paso Robles Municipal Code 
 

https://library.municode.com/ca/
el_paso_de_robles/codes/code_o

f_ordinances 
 

5 
 

City of Paso Robles Urban Water Management Plan 2020 
 

City of Paso Robles  
 

https://www.prcity.com/Docume
ntCenter/View/14827/Urban-

Water-Management-Plan-PDF 
 

6 
  

City of Paso Robles Sewer System Management Plan 
 

City of Paso Robles 
 

https://www.prcity.com/Docume
ntCenter/View/15356/Sewer-
System-Management-Plan-

PDF?bidId= 
 

7 
 

City of Paso Robles Standard Conditions of  
Approval for New Development 

 
City of Paso Robles 

 
8 

 
City of Paso Robles Gateway Plan: Design Standards, 2008 

 
https://www.prcity.com/Docume
ntCenter/View/14730/Gateway-

Plan-Design-Standards-
PDF?bidId= 

 
9 

 
San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 

Guidelines for Impact Thresholds 

 
https://www.slocleanair.org/rule
s-regulations/land-use-ceqa.php 

 
10 

 
USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service,  

 
NRCS Offices 



     

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

Templeton, CA 93446 
https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.g

ov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx 

11 Regional Transportation Plan, 
San Luis Obispo Council of Governments, 2019 https://slocog.org/2019RTP 

 
12 

 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

California Resources Agency 
 

 
https://www.conservation.ca.gov

/dlrp/fmmp 

13 Siting, Design, Operation and Maintenance of Onsite 
Wastewater Treatments Systems (OWTS) Policy 

California Water Boards 
 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/
water_issues/programs/owts/ 

 

14 Underground Storage Tank Program 
California Water Boards 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/
water_issues/programs/ust/ 

 
15 Water Quality Control Plan for the Central Coast Basin 

Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/
centralcoast/publications_forms/
publications/basin_plan/#:~:text
=The%20Water%20Quality%20
Control%20Plan,including%20s
urface%20waters%20and%20gr

oundwater. 
 

16 Post-Construction Stormwater Management Requirements for 
Development Projects in the Central Coast 

Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 
 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/
centralcoast/water_issues/progra
ms/stormwater/docs/lid/lid_hydr

omod_charette_index.html 

17 Cortese List 
California Department of Toxic Substance Control 

 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.g
ov/public/map/ 

18 Paso Robles Groundwater Basin Management Plan 
City of Paso Robles  

https://www.prcity.com/Docume
ntCenter/View/15348/Groundwa

ter-Basin-Management-Plan-
PDF?bidId= 

19 Purple Belt Plan 
City of Paso Robles 

 
 

https://www.prcity.com/Docume
ntCenter/View/31945/Purple-

Belt-Plan-PDF 

20 Busch, Lawrence L. and Miller, Russel V. 2011. Updated 
Mineral Land Classification Map for the Concrete-Grade 
Aggregates in the San Luis Obispo-Santa Barbara Production-
Consumption Region, California – North Half. 

 

 

21 Master Plan of Sustainable Opportunities at the Paso Robles 
Landfill 

City of Paso Robles 

https://www.prcity.com/Docume
ntCenter/View/15350/Landfill-

Master-Plan-PDF?bidId= 
 



     

Attachments:  
 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Project Plans 
3. CalEEmod Report 
4. Biological Resources Assessment Report 
5. Cultural Resources Inventory Survey 
6. Transportation Analysis 
7. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 









mquiroga
Arrow

mquiroga
Arrow

mquiroga
Text Box
RAMP UP

mquiroga
Text Box
RAMP UP

mquiroga
Arrow

mquiroga
Arrow

mquiroga
Text Box
RAMP UP

mquiroga
Text Box
RAMP UP

mquiroga
Polygon

mquiroga
Text Box
BUILDING A FIRST LEVEL

mquiroga
Arrow





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































https://www.calflora.org/
https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/Mapper.html




 Nutwood Self-Storage Development Project 
Biological Resources Assessment Report 
November 2022 (2202-3051) 

Site Photographs 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 1. Representative view of grassland habitat and mature valley oak 
within the BSA (aspect southwest; 9/30/22). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Photo 2. Additional view of site conditions within the BSA 

(aspect east; 9/30/22). 



 Nutwood Self-Storage Development Project 
Biological Resources Assessment Report 
November 2022 (2202-3051) 

Site Photographs 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 3. View of western boundary of the BSA with level to minimally sloping 
topography (aspect north; 9/30/22). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Photo 4. View from Nutwood Circle; drain leading to culvert pipe to direct flow 

into shallow man-made basin within the BSA (aspect southeast; 9/30/22). 



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B 

 

Vascular Plant List 

 

  



List of Plant Species Observed within the BSA
65 Nutwood Circle, Paso Robles, California

FAMILY Scientific Name Common Name Habit

Wetland 
Indicator 

Status
Native 
Status

Cal-IPC 
Rating

Listing 
Status

ASTERACEAE Baccharis pilularis Coyote brush S - N
Centaurea solstitialis Yellow star thistle AH - High
Heterotheca grandiflora Telegraph weed AH -
Deinandra pentactis Salinas River tarweed AH - N
Pseudognaphalium californicum Green everlasting A/PH - N

BORAGINACEAE Amsinckia intermedia Common fiddleneck AH - N
BRASSICACEAE Brassica nigra Black mustard AH - Moderate
FABACEAE Acmispon americanus Spanish lotus AH - N

Vicia benghalensis Mediterranean vetch AH/V -
FAGACEAE Quercus agrifolia Coast live oak T - N

Quercus lobata Valley oak T FACU N
PAPAVERACEAE Eschscholzia californica California poppy AH - N
POACEAE Avena barbata Slender wild oats AG - Moderate

Bromus diandrus Ripgut grass AG - Moderate
Notes: 
Scientific nomenclature follows Baldwin (2012).
N - Native species
Habit definitions:
AG - Annual grass.
AH - Annual herb.
F - Fern
PG - Perennial grass.
PH - Perennial herb.
PV - Perennial vine.
S - Shrub
T - Tree

OBL (Obligate Wetland Plants) - Almost always occur in wetlands.
FACW (Facultative Wetland Plants) - Usually occur in wetland, but may occur in non-wetlands.
FAC (Facultative Wetland Plants) -  Occur in wetlands and non-wetlands.
FACU (Facultative Upland Plants) -  Usually occur in non-wetlands, but may occur in wetlands.
UPL (Upland Plants) - Almost always occur in non-wetlands.

