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Initial Study 

1. Project Title 
Waterline Improvement Project (project) 

2. Lead Agency/Project Sponsor and Contact 

Lead Agency/Project Sponsor 
Oceano Community Services District 
1655 Front Street 
Oceano, California 93445 

Contact Person 
Paavo Ogren, Interim General Manager 
Oceano Community Services District 
(805) 481-6730 
paavo@oceanocsd.org 

3. Project Location 
The proposed project consists of multiple pipeline segments from the Oceano Community Services 
District (OCSD) Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The pipeline segments are located primarily within 
the unincorporated community of Oceano in San Luis Obispo County, California. All but two pipeline 
segments associated with the project are located within the OCSD service boundary, with the 
remaining two pipeline segments located immediately adjacent to OCSD’s northeastern boundary in 
the city of Arroyo Grande. Pipeline alignments would be located within the public right-of-way 
(ROW) within paved roads and dirt shoulders.  

Figure 1 shows the project’s regional context. Figure 2 shows the location of each proposed 
improvement with pipeline segment labels. Representative site photos are shown in Figure 3. 
Regional access would be provided by Cabrillo Highway (State Route [SR] 1) and U.S. 101.  

4. Project Setting and Surrounding Land Uses 
The pipeline alignment is primarily surrounded by residential, industrial, commercial, and 
recreational land uses. Oceano Elementary School is located east of CIP Segment 2-5, west of CIP 
Segments 2-7 and 2-8, and south of CIP Segment 3-3. Fairgrove Elementary School is located west of 
Segment 3-10. Oceano Park is located west of CIP Segment 1-5. 
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Figure 1 Regional Location 
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Figure 2 Project Location 
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Figure 3 Site Photographs 

 
Photograph 1. View facing northeast in residential neighborhood at southern end of Segment 2-2. 

 
Photograph 2. View facing north in residential neighborhood along Segment 1-7. 
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Photograph 3. View facing north in developed area within residential neighborhood along Segment 3-1.  

 
Photograph 4. View facing east in a landscaped area along Segment 2-10, within a residential 
neighborhood in Halcyon. 
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5. Coastal Zone  
The project’s pipeline segments located west of SR 1 are situated in the Coastal Zone, as established 
by the California Coastal Commission. The California Coastal Commission has planning, regulatory, 
and permitting responsibilities, in partnership with local governments, for development occurring 
within the Coastal Zone, an area along the coastline of California. The County of San Luis Obispo 
maintains a Local Coastal Program (LCP), a planning document identifying allowable development 
within the Coastal Zone that must be certified by the California Coastal Commission. The LCP allows 
the County to issue Coastal Development Permits (CDPs), which are required for development in the 
Coastal Zone. The project could potentially require a CDP from the County of San Luis Obispo.  

6. General Plan Designation 
The pipeline alignment is located within existing public roadway ROW and does not have a land use 
designation. 

7. Zoning 
The pipeline alignment is located within existing public roadway ROW and is not zoned. 

8. Project Description 

Project Background 
OCSD is a multi-service special district providing fire protection, sewer collection and water services, 
solid waste, parks and recreation, and street lighting to residents and businesses in the communities 
of Oceano and Halcyon in San Luis Obispo County, California. OCSD currently provides water service 
to approximately 2,200 connections through a water system comprised of approximately 22.5 miles 
of pipelines. The existing pipelines vary in age from recently installed to almost 70 years old. 
Although a portion of the OCSD’s water system was installed or replaced in the 1980s and 1990s, 
several water mains1 in the existing system are approaching the end of their useful life expectancy. 
These outdated pipelines are at risk of breakage and leakage. Furthermore, the existing pipeline 
system contains sections of undersized pipelines that do not provide adequate fire flow at the 
minimum operational pressure of 20 pound-force per square inch. There are also an estimated 25 
dead ends2 reported in the existing pipeline system. 

To address the deficiencies described above, the OCSD CIP identifies specific pipeline projects 
needed to upgrade and repair the system. The CIP ranks each project as either Priority 1, 2, or 3 
(OCSD 2022). 

 
1 A water main is a primary underground pipe in a municipal water distribution system. 
2 A pipeline dead end is a pipe that is completely closed off. 
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Project Overview 
The Waterline Improvement Project (“project” or “proposed project”) would consist of a 
combination of Priority 1, 2, and 3 pipeline project segments selected from the CIP, as shown in 
Figure 2, above, and Table 1, below.  

The proposed project would include the following components, which would be installed within 
existing ROW on previously disturbed surfaces: 

 Installation of new pipeline main sections; 
 Replacement of existing main pipeline sections with upsized pipes;  
 Extension of dead-end pipeline to form pipeline loops;  
 Installation of an emergency intertie with the City of Arroyo Grande system (at the intersection 

of Halcyon and The Pike); and 
 Replacement and installation of control valves in the pipeline system.  

Table 1 CIP Segments List 

Segment 
No. Description 

Existing 
Diameter 

(inch) 

Proposed 
Diameter 

(inch) 
Length  

(LF) 
Construction 

Method 

1-2 Cabrillo Highway and Front Street – 8 400 Open Cut 

1-3 22nd Street at Paso Robles Street – 8 225 Open Cut 

1-4 Truman Drive 4 8 250 Open Cut 

1-5 Railroad Street Alley 
(Truman Drive to Air Park) 

4, 6 10 1,000 Open Cut 

1-7 Strand Way (South of Utah Avenue) 4 8 235 Open Cut 

1-8 Laguna Drive Alley 
(South of Utah Avenue) 

4 8 130 Open Cut 

1-10 Utah Avenue Alley 
(Strand Way to Utah Avenue) 