Limited - These species are invasive but their ecological impacts are minor on a statewide level or there was not enough information to justify a higher score.

Wetland indicator status (Lichvar and Kartesz, 2016):  

Cal-IPC (California Invasive Plant Council) Ratings:
High - These species have severe ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and animal communities, and vegetation structure. Most are widely distributed ecologically.
Moderate - These species have substantial and apparent-but generally not severe-ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and animal communities, and vegetation 

October 2022



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C 

 

Wildlife Observed with the BSA 

  



Wildlife Species Observed within the BSA
65 Nutwood Circle, Paso Robles, California

Common Name Scientific Name Residence Status Protected Status Habitat

Western fence lizard Sceloporus occidentalis R -- G, D, P, S, M

Acorn woodpecker Melanerpes formicivorus R M P
California scrub-jay Aphelocoma californica R M R, G, P
House finch Haemorhous mexicanus R M P, D, M
Mourning dove Zenaida macroura R M P, D, M
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis R M G, P, M
Western blue bird Sialia mexicana R M P

Botta's pocket gopher Thomomys bottae R -- R, G, P
California ground squirrel Otospermophilus beecheyi R -- G, M, P

Notes: 
Fauna observed by visualizations, indirect signs (tracks, scat, skeletal remains, burros, etc.), and/or auditory cues.

Protected Status Typical Habitat
Residence Status A - Aquatic
R - Permanent resident D - Developed areas
W - Winter resident G - Grassland
B - Summer resident M - Multiple habitats

P - Woodland
R - Riparian

CS - Candidate species for CESA W - Wetland
C - Coastal lagoons, shores, oceans
O - Rock outcrops
S - Scrub

CSC - California Species of Special Concern
CFP - California Fully Protected Species
BCC - Bird of Conservation Concern (USFWS)

FE - Federal 
FT - Federal threatened species
FC - Federal candidate species
M - Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Mammals

Birds

SE - State endangered species
ST - State threatened species

Reptiles
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CNDDB Results 

 



Elev. Element Occ. Ranks Population Status Presence

Name (Scientific/Common)
CNDDB 
Ranks

Listing Status 
(Fed/State) Other Lists

Range
(ft.)

Total 
EO's A B C D X U

Historic 
> 20 yr

Recent 
<= 20 yr Extant

Poss. 
Extirp. Extirp.

Abies bracteata

bristlecone fir

G2G3

S2S3

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.3
IUCN_NT-Near 
Threatened
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
California/Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden
USFS_S-Sensitive

80
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Agelaius tricolor

tricolored blackbird

G1G2

S1S2

None

Threatened

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_EN-Endangered
NABCI_RWL-Red 
Watch List
USFWS_BCC-Birds of 
Conservation Concern

684

1,036

955
S:3

0 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 3 0 0

Agrostis hooveri

Hoover's bent grass

G2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive
USFS_S-Sensitive

1,000

1,000

31
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Ammodramus savannarum

grasshopper sparrow

G5

S3

None

None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern

984

984

27
S:1

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Anniella pulchra

Northern California legless lizard

G3

S3

None

None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
USFS_S-Sensitive

80

1,263

383
S:10

0 1 0 0 0 9 9 1 10 0 0

Antirrhinum ovatum

oval-leaved snapdragon

G3

S3

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 4.2 720

720

16
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Query Criteria: Quad<span style='color:Red'> IS </span>(Templeton (3512056)<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Paso Robles (3512066)<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Estrella (3512065)<span 
style='color:Red'> OR </span>Creston (3512055)<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Santa Margarita (3512045)<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Atascadero (3512046)<span 
style='color:Red'> OR </span>Morro Bay North (3512047)<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>York Mountain (3512057)<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Adelaida (3512067))<br 
/><span style='color:Red'> AND </span>Taxonomic Group<span style='color:Red'> IS </span>(Dune<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Scrub<span style='color:Red'> OR 
</span>Herbaceous<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Marsh<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Riparian<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Woodland<span style='color:Red'> OR 
</span>Forest<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Alpine<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Inland Waters<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Marine<span style='color:Red'> OR 
</span>Estuarine<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Riverine<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Palustrine<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Fish<span style='color:Red'> OR 
</span>Amphibians<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Reptiles<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Birds<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Mammals<span style='color:Red'> OR 
</span>Mollusks<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Arachnids<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Crustaceans<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Insects<span style='color:Red'> OR 
</span>Ferns<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Gymnosperms<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Monocots<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Dicots<span style='color:Red'> OR 
</span>Lichens<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Bryophytes<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Fungi)
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Elev. Element Occ. Ranks Population Status Presence

Name (Scientific/Common)
CNDDB 
Ranks

Listing Status 
(Fed/State) Other Lists

Range
(ft.)

Total 
EO's A B C D X U

Historic 
> 20 yr

Recent 
<= 20 yr Extant

Poss. 
Extirp. Extirp.

Antrozous pallidus

pallid bat

G4

S3

None

None

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern
USFS_S-Sensitive

175

1,050

420
S:2

0 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 0 0

Aquila chrysaetos

golden eagle

G5

S3

None

None

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDF_S-Sensitive
CDFW_FP-Fully 
Protected
CDFW_WL-Watch List
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern

720

1,340

325
S:2

1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0

Arctostaphylos luciana

Santa Lucia manzanita

G2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
California/Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden
SB_UCSC-UC Santa 
Cruz
USFS_S-Sensitive

2,700

2,700

10
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Arctostaphylos pilosula

Santa Margarita manzanita

G2?

S2?

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive
SB_SBBG-Santa 
Barbara Botanic 
Garden
USFS_S-Sensitive

955

1,400

58
S:4

1 0 0 0 0 3 2 2 4 0 0

Ardea herodias

great blue heron

G5

S4

None

None

CDF_S-Sensitive
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern

996

996

156
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0

Astragalus didymocarpus var. milesianus

Miles' milk-vetch

G5T2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 1,250

1,250

16
S:3

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 0 0

Atractelmis wawona

Wawona riffle beetle

G3

S1S2

None

None

231

231

80
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Batrachoseps minor

lesser slender salamander

G1

S1

None

None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_DD-Data 
Deficient
USFS_S-Sensitive

895

1,376

8
S:7

0 0 0 0 0 7 1 6 7 0 0

Bombus caliginosus

obscure bumble bee

G2G3

S1S2

None

None

IUCN_VU-Vulnerable 1,200

1,200

181
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0
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Elev. Element Occ. Ranks Population Status Presence

Name (Scientific/Common)
CNDDB 
Ranks

Listing Status 
(Fed/State) Other Lists

Range
(ft.)

Total 
EO's A B C D X U

Historic 
> 20 yr

Recent 
<= 20 yr Extant

Poss. 
Extirp. Extirp.

Bombus crotchii

Crotch bumble bee

G2

S1S2

None

None

IUCN_EN-Endangered 900

1,300

437
S:3

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 0 0

Branchinecta lynchi

vernal pool fairy shrimp

G3

S3

Threatened

None

IUCN_VU-Vulnerable 725

1,125

796
S:6

0 2 3 1 0 0 4 2 6 0 0

Buteo regalis

ferruginous hawk

G4

S3S4

None

None

CDFW_WL-Watch List
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern

995

995

107
S:1

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Calochortus obispoensis

San Luis mariposa-lily

G2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
California/Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden
SB_SBBG-Santa 
Barbara Botanic 
Garden
USFS_S-Sensitive

1,300

1,700

46
S:3

0 1 0 0 0 2 0 3 3 0 0

Calochortus simulans

La Panza mariposa-lily

G2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.3
SB_CRES-San Diego 
Zoo CRES Native 
Gene Seed Bank
SB_SBBG-Santa 
Barbara Botanic 
Garden
USFS_S-Sensitive

1,000

1,600

109
S:14

0 5 2 3 0 4 4 10 14 0 0

Calycadenia villosa

dwarf calycadenia

G3

S3

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
SB_SBBG-Santa 
Barbara Botanic 
Garden
USFS_S-Sensitive

984

1,130

59
S:4

0 2 0 0 0 2 4 0 4 0 0

Camissoniopsis hardhamiae

Hardham's evening-primrose

G2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive
USFS_S-Sensitive

1,100

1,600

22
S:7

3 3 0 0 0 1 6 1 7 0 0

Carex obispoensis

San Luis Obispo sedge

G3?

S3?

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive
SB_SBBG-Santa 
Barbara Botanic 
Garden
USFS_S-Sensitive

1,600

2,500

29
S:3

1 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 3 0 0

Castilleja densiflora var. obispoensis

San Luis Obispo owl's-clover

G5T2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 75

1,580

69
S:7

0 1 2 0 0 4 3 4 7 0 0
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Elev. Element Occ. Ranks Population Status Presence

Name (Scientific/Common)
CNDDB 
Ranks

Listing Status 
(Fed/State) Other Lists

Range
(ft.)

Total 
EO's A B C D X U

Historic 
> 20 yr

Recent 
<= 20 yr Extant

Poss. 
Extirp. Extirp.

Caulanthus lemmonii

Lemmon's jewelflower

G3

S3

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive
SB_SBBG-Santa 
Barbara Botanic 
Garden
USFS_S-Sensitive

1,000

1,000

91
S:4

0 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 4 0 0

Charadrius nivosus nivosus

western snowy plover

G3T3

S2

Threatened

None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
NABCI_RWL-Red 
Watch List

10

10

138
S:2

0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0

Chorizanthe breweri

Brewer's spineflower

G3

S3

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.3
BLM_S-Sensitive
USFS_S-Sensitive

1,000

2,500

45
S:7

2 0 0 0 0 5 4 3 7 0 0

Chorizanthe rectispina

straight-awned spineflower

G2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive
USFS_S-Sensitive

1,000

1,900

24
S:11

2 1 1 0 0 7 7 4 11 0 0

Cicindela hirticollis gravida

sandy beach tiger beetle

G5T2

S2

None

None

10

10

34
S:2

0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 1

Cirsium fontinale var. obispoense

Chorro Creek bog thistle

G2T2

S2

Endangered

Endangered

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
California/Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden
SB_SBBG-Santa 
Barbara Botanic 
Garden

1,000

1,000

22
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Cirsium occidentale var. lucianum

Cuesta Ridge thistle

G3G4T2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 9
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Coelus globosus

globose dune beetle

G1G2

S1S2

None

None

IUCN_VU-Vulnerable 10

10

50
S:2

0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0

Corynorhinus townsendii

Townsend's big-eared bat

G4

S2

None

None

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern
USFS_S-Sensitive

1,000

1,000

635
S:1

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Danaus plexippus plexippus pop. 1

monarch - California overwintering population

G4T1T2

S2

Candidate

None

IUCN_EN-Endangered
USFS_S-Sensitive

15

40

383
S:2

0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0

Delphinium parryi ssp. blochmaniae

dune larkspur

G4T2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 27
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0
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CNDDB 
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Listing Status 
(Fed/State) Other Lists

Range
(ft.)

Total 
EO's A B C D X U

Historic 
> 20 yr

Recent 
<= 20 yr Extant

Poss. 
Extirp. Extirp.