3 8 195 Open Cut 

1-11 Pershing Drive across SR 1 – 8 200 Jack and Bore 

2-1 Pier Avenue (Lakeside to SR 1) 6 10 1,140 Open Cut 

2-2 Norswing Drive Loop 
(North of Pier Avenue) 

41 8 1,750 Open Cut 

2-3 Railroad Street 
(Creek Road to 17th Street) 

– 8 650 Jack and Bore 

2-4 Creek Road 
(Sand Dollar to Railroad Street) 

– 8 480 Open Cut 

2-5 16th Street at Warner Street 2, 4, 6 8 940 Open Cut 

2-6 14th Street at Wilmar Avenue 2 8 380 Open Cut 

2-7 Vista Street  
(19th Street to 21st Street) 

2 8 480 Open Cut 

2-8 Warner Street 
(19th Street to 21st Street) 

2 8 480 Open Cut 

2-9 South 4th Street Upgrade 2 8 200 Open Cut 

2-10 Temple Street and Halcyon Road – 12 1,075 Open Cut 
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Segment 
No. Description 

Existing 
Diameter 

(inch) 

Proposed 
Diameter 

(inch) 
Length  

(LF) 
Construction 

Method 

3-1 La Verne Avenue 
(22nd Street to 23rd Street) 

4 8 500 Open Cut 

3-2 23rd Street at Wilmar Avenue 4 8 300 Open Cut 

3-3 18th Street at Wilmar Avenue 4 8 40 Open Cut 

3-4 Laguna Drive Alley 
(Utah Avenue to Strand Way) 

4 8 940 Open Cut 

3-5 Utah Avenue Alley 
(York Avenue to Utah Avenue) 

3 8 195 Open Cut 

3-6 Rochelle Way Loop – 8 200 Open Cut 

3-7 Security Court at Sunset Lane 2 8 280 Open Cut 

3-8 21st Street at River Avenue – 8 690 Open Cut 

3-9 La Vista Court at The Pike 4 8 425 Open Cut 

3-10 Lancaster Drive at The Pike 4 8 1,150 Open Cut 

3-11 Trinidad Dive at Martinique Drive 4 8 300 Open Cut 

Total Linear Feet 15,230 
1 In this segment, the project would replace/upsize a portion of existing pipeline and also install a portion of new pipeline.  

Construction 
Project construction would utilize a combination of open-cut trenching and trenchless jack-and-bore 
construction techniques. The following is a general description of each phase of construction: 

 Site Preparation. The existing pavement along the pipeline alignment would be cut with a 
concrete saw or otherwise broken and removed using jackhammers, pavement breakers, and 
loaders. Other similar equipment may be used. The pavement would then be removed from the 
project site and recycled or disposed of at an appropriate facility. 

 Pipeline Installation (open-cut trenching). Open-cut trenching typically consists of trench 
excavation (including saw cutting of pavement where applicable), shoring to stabilize the pipe 
bed, pipe installation, and backfilling. Construction usually progresses along the alignment with 
the maximum length of open trench at one time being approximately 500 feet in length.  

 Pipeline Installation (jack-and-bore). Jack-and-boring, or trenchless installation, typically 
consists of excavation of the launching and receiving pits (including saw cutting of pavement 
where applicable), installation of the shoring system and boring equipment, installation of steel 
casing and pipeline, removal of equipment, and backfilling. The trenchless installation would be 
performed by operating a crane to lower and remove equipment and materials. Jack-and-bore 
installation would be used to install two pipeline segments; Segment 1-11, which would traverse 
SR 1, and Segment 2-3, which would traverse the Union Pacific railroad tracks. These segments 
are shown in Figure 2.  

 Paving/Ground Restoration. Any portion of the roadway or landscaped areas damaged by 
construction activities would be repaved or restored in accordance with all applicable Arroyo 
Grande or San Luis Obispo County standards. Once the pavement has been restored, traffic 
delineation (striping) would also be restored. 
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The project would result in approximately 76,150 square feet, or approximately 1.75 acres, of 
ground disturbance, and a typical maximum excavation depth of up to five feet. Where the pipeline 
would need to cross below an existing utility or drainage channel, the depths may be greater and 
would depend on the characteristics of the utility or channel. 

Construction activities are anticipated to excavate approximately 6,000 cubic yards (cy) of pavement 
and soil, 3,000 cy of which would be temporarily stockpiled on site and used as backfill upon 
completion of pipeline installation. Generally, trench spoils would be temporarily stockpiled within 
the construction staging and storage area adjacent to each pipeline segment. However, storage of 
supplies, materials, and equipment would ultimately depend on the contractor and subcontractors. 
Approximately 2,400 cy of soil would be imported from off-site. The remaining 3,000 cy of 
excavated soil would be hauled away for re-use or disposal at an appropriately licensed facility.  

If groundwater dewatering is required based on site conditions, groundwater would be discharged 
into either: 1) the storm drain, 2) the sanitary sewer, or 3) nearby existing recharge, retention, or 
detention basins. The project would adhere to applicable rules and regulations related to discharge, 
including the County of San Luis Obispo National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Permit as well as discharge requirements established by the South San Luis Obispo County 
Sanitation District. The project would not discharge dewatered groundwater into storm drains 
leading to Arroyo Grande Creek or other local surface freshwater bodies if practicable. If 
groundwater must be dewatered into storm drains discharging to local surface water bodies, 
dewatered groundwater would be temporarily stored in baker tanks and water quality would be 
tested prior to discharge, consistent with permit requirements. 