Delphinium parryi ssp. eastwoodiae

Eastwood's larkspur

G4T2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 900

900

15
S:2

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 0

Delphinium umbraculorum

umbrella larkspur

G3

S3

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.3
BLM_S-Sensitive
USFS_S-Sensitive

95
S:3

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 0 0

Dudleya abramsii ssp. bettinae

Betty's dudleya

G4T2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
California/Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden

170

820

14
S:7

0 3 1 1 0 2 4 3 7 0 0

Dudleya abramsii ssp. murina

mouse-gray dudleya

G4T2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.3
BLM_S-Sensitive
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
California/Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden

330

1,600

36
S:3

0 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 3 0 0

Dudleya blochmaniae ssp. blochmaniae

Blochman's dudleya

G3T2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
California/Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden

30

562

81
S:8

0 1 0 0 0 7 3 5 8 0 0

Elanus leucurus

white-tailed kite

G5

S3S4

None

None

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDFW_FP-Fully 
Protected
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern

1,165

1,240

184
S:2

0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0

Emys marmorata

western pond turtle

G3G4

S3

None

None

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_VU-Vulnerable
USFS_S-Sensitive

10

1,464

1404
S:27

2 14 4 0 0 7 15 12 27 0 0

Eriastrum luteum

yellow-flowered eriastrum

G2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive
USFS_S-Sensitive

860

1,900

34
S:12

3 1 1 0 0 7 6 6 12 0 0

Erigeron blochmaniae

Blochman's leafy daisy

G2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive
SB_SBBG-Santa 
Barbara Botanic 
Garden

15

15

36
S:1

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Eucyclogobius newberryi

tidewater goby

G3

S3

Endangered

None

AFS_EN-Endangered
IUCN_NT-Near 
Threatened

20

20

127
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0
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Elev. Element Occ. Ranks Population Status Presence

Name (Scientific/Common)
CNDDB 
Ranks

Listing Status 
(Fed/State) Other Lists

Range
(ft.)

Total 
EO's A B C D X U

Historic 
> 20 yr

Recent 
<= 20 yr Extant

Poss. 
Extirp. Extirp.

Extriplex joaquinana

San Joaquin spearscale

G2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
California/Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden

127
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Fritillaria ojaiensis

Ojai fritillary

G3

S3

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
SB_SBBG-Santa 
Barbara Botanic 
Garden
USFS_S-Sensitive

1,200

1,200

49
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Helminthoglypta walkeriana

Morro shoulderband

G1

S1S2

Threatened

None

IUCN_CR-Critically 
Endangered

10

10

14
S:1

0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

Horkelia cuneata var. puberula

mesa horkelia

G4T1

S1

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
USFS_S-Sensitive

820

875

103
S:3

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 0 0

Horkelia cuneata var. sericea

Kellogg's horkelia

G4T1?

S1?

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
SB_UCSC-UC Santa 
Cruz
USFS_S-Sensitive

600

1,140

58
S:3

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 0 0

Icaricia icarioides moroensis

Morro Bay blue butterfly

G5T2

S2

None

None

25

80

12
S:2

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 0

Juncus luciensis

Santa Lucia dwarf rush

G3

S3

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive
USFS_S-Sensitive

984

984

37
S:3

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 0 0

Layia jonesii

Jones' layia

G2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
USFS_S-Sensitive

200

522

25
S:8

0 0 0 0 0 8 3 5 8 0 0

Lepidium jaredii ssp. jaredii

Jared's pepper-grass

G2G3T1T2

S1S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive
SB_SBBG-Santa 
Barbara Botanic 
Garden

12
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Linderiella occidentalis

California linderiella

G2G3

S2S3

None

None

IUCN_NT-Near 
Threatened

968

1,076

508
S:5

0 4 0 0 0 1 0 5 5 0 0
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Elev. Element Occ. Ranks Population Status Presence

Name (Scientific/Common)
CNDDB 
Ranks

Listing Status 
(Fed/State) Other Lists

Range
(ft.)

Total 
EO's A B C D X U

Historic 
> 20 yr

Recent 
<= 20 yr Extant

Poss. 
Extirp. Extirp.

Malacothamnus palmeri var. palmeri

Santa Lucia bush-mallow

G3T2Q

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
California/Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden
SB_SBBG-Santa 
Barbara Botanic 
Garden
USFS_S-Sensitive

850

1,000

10
S:2

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 0

Meconella oregana

Oregon meconella

G2G3

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1 1,200

1,200

9
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Monardella palmeri

Palmer's monardella

G2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive
USFS_S-Sensitive

1,600

1,600

24
S:2

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 0

Monolopia gracilens

woodland woollythreads

G3

S3

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 68
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

G2

S2

Threatened

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
California/Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden
SB_CRES-San Diego 
Zoo CRES Native 
Gene Seed Bank

1,100

1,100

82
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Navarretia nigelliformis ssp. radians

shining navarretia

G4T2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive

700

1,571

102
S:12

0 0 5 0 0 7 6 6 12 0 0

Neotoma macrotis luciana

Monterey dusky-footed woodrat

G5T3

S3

None

None

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern

988

1,700

8
S:3

2 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 3 0 0

Northern Interior Cypress Forest

Northern Interior Cypress Forest

G2

S2.2

None

None

2,400

2,400

22
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus pop. 9

steelhead - south-central California coast 
DPS

G5T2Q

S2

Threatened

None

AFS_TH-Threatened 200

400

41
S:3

0 1 0 0 0 2 3 0 3 0 0

Perognathus inornatus psammophilus

Salinas pocket mouse

G2G3T2?

S1

None

None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern

1,220

1,225

9
S:3

2 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 3 0 0
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Elev. Element Occ. Ranks Population Status Presence

Name (Scientific/Common)
CNDDB 
Ranks

Listing Status 
(Fed/State) Other Lists

Range
(ft.)

Total 
EO's A B C D X U

Historic 
> 20 yr

Recent 
<= 20 yr Extant

Poss. 
Extirp. Extirp.