Construction Schedule 

For analysis purposes, project construction was assumed to occur between January and December 
2025. Implementation of the project would likely be phased based on either location or priority. 
Construction activities would generally take place Monday through Friday between 7:00 a.m. and 3:30 
p.m. No nighttime construction is proposed. Based on approximately 130 days of construction and 
15,230 linear feet of pipeline included in the project, it is assumed that approximately 118 linear feet 
of pipeline would be installed per day.3  

Operation and Maintenance 
Existing operation and maintenance activities associated with OCSD’s water system would be 
substantially reduced once all CIP segments are implemented. Specifically, there would be an overall 
reduction in reactive maintenance activities including main breaks, leaks, service calls, and line 
flushing. Such a reduction in reactive maintenance would allow water system pumps, motors, wells, 
and plant piping to be upgraded and better maintained, resulting in an overall increase in the 
longevity of those facilities. A reduction in reactive maintenance would also allow for the routine 
exercising of equipment and the replacement of old meters to more accurately track and bill 
customer water use. Furthermore, replacement of water mains associated with the proposed 
project would allow OCSD staff to focus on maintaining high water quality levels and optimizing 
water supplies from all sources.  

The emergency intertie between the OCSD system and the City of Arroyo Grande system would be 
located on Segment 2-10 along Halcyon Road. This intertie would be installed for emergency 
purposes only and would not alter the water supply capacity of either system.  

 
3 Total pipeline (15,230 linear feet) divide by total trench and trenchless construction days (130 days) = 118 linear feet per day 
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Best Management Practices 

County of San Luis Obispo Public Improvement Standards 
The proposed project would adhere to the most current version of the County of San Luis Obispo 
Public Improvement Standards (2022, at the time of preparation of this document), which include 
design standards and construction specifications for projects involving public roadways as well as 
Best Management Practices (BMPs). The following project BMPs are informed by measures required 
in the 2022 Public Improvement Standards: 

 Erosion Control BMPs. Sediment and erosion control BMPs would be implemented, including 
pollutant source control, protection of stockpiles, protection of slopes, protection of all 
disturbed areas, protection of site access points, and perimeter containment measures. The 
intent of the sediment and erosion control BMPs would be to prevent disturbed sediment from 
entering drainage conveyances, generating fugitive dust, or migrating onto adjacent properties 
or the public ROW.  

 Traffic Control BMPs. Construction signs and other necessary traffic control devices would be 
installed prior to the commencement of work. All private driveways and side streets would be 
kept open at all times, except when construction takes place immediately in front of the 
driveway or side street. At the conclusion of each workday, all paved traveled-way surfaces 
would be restored to an all-weather, traversable condition.  

9. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required 
OCSD is the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) with responsibility 
for approving the project. This project would require permits from other public agencies, outlined 
below in Table 2. The encroachment permits may establish additional construction, utility, and 
traffic control requirements. 

Table 2 Summary of Potentially Required Approvals 
Regulating Agency Potential Permit/Approval Reason for Permit/Approval 

California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans)  

Encroachment Permit  Construction of CIP Segments 1-11 and 2-4 

State Water Resources 
Control Board, Central 
Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board  

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Construction General 
Permit, NPDES General Permit for 
Discharges of Groundwater from 
Construction 

Construction activities resulting in ground 
disturbance exceeding one acre, discharge of 
groundwater encountered during 
construction 

California Coastal 
Commission  

Coastal Development Permit  Construction of pipeline segments within 
Coastal Zone 

County of San Luis Obispo Encroachment Permit  Construction of CIP Segments 1-2 through 3-8 

City of Arroyo Grande Encroachment Permit Construction of CIP Segments 3-9 and 3-10 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
This project would potentially affect the environmental factors checked below, involving at least 
one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as 
indicated by the checklist on the following pages. The checklist is based upon the CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G Initial Study checklist. 

□ Aesthetics □ Agriculture and 
Forestry Resources 

□ Air Quality 

■ Biological Resources ■ Cultural Resources □ Energy 

□ Geology and Soils □ Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

■ Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

□ Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

□ Land Use and Planning □ Mineral Resources 

■ Noise □ Population and 
Housing 

□ Public Services 

□ Recreation □ Transportation ■ Tribal Cultural Resources 

□ Utilities and Service 
Systems 

□ Wildfire ■ Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

Determination 
Based on this initial evaluation: 

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

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

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

□ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated” impact on the environment, but at least one 
effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis as described on attached sheets. A SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 
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□ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potential significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in 
an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have 
been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, 
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, 
nothing further is required. 

   

Signature  Date 

   

Printed Name  Title 
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Environmental Checklist 

1 Aesthetics 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code 
Section 21099, would the project:     

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

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

c. In non-urbanized areas, 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 a 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? □ □ □ ■ 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare that would adversely affect daytime 
or nighttime views in the area? □ □ ■ □ 

Impact Analysis 

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

A scenic vista is usually defined as a panoramic view from an elevated position or a long-range view 
from a public vantage point. Scenic vistas in San Luis Obispo County include views of mountains and 
ridgelines, unique geological forms, bays and the coastline, open meadows, riparian corridors, 
wetland areas, forested areas, open spaces, and agricultural areas (County of San Luis Obispo 2010). 
Scenic vistas along the pipeline segments primarily consist of views of the coastline and the Oceano 
Lagoon to the west, distant views of the Santa Lucia Mountain Range to the north, and views of 
agricultural lands to the east.  

The proposed pipeline segments are surrounded by residential, industrial, commercial, and 
recreational land uses (see Figure 3 for representative photographs of existing site conditions along 
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the pipeline segments). During construction of the project, scenic vistas visible from the project site 
would be temporarily impaired by the staging and operation of construction equipment. Up to 500 
feet of scenic vistas would be temporarily impaired at any given time as construction activities move 
along the pipeline segments. Once construction of the pipeline segments is complete, the project 
would not result in permanent aesthetic changes that would alter scenic vistas from their existing 
conditions because the segments would be located entirely underground. In addition, no trees 
would be removed due to construction of the project, and any damaged features, including 
landscaped areas and roadway pavement, would be restored. Therefore, the proposed pipeline 
would not have a substantial adverse impact on scenic vistas or scenic resources. No impact would 
occur.  