Phrynosoma blainvillii

coast horned lizard

G3G4

S3S4

None

None

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern

25

25

784
S:1

0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

Plagiobothrys uncinatus

hooked popcornflower

G2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
USFS_S-Sensitive

1,780

1,780

14
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Polyphylla nubila

Atascadero June beetle

G1

S1

None

None

800

900

4
S:3

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 0 0

Progne subis

purple martin

G5

S3

None

None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern

915

915

71
S:1

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Pyrgulopsis taylori

San Luis Obispo pyrg

G1

S1

None

None

880

880

5
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Rana boylii pop. 6

foothill yellow-legged frog - south coast DPS

G3T1

S1

Proposed 
Endangered
Endangered

BLM_S-Sensitive
USFS_S-Sensitive

1,010

1,010

79
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1

Rana draytonii

California red-legged frog

G2G3

S2S3

Threatened

None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_VU-Vulnerable

10

1,684

1671
S:21

4 10 1 3 1 2 11 10 20 1 0

Senecio aphanactis

chaparral ragwort

G3

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 2B.2
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
California/Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden
SB_CRES-San Diego 
Zoo CRES Native 
Gene Seed Bank

536

536

98
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0

Sidalcea hickmanii ssp. anomala

Cuesta Pass checkerbloom

G3T1

S1

None

Rare

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
California/Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden
SB_SBBG-Santa 
Barbara Botanic 
Garden
USFS_S-Sensitive

2,500

2,500

4
S:1

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
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Name (Scientific/Common)
CNDDB 
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Listing Status 
(Fed/State) Other Lists

Range
(ft.)
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Historic 
> 20 yr
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<= 20 yr Extant

Poss. 
Extirp. Extirp.

Spea hammondii

western spadefoot

G2G3

S3

None

None

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_NT-Near 
Threatened

764

1,591

1425
S:21

2 4 9 2 0 4 9 12 21 0 0

Streptanthus albidus ssp. peramoenus

most beautiful jewelflower

G2T2

S2

None

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
California/Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden
SB_UCBG-UC 
Botanical Garden at 
Berkeley
USFS_S-Sensitive

103
S:2

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 0

Suaeda californica

California seablite

G1

S1

Endangered

None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1 18
S:1

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Taricha torosa

Coast Range newt

G4

S4

None

None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern

965

1,700

88
S:9

1 3 0 1 0 4 3 6 9 0 0

Taxidea taxus

American badger

G5

S3

None

None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern

670

1,055

594
S:16

14 2 0 0 0 0 14 2 16 0 0

Trimerotropis occulens

Lompoc grasshopper

G1G2

S1S2

None

None

IUCN_EN-Endangered 900

900

8
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0

Valley Oak Woodland

Valley Oak Woodland

G3

S2.1

None

None

1,060

2,000

91
S:6

0 0 0 0 0 6 6 0 6 0 0

Vireo bellii pusillus

least Bell's vireo

G5T2

S2

Endangered

Endangered

NABCI_YWL-Yellow 
Watch List

660

710

504
S:2

1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0

Vulpes macrotis mutica

San Joaquin kit fox

G4T2

S2

Endangered

Threatened

658

1,049

1020
S:17

2 0 0 1 0 14 16 1 17 0 0
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INTRODUCTION

At the request of Doug Ayers,, Cultural Resource Management Services (CRMS)

has conducted a literature and records search and intensive archaeological survey of a 

5 ± acre parcel at 65 Nutwood Circle, Paso Robles.  This will be a commercial storage

facility. The purpose of this investigation is to identify any cultural resources present on

the parcel that may be affected by the proposed construction. This work was completed

in order to comply with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA) and the County of San Luis Obispo (Figure 1, 2, and 3). 

CEQA requires lead agencies to evaluate proposed projects for their potential to

impact archaeological resources (Public Resources Code Section 21082, 21083.2, and

21084.1, and California Code of Regulations 15064.5). According to the CEQA

Guidelines, “historical resources” include buildings, structures, objects, districts, or sites

that may possess prehistoric or historical archaeological, architectural, cultural, or

scientific importance. CEQA states that if a project will have a significant effect on

important cultural resources, then alternative plans or mitigation measures need to be

developed. were conducted to identify and evaluate any significant prehistoric or

historic cultural resources that might be impacted by the proposed construction (Exhibit

A).   

In addition, as part of an early participation notice, letters were sent to Native

American tribes, organizations and individuals.  The list of  recipients was provided by

the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and is comprised of those groups

and individuals  thought to have a cultural interest in this area, notifying them of the

proposed project, inviting them to consult, and requesting information or concerns

regarding the proposed project.  A Sacred Lands Search was conducted at the Native

American Heritage Commission (NAHC). Concurrent with that search, Native

Americans and Native American groups cited by the NAHC were contacted.  There was

one responses to the letters written, noted specifically in Exhibit B.
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Figure 1: Vicinity Map (No Scale)
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Figure 2: Portion of USGS 7.5' Quadrangle-Templeton, CA

-3-



Figure 3: Assessor’s Parcel Map-Parcel Shown In Red Outline
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT

The project area consists of a gently sloping ± 7 acre property at the southern

corporate limit of of the City of El Paso de Robles, California, west of Highway 101

(Figure 1) at an elevation of 800 feet ASL.  Paso Robles lies on a terrace above the

western bank of the Salinas River that grades into the hilly flanks of the Santa Lucia

Range.

Climate

The weather pattern is characterized by hot, dry summers and cool, moist

winters. Every several years, extreme frosts occur during winter months, but generally

the area experiences 300 to 325 frost-free days per year. 

Geology and Pedology

The Paso Robles area presents a complex geologic picture, underlain by the 4.3

million year old Paso Robles Formation.  Sandstones, siltstone, diatomite and 

conglomerates are characteristic rocks. Beds of fossil pecten and oyster shells from the

5-7 million year old Santa Margarita Formation are also present in some locations

(Chipping 1987:VIII-7).  The grey-brown soil of the project area is Lockwood shaly loam

(Lindsey 1983: 45), deep well-drained soils that formed in material weathered from

sedimentary rocks. 

Water Sources

Annual rainfall ranges from 12 to 20 inches. Today, the Salinas River, a mile to

the east, flows at the surface only during seasons of heavy rainfall, but the river flow

was more abundant and regular during the time of prehistoric human occupation of the

area. The surface flow has been reduced to a minimum in recent years by the many

municipal and private wells which draw water from the river for residential and

agricultural use, as well as the construction of the Santa Margarita Dam in the early

1940s. There are natural springs in the area, both warm sulphur springs and fresh water

(Chapman et al. 1980: 15).

Vegetation

The regional vegetation is melange of oak savanna, oak woodland  and chaparral

plant communities with a riparian component. Commonly occurring species are: Valley
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oak (Quercus lobata), interior live oak (Quercus wizlizenii), chamise (Adenostoma

fasciculatum), California lilac (Ceanothus spp.) and coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis).