NO IMPACT 

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

There are no officially designated state or county scenic highways in the vicinity of the pipeline 
segments (California Department of Transportation [Caltrans] 2019 and 2022a). Furthermore, the 
Oceano Specific Plan does not identify any locally-designated scenic routes (County of San Luis 
Obispo 2001). Therefore, the project would not damage scenic resources within a state scenic 
highway. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

c. Would the project, in non-urbanized areas, 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 a 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? 

According to Public Resources Code Section 21071(b), an unincorporated area is considered 
“urbanized” if 1) the area is completely surrounded by one or more incorporated cities, the total 
population of the unincorporated area and the surrounding cities is at least 100,000 persons, and 
the population density of the unincorporated area is at least equal to the population density of the 
surrounding cities; or 2) the area is located within an urban growth boundary and has an existing 
residential population of at least 5,000 persons per square mile. The pipeline segments are located 
in unincorporated San Luis Obispo County and the city of Arroyo Grande. The general project area is 
bordered by the city of Grover Beach to the north. No incorporated cities are located to the south or 
east of the area. In addition, the project site is not located within an urban growth boundary. 
Therefore, the project site is located in a non-urbanized area. 

Existing visual character and quality of public views would be temporarily impaired during 
construction of the project by the staging and operation of construction equipment. However, upon 
completion of construction, the pipelines would be located entirely underground. In addition, no 
trees would be removed due to construction of the project, and any damaged features, including 
landscaped areas and roadway pavement, would be restored. Therefore, the project would not 
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings. No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect 
daytime or nighttime views in the area? 

Construction of the project would occur during daytime hours and would generally not require the 
use of lighting. However, construction lighting may be required during the afternoon hours in the 
late fall and early winter months. In this case, lights may be visible from surrounding roadways and 
land uses. Any lights used during construction activities would create a new temporary light source 
that would otherwise not be present. Construction lighting would not face toward adjacent land 
uses and would instead be directed down towards construction activities. Furthermore, during 
installation or replacement of the proposed pipeline segments and control valves, the active 
construction area and any associated lighting would be continuously moving along the length of the 
pipeline segments as each segment is installed or replaced, making construction lighting impacts 
both temporary and short-term. Therefore, the project would not create a new source of substantial 
light or glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the vicinity of the project 
site. Once construction is complete, the project would not create a new source of light or glare 
because the proposed pipeline segments would be located underground. Therefore, impacts related 
to light and glare would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

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

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

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 51104(g))? □ □ □ ■ 

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

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? □ □ □ ■ 

Impact Analysis 
a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 

Importance (Farmland), as shown on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

c. Would the project 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 51104(g))? 
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d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

e. Would the project 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? 

The project site is not zoned or designated for agricultural use (County of San Luis Obispo 2001; City 
of Arroyo Grande 2018). Some pipeline segments are located adjacent to lands classified as Prime 
Farmland (DOC 2018). Similarly, some pipeline segments are located adjacent to lands enrolled 
under the Williamson Act (DOC 2017). However, the project would be constructed entirely within 
previously disturbed ROW and would not require additional ground disturbance in adjacent 
agricultural areas. Therefore, the project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use nor would the project conflict with zoning 
for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No impact to agricultural resources would occur. 

The project site is not zoned for forest land or timberland and is not located on or near forest land 
(County of San Luis Obispo 2001; City of Arroyo Grande 2018). Therefore, the project would not 
involve changes to the existing environment that could result in the loss of forest land or the 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impact to forestry resources would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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3 Air Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air quality plan? □ □ □ ■ 

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? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Result in other emissions (such as those 
leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? □ □ ■ □ 

Overview of Air Pollution 
The federal and State Clean Air Acts (CAA) mandate the control and reduction of certain air 
pollutants. Under these laws, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) have established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) and the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for “criteria pollutants” and 
other pollutants. Some pollutants are emitted directly from a source (e.g., vehicle tailpipe, an 
exhaust stack of a factory, etc.) into the atmosphere, including carbon monoxide, volatile organic 
compounds (VOC)/reactive organic gases (ROG),4 nitrogen oxides (NOX), particulate matter with 
diameters of ten microns or less (PM10) and 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide, and lead. 
Other pollutants are created indirectly through chemical reactions in the atmosphere, such as 
ozone, which is created by atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions primarily between 
ROG and NOX. Air pollutants can also be generated by the natural environment, such as when high 
winds suspend fine dust particles. Secondary pollutants include oxidants, ozone, and sulfate and 
nitrate particulates (smog). 

Air pollutant emissions are generated primarily by stationary and mobile sources. Stationary sources 
can be divided into two major subcategories: 

 Point sources occur at a specific location and are often identified by an exhaust vent or stack. 
Examples include boilers or combustion equipment that produce electricity or generate heat.  

 
4 CARB defines VOC and ROG similarly as, “any compound of carbon excluding carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic 
carbides or carbonates, and ammonium carbonate,” with the exception that VOC are compounds that participate in atmospheric 
photochemical reactions. For the purposes of this analysis, ROG and VOC are considered comparable in terms of mass emissions, and the 
term ROG is used in this IS-MND. 
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 Area sources are widely distributed and include such sources as residential and commercial 
water heaters, painting operations, lawn mowers, agricultural fields, landfills, and some 
consumer products.  

Mobile sources refer to emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative 
emissions, and can also be divided into two major subcategories: 

 On-road sources that may be legally operated on roadways and highways.  
 Off-road sources include aircraft, ships, trains, and self-propelled construction equipment.  