Along the creeks is a riparian community where western sycamore (Platanus racemosa),

willow (Salix sp.), cottonwood (Populus fremontii), White alder (Alnus Rhombifolia),

Poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), Blackberry (Rubus ursinus), Poison hemlock

(Conium maculatum), and elderberry (Sambucus mexicana) are common. On the project

property, vegetation now consists primarily of a few specimens of valley oak and a

variety of forbs such as mustard (Brassica spp.) and milkweed (Asclepias californica) and

grasses.

Fauna

Fauna commonly occurring in the surrounding area include black-tailed deer

(Odocoileus hemionus columbianus), coyote (Canis latrans), black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus

californicus), cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus spp.), black bear (Ursus americanus) and

historically, grizzly bear (Ursus horribilis) and tule elk (Cervus elaphus nannoides). A

number of ground squirrels (Spermophilus spp.), the western gray squirrel (Sciurus

griseus), gophers (Thomomys spp.), mice (Microtus spp. and Peromyscus spp.), and a

variety of reptiles and amphibians are also present.  

Common birds in the area include red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), California

scrub jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), western

meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos) and turkey vulture

(Cathartes aura), acorn woodpecker (Melanerpes formicuvorus), and valley quail (Lophortyx

californicus).

CULTURAL BACKGROUND

Archaeological Background

Archaeological evidence indicates that the San Luis Obispo County region was

occupied as early as 8000-9000 years ago, as indicated by radiocarbon dates from

excavations at Diablo Canyon (Greenwood 1972), Edna Valley (Fitzgerald 2000),

Cambria (Gibson 1979) and Paso Robles (Stevens et al. 2004). The cultural history of this

region has until  recently been placed within the sequence that has been defined for the

Santa Barbara region, where far more archaeological investigations had taken place. 
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The first regional chronology was proposed by D.B. Rogers (1929) and was based on his

excavation of coastal sites around Santa Barbara. This three-part sequence of Early Oak

Grove or Millingstone Culture, Intermediate or Hunting People and a late Canaliño

Culture is still considered generally valid in terms of broad cultural patterns (Fitzgerald

and Jones 1998). 

Researchers on the Central Coast have  continued to refine the chronological

framework and several alternative schemes have been proposed, primarily based on

sites in the Central Valley, Central Coast and Channel Islands (cf. Moratto 1984: 125;

King 1990; Erlandson and Jones, 2002; Jones et al. 2007). The following chronology for

the San Luis Obispo area builds on this work and incorporates extensive investigations

carried out on the Pecho Coast, south of San Luis Obispo (Jones and Codding 2019).  All

dates are radiocarbon calibrated dates:

. Paleoindian 10,000 BCE - 8350 BCE

Millingstone/ Lower Archaic 8350 BCE - 3500 BCE

Early 3500 BCE - 600 BCE

Middle 600 BCE - 1000 CE

Middle/Late Transition 1000 CE- 1230 CE

Late 1230 CE - 1769 CE

Mission Period 1769 CE - 1830 CE

These periods are based upon shifts in technology that relate to the type and variety of

foods consumed, methods of procurement, and social structure.  The earliest periods

were a time of hunting and gathering, with an emphasis on seed collecting and

processing.  The tool kit for these periods shows an emphasis on milling equipment and

crude cores yielding flaked stone tools.  An increased reliance on fishing (evidenced by

fishhooks), and on acorns as a dietary staple (mortars and pestles), was indicated later

by the addition of new tools. 

Paleoindian (10,000 BCE - 8350 BCE)

Excavations on the northern Channel Islands have yielded radiocarbon dates as

early as 12,500 years ago (Erlandson and Braje 2011). There is still very limited

information for the Paleoindian period in the Central Coast mainland region. 
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Millingstone Period (8350 BCE – 3500 BCE)

More substantive archaeological evidence exists for the Millingstone Period, as

evidenced by radiocarbon dates from excavations conducted at Diablo Canyon

(Greenwood 1972), Cambria (Gibson 1979) Edna Valley (Fitzgerald et. al 1998) and Paso

Robles (Stevens et.al 2004).  It was during this period that permanent settlements with

associated cemeteries were established. This basic adaptation persisted until about 3500 

BC and was characterized by milling slabs, manos (handstones), rather crude cobble

tools and a high density of marine shellfish remains on the coast.  Collection of seeds 

appears to have been important for diet.

Early Period  (3500 BCE – 600 BCE)

Along the coast and in interior areas, the Early period is marked by the

appearance of mortars and pestles and contracting-stemmed projectile points (Jones

1993). Other artifacts found with Early period occupations are also found in

Millingstone period sites, including Olivella (Callianax biplicata) class L beads, large

side-notched projectile points, and milling slabs and handstones.  Large projectile

points and stone knives are indicative of hunting activity.  Milling implements

consisting of manos and metates were evidence of the processing of seeds, and possibly

vegetable foods, dried meats, and fish.  Greater numbers of sites are known from the

Early period, possibly signaling a population increase. The end of this period is marked

by changes in technology with the decrease of manos and metates, a shift in the

settlement pattern, and alterations in ornamental style. 

Middle Period  (600 BCE – 1000 CE)

Mortars and pestles become larger and more common during this period and

small seeds become less important as a staple.  Exotic products are adopted.  This

period heralds the advent of social and political alliances and economic networks to

regulate food supplies and their distribution in order to alleviate conditions resulting

from regional fluctuations in the harvest. Some villages grew larger and less defensive

in nature as populations were integrated into larger political units. The end of this

period is marked by dramatic changes in economic, social, and political conditions, 

evidenced by new habitation sites and larger coastal fishing communities.  

The Middle period is well represented at recorded sites along the central coast

and increasingly in interior regions as well. The types of artifacts found in Middle
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period occupations are similar to those from the Early period although a larger number

of bone implements and bead types are known and projectile points tend to be

contracting-stemmed types instead of side-notched and square-stemmed (Olsen and

Payen 1969; Bennyhoff and Hughes 1987; Jones and Waugh 1995).  Excavations at Fort

Hunter-Liggett have shown that Middle period occupations in that area resemble those

found along the coast (Jones and Haney 1997).

Middle/Late Transition Period (1000 CE – 1230 CE)

Around 1,000 AD a 300-year period of warmer temperatures and drier climate,

the Medieval Climatic Anomaly, caused adverse environmental conditions, particularly

intermittent droughts (Raab and Larson 1997). During the Late Period, terrestrial

resource production is thought to have decreased significantly, while adaptive

responses involving technology and social complexity evolved. Characteristic artifacts

include curved shell fishhooks, mortars with attached basket hopper, contracting-

stemmed and double side-notched projectile points.  The bow and arrow was

introduced. 

Late Period  (1230 CE - 1769 CE)

This period is marked by a more mobile, dispersed settlement pattern than

earlier periods (Jones et al. 2015: 15),  an increasing dependence on acorns and other

storable commodities, and a general diversification of the marine and terrestrial foods

consumed.  Late period assemblages from the interior south coast ranges are

distinguished by a suite of new bead types, small side-notched and triangular arrow

points, and hopper mortars as well as many artifact types found in earlier periods

(Olsen and Payen 1969).  At Fort Hunter Liggett, Late period occupations also included

small arrow points, new bead types, as well as bedrock mortars and unshaped pestles

(Jones 2000; Haney et al. 2002).  The Late period assemblages from a wide area of the

central coast and interior regions appear superficially similar, but this was probably a

time of continued cultural differentiation due to higher population densities.

Mission Period (1769 CE - 1830 CE )

Glass trade beads, square nails and bottle glass begin to appear in the

archaeological matrix (Meighan 1979; Moratto 1984: 273).  
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Ethnographic Overview

At the time of European contact, the Paso Robles region was primarily occupied

by a branch of the northern-most Chumash, the Obispeño (Kroeber 1925). This group

inhabited coastal and inland areas between Malibu and the vicinity of San Simeon

(Kroeber 1925; Gibson 1983). Also present in the region historically were the Migueleño

Salinan (Greenwood 1978). The Salinan were bordered by the Esselen and Costanoan to

the north, Yokuts to the east and the Chumash to the south. Examination of mission

records reveals that members of the Salinan Nation inter-married into the northern

portion of San Luis Obispo County, including the Paso Robles area. The exact boundary

of these two groups has not been well established and is the subject of continuing

research on the part of ethno-historians, archaeologists, and some Salinan and Chumash

descendants.  

The economies of the Salinan and the Chumash, as observed at the time of

European contact, were based upon an annual cycle of gathering and hunting (Geiger

and Meighan 1976).  Vegetal foods, especially acorns, provided the bulk of the diet.

Acorns were stored in large willow-twig granaries until needed, then ground in a stone

mortar. The tannic acid present in the acorn meal was leached out with water, and the

result was cooked into a gruel. Other important plant foods included wild grass and

other hard seeds, roots and corms, and  various fruits and berries. Major animal foods

included an assortment of terrestrial mammals, marine and freshwater fish, shellfish,

birds, as well as reptiles and insects.  It is unclear to what extent people living inland

ventured to the coast and vice versa, but it is likely that people were mobile enough to

take advantage of plant and animal foods when and where they occurred.  Diets would

have varied from season to season, and from year to year, depending on what was

available and accessible.

  Stone, bone, wood, plant fibers and shell all provided materials for the

production of tools. Hunting of animals and birds was accomplished with snares, traps,

spears, darts, and the during the Late Period, bow and arrow.  Stone work included

projectile points, knives, scrapers,  choppers and awls. Pecked and ground stone objects

included bowl mortars, pestles, metates, basket mortars, stone bowls, notched pebble

net sinkers, and steatite arrow shaft straighteners. Ornaments were made of steatite and

serpentine. Bone and shell tools were also manufactured; especially bone awls and C-
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shaped fishhooks.  Shell beads of mussel and abalone were the basis of the Salinan

"currency", with value being assigned based on the color or the shell (Hester 1978: 502).

Historic Overview

European contact in the San Luis Obispo County region may have begun as early

as 1587 with the visit of Pedro de Unamuno to Morro Bay, although some scholars have

questioned this based on the ambiguity of Unamuno's descriptions (Mathes 1968).  A

visit in 1595 by Sebastian Rodriguez Cermeño is better documented (Wagner 1924).  The

earliest well-documented descriptions come from accounts by members of Gaspar 

de Portola's land expedition, which passed through the region in 1769 (Squibb 1984).  

No large villages, such as those seen along the Santa Barbara channel, were reported by

early travelers in the San Luis Obispo region.

Permanent Spanish settlement of the region began with the founding of Mission

San Antonia de Padua (near King City) in 1771 and San Luis Obispo de Tolosa (in San

Luis Obispo) in 1772.  Twenty-five years later, Mission San Miguel Archangel was

founded in the heart of southern Salinan territory. The mission properties of San Miguel

mission were extensive and included an outlying rancho station, Las Gallinas, near

present day Paso Robles (Ohles 1997).  

As elsewhere, induction into the mission system had a devastating effect on the

local inhabitants, requiring them to live and work at the mission and to a great extent

abandon their former lifeways. The inadvertent introduction of  European diseases, the

consequent high mortality rate, and the pressure of overwhelming social change

decimated the population.  By 1805, most native villages had been abandoned, and the

populace had either fled or moved into the mission system (Gibson 1983).  The natives

who had survived the Spanish colonization period, went on to build and staff the

rancheros of the Mexican and American periods which followed.  By the beginning of

the 20th Century, the Chumash and Salinan had been integrated into American society

(Gibson 1983; King 1984, 1990).

In 1822, Mexico attained independence of Spain and California became a

Mexican territory.  The Secularization Act, passed by the Mexican congress in 1833,

provided for the immediate break-up of the missions and the transfer of mission lands

to settlers and Indians.  Work toward this end began in 1834 under Governor Figueroa. 
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Grants were made to individuals by the governor on the recommendation of the local

alcalde of the Mission (Shumway 2007).  During the years from 1840 to 1846, a series of

land grants were made from the lands of Mission San Miguel by the governors of

Mexican California.  Most of these were used for grazing huge cattle herds.  Even after

the acquisition of California by the United States the ranchos continued to thrive until

the drought of 1863 - 1864.  This drought was ruinous to many of the ranchos.  Tens of

thousands of acres changes hands as lands sold for less than their assessed value (Angel

1883; Morrison & Haydon 1917).  The new owners were most often North Americans

who arrived on the heels of the drought as land prices plummeted.