Air Quality Standards and Attainment 
The project site is located in the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB), which includes San Luis 
Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Ventura Counties. The project site is under the jurisdiction of the San 
Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (SLOCAPCD). As the local air quality management 
agency, SLOCAPCD is required to monitor air pollutant levels to ensure that state and federal air 
quality standards are met and, if they are not met, to develop strategies to meet the standards. 
Depending on whether or not the standards are met or exceeded, San Luis Obispo County is 
classified as being in “attainment” or “nonattainment.” In areas designated as nonattainment for 
one or more air pollutants, a cumulative air quality impact exists for those air pollutants. The human 
health effects associated with these criteria pollutants, presented in Table 3, is already occurring in 
those areas as part of the environmental baseline condition. Under state law, air districts are 
required to prepare a plan for air quality improvement for pollutants for which the district is in non-
attainment.  

Table 3 Health Effects Associated with Criteria Pollutants 
Pollutant Adverse Effects 

Ozone (1) Short-term exposures: (a) pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in 
humans and animals and (b) risk to public health implied by alterations in pulmonary 
morphology and host defense in animals; (2) long-term exposures: risk to public health 
implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary morphology in 
animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary function decrements in chronically 
exposed humans; (3) vegetation damage; and (4) property damage. 

Carbon monoxide (CO) Reduces oxygen delivery leading to: (1) aggravation of chest pain (angina pectoris) and other 
aspects of coronary heart disease; (2) decreased exercise tolerance in persons with 
peripheral vascular disease and lung disease; (3) impairment of central nervous system 
functions; and (4) possible increased risk to fetuses. 

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) (1) Potential to aggravate chronic respiratory disease and respiratory symptoms in sensitive 
groups; (2) risk to public health implied by pulmonary and extra-pulmonary biochemical and 
cellular changes and pulmonary structural changes; and (3) contribution to atmospheric 
discoloration. 

Sulfur dioxide  (1) Bronchoconstriction accompanied by symptoms that may include wheezing, shortness of 
breath, and chest tightness during exercise or physical activity in persons with asthma. 

Suspended particulate 
matter  

(1) Excess deaths from short-term and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines in 
pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly induction; 
(4) adverse birth outcomes including low birth weight; (5) increased infant mortality; (6) 
increased respiratory symptoms in children such as cough and bronchitis; and (7) increased 
hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease (including asthma).1 
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Pollutant Adverse Effects 

Suspended particulate 
matter  

(1) Excess deaths from short- and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines in 
pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly induction; 
(4) adverse birth outcomes, including low birth weight; (5) increased infant mortality; (6) 
increased respiratory symptoms in children, such as cough and bronchitis; and (7) increased 
hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease, including asthma. 

Lead (1) Short-term overexposures: lead poisoning can cause (a) anemia, (b) weakness, (c) kidney 
damage, and (d) brain damage; (2) long-term exposures: long-term exposure to lead 
increases risk for (a) high blood pressure, (b) heart disease, (c) kidney failure, and (d) reduced 
fertility. 

Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) 2022 

The NAAQS and CAAQS attainment statuses for the San Luis Obispo County are listed in Table 4. As 
of January 2019 (the last date that SLOAPCD’s attainment status was updated), San Luis Obispo 
County is in non-attainment for the 1-hour and 8-hour State standards for ozone and the 24-hour 
and annual State standards for PM10 (SLOAPCD 2019). San Luis Obispo County is designated as 
attainment or unclassified for all other federal and state standards.  

Table 4 San Luis Obispo County Attainment Status 
Pollutant Standard Designation 

1-Hour Ozone NAAQS 
CAAQS 

N/A 
Nonattainment 

8-Hour Ozone NAAQS 
CAAQS 

Attainment  
Nonattainment 

CO NAAQS 
CAAQS 

Unclassified 
Attainment 

NO2 NAAQS 
CAAQS 

Unclassified  

Attainment 

SO2 NAAQS 
CAAQS 

Unclassifiable 

Attainment 

PM10 NAAQS 
CAAQS 

Unclassified/Attainment 
Nonattainment 

PM2.5 (24-hour) 
PM2.5 (Annual) 

NAAQS 
CAAQS 

Attainment 
Attainment 

Lead NAAQS 
CAAQS 

Unclassified/Attainment 
Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide CAAQS Attainment 

Sulfates CAAQS Attainment 

NAAQS: National Ambient Air Quality Standards; CAAQS: California Ambient Air Quality Standards; CO: carbon monoxide; PM10: 
particulate matter 10 microns or less in size; PM2.5: particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in size; NO2: nitrogen dioxide; SO2: sulfur 
dioxide 

Source: SLOAPCD 2019, CARB 2020 
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San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 
SLOAPCD regulates air quality in the portion of the SCCAB that is in San Luis Obispo County and is 
responsible for attainment planning related to criteria air pollutants, and for district rule 
development and enforcement. Under state law, the SLOAPCD is required to prepare an overall plan 
for air quality improvement for their jurisdiction within the SCCAB, which is known as the Clean Air 
Plan. The most recent Clean Air Plan was prepared in 2001. The 2001 Clean Air Plan is the third 
update to the original 1991 Clean Air Plan, adopted in 1992.5 The 2001 Clean Air Plan describes the 
air quality setting for the County in detail, including the local climate and meteorology, current and 
projected air quality, and the regulatory framework for the management of air quality. The 2001 
Clean Air Plan is intended to bring the County into attainment of the State ozone standard through a 
comprehensive set of control measures designed to reduce ozone precursor emissions from a wide 
variety of stationary and mobile sources.  

In July 2005, SLOCAPCD adopted a Particulate Matter Report in order to update the jurisdiction’s 
control measures for particulate matter, as required by SB 656. In 2015, SLOCAPCD adopted an 
Ambient Air Monitoring Network Assessment in order to identify and analyze its historic and current 
air monitoring sites. The Ambient Air Monitoring Network Assessment was updated in June 2019. In 
September 2019, SLOCAPCD adopted an Ozone Emergency Episode Plan, in compliance with the 
Federal Clean Air Act, in order to provide the basis for taking actions when ambient ozone 
concentrations reach a level that could endanger public health in San Luis Obispo County. 

Air Emission Thresholds 
The SLOAPCD (2012, 2017) has adopted the CEQA Air Quality Handbook for quantifying and 
determining the significance of air quality emissions. The quarterly construction thresholds apply to 
projects that would be completed in more than one quarter. Quarterly thresholds are subdivided 
into Tier 1 and Tier 2 mitigation requirements. For projects exceeding 2.5 tons per quarter for ROG 
and NOX combined, and PM10 fugitive dust, standard mitigation measures and Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) for construction equipment would be applied. Projects exceeding the higher Tier 
2 threshold, 6.3 tons per quarter ROG and NOX combined, and PM10 fugitive dust, are required to 
implement more stringent mitigation measures such as construction activity management plan and 
off-site mitigation. As of October 2016, the SLOAPCD has determined that projects shall implement 
Standard Mitigation Measures anytime a project exceeds the ROG and NOX threshold of 137 lbs. per 
day, regardless of whether or not it is over 90 days (1 quarter). 

Thresholds of significance contained in the CEQA Air Quality Handbook include the following for Tier 
1 construction activities and Operational emissions:  

 SLOAPCD considers construction emissions to be significant if the project would generate more 
than 137 pounds of ROG and NOX (combined) daily, or 2.5 tons of ROG and NOX (combined) 
quarterly (Tier 1).  

 SLOAPCD considers construction emissions to be significant if the project would generate more 
than 0.13 tons of diesel particulate matter quarterly (Tier 1).  

 SLOAPCD considers construction emissions to be significant if the project would generate more 
than 2.5 tons of PM10 quarterly.  

 SLOAPCD has not established quantitative thresholds for CO for construction.  

 
5 The 2001 CAP is incorporated by reference and is available for review at the SLOAPCD website, www.slocleanair.org. 
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 SLOAPCD considers operational air quality impacts to be significant if the project would 
generate more than 25 pounds per day of ROG and NOX (combined), 1.25 pounds per day of 
diesel particulate matter (DPM), 25 pounds per day of PM10, or 550 pounds per day of CO.  

 SLOAPCD considers operational air quality impacts to be significant if the project would 
generate more than 25 tons per year of ROG and NOX (combined), or 25 tons per year of PM10. 

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

Consistency with the Clean Air Plan means that stationary and vehicle emissions associated with the 
project are accounted for in the Clean Air Plan’s growth assumptions. According to the SLOAPCD 
guidelines, a project may result in significant air quality impacts if it is inconsistent with the 
assumptions in the SLOAPCD Clean Air Plan. Consistency with the SLOAPCD Clean Air Plan is 
evaluated based on three criteria: whether the project would be consistent with applicable 
population projections, whether the project would result in an increase in vehicle trips and miles 
traveled at a higher rate than the rate of population growth, and whether the project includes Land 
Use and Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) and Land Use Strategies from the Clean Air Plan.  

The proposed project would involve water pipeline improvements to address water system 
deficiencies and provide adequate fire flow. It would not directly generate population growth 
through the construction of housing, and is not intended to increase water system capacity to 
accommodate unplanned population growth. Given the small-scale nature of project construction 
activities, it is likely construction workers would be drawn from the existing, regional workforce and 
would not indirectly result in the relocation of people to San Luis Obispo County. The proposed 
project would reduce operational and maintenance vehicle trips for the pipelines; therefore, 
operational emissions would be reduced in comparison to existing conditions. In addition, the 
proposed project would not conflict with the Clean Air Plan’s Land Use and TCMs because 
inspection and maintenance trips would occur annually for one day along the length of the 
segments and would reduce annual trips from existing conditions. The project would not increase 
the rate of privately owned vehicle use. As a result, the project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the Clean Air Plan; therefore, no impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project 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? 

The proposed project would generate short-term emissions associated with project construction 
and minimal long-term emissions associated with inspection and maintenance trips. Construction 
and operational emissions were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) version 2020.4.0. CalEEMod was developed by BREEZE Software and is used by 
jurisdictions throughout the state to quantify criteria pollutant emissions. 

Project construction would utilize a combination of open-cut trenching and trenchless jack-and-bore 
construction techniques, and pipeline segments would be installed in 500-foot segment increments 
over 130 days. An average of 118 linear feet of pipeline would be installed per day. The project was 
assumed to result in approximately 76,150 square feet, or approximately 1.75 acres, of ground 
disturbance, and a typical maximum excavation depth of up to five feet. Where the pipeline would 
need to cross below an existing utility or drainage channel, the depths may be greater and would 
depend on the characteristics of the utility or channel. 
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Construction activities are anticipated to excavate approximately 6,000 cubic yards (cy) of pavement 
and soil, 3,000 cy of which would be temporarily stockpiled on site and used as backfill upon 
completion of pipeline installation. Generally, trench spoils would be temporarily stockpiled within 
the construction staging and storage area adjacent to each pipeline segment. However, storage of 
supplies, materials, and equipment would ultimately depend on the contractor and subcontractors. 
Approximately 2,400 cy of soil would be imported from off-site. The remaining 3,000 cy of 
excavated soil would be hauled away for re-use or disposal at an appropriately licensed facility.  