The project area was a portion of the 26,000 acre rancho El Paso de los Robles,

granted May 12, 1844 to Pedro Navarez by Mexican Governor Manuel Micheltorena.  In

1848 the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo marked an end to the Mexican American war

and California became a territory of the United States.  Statehood was attained in 1850

and in 1851 the Land Act, passed by Congress, meant that the rancheros now had to

prove  ownership of their land.  A patent on the El Paso de los Robles was obtained July

20, 1866 by Petronillo Rios.  Prior to the patent, however, the parcel had been sold in

two separate transactions, first  to Daniel and James Blackburn on September 21, 1858.

The second  portion was sold July 9, 1861 to Lazarus Godchaux.  They immediately

began making improvements to the hot sulphur springs which had been used by local

inhabitants for generations.  The location had long been a rest stop for travelers on the

El Camino Real.  In 1864 the El Paso de Robles Hotel with attendant mineral hot spring

bathhouse, was built. By the 1870s, the Paso Robles Hot Springs was a well known

destination for people seeking the famous curative powers of the springs (Sawyer 1915). 

The West Coast Land Co. was incorporated on March 27, 1886.  The immediate

objective was to develop 64,000 acres of land,  comprised of the ranchos Santa Ysabel, El

Paso de Robles, Eureka, and the unsold portion of Huer Huero that had been purchase

over the preceding decade.  The purchases were based upon the expectation that the

Southern Pacific Railroad coastal line between San Francisco and Los Angeles through

San Luis Obispo County would bring prosperity to the region (Nicholson 1980).  A

town plan for Paso Robles, on the western side of the Salinas River, was commissioned,

and on November 17, 1886, two weeks after the first train arrived in “town” a  Grand

Auction was held, resulting in the sale of 228 lots.  The town plan was completed by

1887 and the town was incorporated as a city in 1889. The trickle of settlers became a
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flood and Paso Robles became a major export center for cattle, grain, dairy products,

stone  fruit, walnuts, and almonds. Throughout the later part of the nineteenth and the

twentieth century, the economy of the Paso Robles region was largely agricultural. 

Cattle ranches, dairies, almond and other fruit orchards, and large tracts devoted to dry

land grain production comprised the rural landscape.  This resulted in the clearing of

much of the Oak woodland, including the present project area ( Rossi 1979: 258). During

the mid twentieth century, Paso Robles was known as  "The Almond Capital of the

World." Much of the region around Paso Robles 

In 1882, York Mountain Vineyard opened, eventually becoming one of the first

bonded wineries on the Central Coast. Agriculture has continued to be the mainstay of

the region up to the present, with increasing emphasis on viticulture and wine-making.  

The proliferation of wineries in the last 30 years has also lead to tourism once again

becoming a major component of the local economy.

MAP AND RECORDS SEARCH RESULTS

Prior to the field survey, a records and literature search was conducted at the

Central Coast Information Center at the Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History,

which is the regional clearinghouse for archaeological site information for San Luis

Obispo County under agreement with the California Office of Historic Preservation

(OHP).  The search also included inventories for the State Historic Property Data Files,

National Register of Historic Places, National Register of Determined Eligible

Properties, California Historical Landmarks, California Points of Historic Interest,

California OHP Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility, and the CalTrans State

and Local Bridge Surveys. 

Fourteen cultural resource studies have been conducted within a 1/2 mile radius

of the project area (Bonner 2004; Clift and Farrell 2001, 2002; Conway 2000; Farrell 1996,

1998; Gibson 1973; Gibson and Parsons 1996; Girado and Orfila 2008; Haversat et al.

1984; Haydu and Price 2013; Lober 2007; Singer 2004, 2006).  No prehistoric

archaeological sites have been identified within the same radius. One historic resource,

the Atlantic Richfield Beacon service station Number 13,  is located to the north on the

west side of Theater Drive (Farrell 1996).
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SUMMARY OF NATIVE AMERICAN OUTREACH

A letter was sent on November 30, 2022, to the Project Analyst at the Native

American Heritage Commission. The letter explained the proposed project and asked

him to conduct a Sacred Lands Search and forward to CRMS any names and addresses

of those who may have knowledge of cultural resources within the study area, or who

would like to comment on the project.

On December 8, 2022 a letter dated the same day, was received from Cody

Campagne, Project Analyst, indicating that the Sacred Lands Search conducted at the

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) yielded no evidence of Sacred Lands

with the project. A list of interested Native American individuals and groups was

included.  Letters, explaining the project and soliciting comments were sent to each of

the Native Americans and groups listed (Exhibit B).  On December 20, , 2022, letters

were written to the Native Americans and groups listed by the NAHC explaining the

project, and asking for their comments.

RESULTS OF FIELD INVESTIGATION 

A field reconnaissance of the project area was made on December 19, 2022  by

Ron Rose and on December 26, 2022 by Nancy Farrell both of CRMS.  The entire surface

was inspected by walking parallel transects at two meter intervals. Mineral soil

visibility was variable but generally poor (20%); however the abundant spoil piles from

ground burrowing mammals provided additional visibility.   No  evidence of

prehistoric or historic artifacts, features, or other indications of significant cultural

resources were found during the survey. (Figure 4, 5, and 6).
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Figure 4: Overview of Survey Area-View To Northeast

Figure 5: Overview of Survey Area-View To Southeast
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Figure 6: Overview of Survey Area-View To Southwest

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Since no evidence of significant cultural resources was located on the subject

property, no further archaeological investigations are recommended at this time.  While

it is unlikely that subsurface remains are present, the nature of surface survey does not

preclude the possible existence of such remains.  If prehistoric or historic cultural

materials are encountered during any phase of property grading or development the

work should be halted until a qualified archaeologist can make an assessment of the

resources and formulate proper mitigation measures. 
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Attachment 7 

Mitigation Monitoring Program – Page 15 of 15 

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. 
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