Construction Emissions 
Project construction would generate temporary air pollutant emissions associated with fugitive dust 
and exhaust emissions from heavy construction vehicles. The site preparation and 
excavation/shoring phases of the project would involve the largest use of heavy equipment and 
generation of fugitive dust. For the purposes of this modeling effort, it was assumed that site 
preparation and excavation/shoring phases would occur sequentially in four phases across Oceano. 
These phase areas include the Strand Area, or segments in the western portion of Oceano; the Pier 
Area, or segments in the northwestern portion of Oceano; the Central Area, or segments in the 
central portion of Oceano; and the East Area, or segments in the eastern portion of Oceano. Each of 
these phase areas include 10 to 15 project segments. For the purposes of this analysis, it was 
assumed that construction would occur west to east, from the Strand Area to the East Area, and 
project construction was assumed to occur between January and December 2025.  

Table 5 summarizes maximum daily and quarterly pollutant emissions during construction of the 
project.  

Table 5 Estimated Maximum Construction Emissions 

 ROG NOX ROG + NOX CO SO2 PM10 
DPM(exhaust 

PM2.5) 

Phase Pier Area (lbs/day) 2 16 18 24 <1 1 1 

Phase Central Area (lbs/day) 2 16 18 24 <1 1 1 

Phase Strand Area (lbs/day) 2 16 18 24 <1 1 1 

Phase East Area (lbs/day) 2 16 18 24 <1 1 1 

Total Maximum Construction 
Emissions (lbs/day) 

2 16 18 24 <1 1 1 

SLOAPCD Daily Thresholds (lbs/day) n/a n/a 137 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Exceed Daily Threshold? - - No - - - - 

Project Construction Emissions 
(tons/quarter)1 

<1 <1 1 1 <1 <1 <0.1 

SLOAPCD Quarterly Thresholds 
(Tier 1) (tons/quarter) 

n/a n/a 2.5 n/a n/a 2.5 0.13 

Exceed Quarterly Threshold? - - No - - No No 
1 Quarterly emissions calculated based on annual emissions divided by four (i.e., one quarter of a year) 

ROG = reactive organic gases, NOX = nitrogen oxides, CO = carbon monoxide, SO2 = sulfur dioxide, PM10 = particulate matter 10 microns 
in diameter or less, DPM = diesel particulate matter; PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; lbs/day = pounds per 
day, n/a = not applicable 

See Appendix A for model output results 
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Operational Emissions 
After completion of construction activities, operations and maintenance activities within the OCSD 
service area will be reduced in comparison to existing conditions. Therefore, no new operational 
emissions would be generated, and project operation would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. No operational air quality impact 
would occur. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Sensitive receptors near proposed pipeline segments include but are not limited to Oceano 
Elementary School, located east of Segment 2-5; Fairgrove Elementary School, located west of 
Segment 3-10; Oceano Park, located west of Segment 1-5; and residences adjacent to most pipeline 
segments.  

Toxic Air Contaminants 
Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are a diverse group of air pollutants that may cause or contribute to 
an increase in deaths or serious illness, or that may pose a present or potential hazard to human 
health. TACs generally consist of four types: organic chemicals, such as benzene, dioxins, toluene, 
and perchloroethylene; inorganic chemicals such as chlorine and arsenic; fibers such as asbestos; 
and metals such as mercury, cadmium, chromium, and nickel. The primary TAC emitted by project 
implementation would be diesel particulate matter (DPM) generated by heavy-duty equipment and 
diesel-fueled delivery and haul trucks during construction activities. DPM was identified as a TAC by 
the CARB in 1998 and is primarily composed of PM10 and PM2.5 exhaust emissions (CARB 2022).  

Health impacts associated with TACs are generally associated with long-term exposure. However, 
due to the minimal emissions expected from routine inspection and maintenance repairs, there are 
no significant sources of TACs for the operating phase of the project and, therefore, no reason to 
expect health impacts related to TACs. Thus, the greatest potential for TAC emissions would be 
during construction, which may result in a short-term increase in TAC emissions. 

The greatest potential for TAC emissions during construction would be from heavy equipment 
operations that generate DPM emissions. Generation of DPM from construction projects typically 
occurs in a single area for a short period. As discussed under item (b), project construction would 
result in emissions of criteria pollutants, including DPM, ROG, and NOX. Such emissions would be 
temporary in nature and construction emissions for the proposed project would potentially be 
phased in four zones. Therefore, exposure within 1,000 feet of construction at a given sensitive 
receptor would occur for only a limited portion of the overall construction period. The project would 
install approximately 118 linear feet of pipeline per day6 and would expose sensitive receptors to 
heavy equipment for approximately three to four weeks.7 Thus, the project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. This impact would be less than 
significant. 

 
6 Total pipeline (15,230 linear feet) divide by total trench and trenchless construction days (130 days) = 118 linear feet per day 
7 CARB recommends siting sensitive receptors 1,000 feet from TAC emitting sources (CARB 2005). A sensitive receptor would be exposed 
to the project construction approaching from 1,000 feet away and project construction residing 1,000 feet away. Therefore, a sensitive 
receptor would be exposed for 16.13 construction days = (2,000 feet divide by 124 feet installation per day). 
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San Joaquin Valley Fever 
Project construction activities, including grading and construction vehicle traffic, could generate 
substantial localized quantities of dust and expose sensitive receptors (i.e., nearby residents, 
construction workers, etc.) to potential health hazards associated with the Coccidioides fungus, 
particularly during periods of high wind. Extended periods of high heat or unusually windy 
conditions could increase fugitive dust emissions and the associated potential for exposure to 
Coccidioides immitis spores. OCSD and all construction contractors operating on the site would be 
required to implement all of California Title 8 safety and health regulations necessary to protect 
employees from Valley Fever, which is caused by the Coccidioides fungus. Soils along the pipeline 
segment alignments are already disturbed from construction of roadways, commercial structures, 
and residences. Due to the previous disturbance on the project site, disturbance of soils during 
construction activities is unlikely to pose a substantial risk of infection of Valley Fever to people in 
the project area. Furthermore, project construction activities would be required to comply with 
SLOAPCD Fugitive Dust Mitigation measures: Expanded List, which would reduce fugitive dust 
generation and further minimize the potential risk of infection. Therefore, potential impact 
associated with Valley Fever would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting 
a substantial number of people? 

Project construction could generate odors associated with heavy-duty equipment operation and 
earth-moving activities. Such odors would be temporary in nature and limited to the duration of 
construction in the vicinity of the project site. In addition, because the pipeline would be 
constructed in segments, the adjacent residential receptors would only be exposed to construction-
generated odors for a short period of time. Furthermore, the asphalt paving phase is anticipated to 
be two weeks in duration. Construction-related odor impacts would be less than significant.  

CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) provides 
recommendations regarding the siting of new sensitive land uses near potential sources of odors 
(e.g., sewage treatment plants, landfills, recycling facilities, biomass operations, autobody shops, 
fiberglass manufacturing, and livestock operations). Water pipeline operations are not identified on 
this list, and maintenance and repair vehicle trips would be reduced from existing condition with the 
implementation of the project. Thus, the proposed project would not generate objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people, and operational-related odor impacts would be less than 
significant.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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4 Biological Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? □ ■ □ □ 

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

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state 
or federally protected wetlands (including, 
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? □ ■ □ □ 

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? □ □ □ ■ 

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

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? □ □ □ ■ 
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The analysis in this section is based on the Biological Resources Assessment/Biological Evaluation 
(BRA/BE) prepared for the project by Rincon Consultants, which is included as Appendix B. The 
BRA/BE included a field reconnaissance survey within the Biological Study Area (BSA) for the project 
area, which includes the pipeline alignments proposed to be repaired or replaced, plus a 25-foot 
buffer on either side. Rincon also conducted a literature review to characterize the nature and 
extent of biological resources on and adjacent to the project area. The literature review included an 
evaluation of current and historical aerial photographs of the site, regional and site‐specific 
topographic maps, climatic data, and queries of the following biological resources databases:  

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB) 

 California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California  
 United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for Planning and Consultation 

system (IPaC)  
 United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil 

Survey  
 USFWS Critical Habitat Portal  
 CDFW Special Animals List  
 CDFW Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List  
 CDFW Biogeographic Information and Observation System  

Refer to the BRA/BE (Appendix B) for the complete descriptions of the reconnaissance survey, 
literature review, and existing conditions.  

a. Would the project 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 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Federally Listed Special Status Species  
Based on the database searches, literature review, and results of the field reconnaissance survey, 27 
federally listed species were identified to have some potential to occur in the project region. Of 
these species, 24 were eliminated from further consideration because suitable habitat for the 
species is not present within the BSA, and/or the range of the species is well outside the BSA. The 
three remaining species with the potential to occur in the BSA include:  

 La Graciosa thistle  
 Monarch – California overwintering population 
 California red-legged frog 

La Graciosa thistle was not observed within the BSA during the field reconnaissance survey 
(Appendix B). However, the BSA is within the species’ known elevational and geographic range. 
Potentially suitable habitat for La Graciosa thistle is present within the BSA near the junction of 
Segments 1-5 and 1-11, and along Segment 3-4. Additionally, federally designated critical habitat for 
La Graciosa thistle occurs approximately 0.1 mile south of the BSA within the Oceano Dunes 
(Appendix B). Potential direct effects to La Graciosa thistle could occur under the project via 
trampling if they are present within the BSA during project construction; however, due to the 
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limited amount of suitable habitat for this species, as well as the location of these habitats outside 
of the project site, no direct effects to La Graciosa thistle are expected to occur as a result of the 
project (Appendix B). Implementation of the BMPs outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO-1, including 
installation of construction fencing, as well as implementation of the Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program described in Mitigation Measure BIO-2, invasive species control measures 
described in Mitigation Measure BIO-3, and biological monitoring described in Mitigation Measure 
BIO-6 would help avoid potential effects to La Graciosa thistle individuals, if present. Impacts to La 
Graciosa thistle would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Monarch butterflies, a federal candidate species, were observed within the BSA during the field 
reconnaissance survey. All individuals were observed in flight and none were observed to be 
foraging or roosting within the BSA. Additionally, there is no suitable monarch overwintering habitat 
present within the BSA (Appendix B). There are several eucalyptus groves adjacent to the BSA that 
are known monarch overwintering sites; these sites are located approximately 300 feet southwest 
of Segment 2-10 and 700 feet east of Segment 2-2. The project is expected to occur at least partially 
within the California monarch overwintering period (September through March). While no direct 
effects to monarch butterflies are expected to occur, implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 
through BIO-4 would help avoid potential impacts to dispersing overwintering monarch butterflies, 
if present in the BSA during project implementation. Impacts to monarch butterflies would be less 
than significant with mitigation.  

Potentially suitable habitat for California red-legged frog is present within the BSA at Oceano 
Lagoon and near Segments 2-1 and 2-2. There is low potential for California red-legged frog to occur 
within the BSA, and there is no suitable habitat for California red-legged frog within the project site, 
which consists of paved roads and ROW. No direct impacts to California red-legged frog are 
expected to occur as a result of the proposed project; however, implementation of Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1 through BIO-4 and BIO-6 would help avoid potential impacts to California red-
legged habitat and dispersing frogs if present in the BSA during project implementation. Impacts to 
California red-legged frog would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Non-federally Listed Special Status Species  
Based on the database searches, literature review, and results of the field reconnaissance survey of 
the BSA, 64 special status species (not federally listed) were identified to have some potential to 
occur in the project region. Of these species, 48 were eliminated from further consideration 
because suitable habitat for the species is not present within the BSA, and/or the range of the 
species is well outside the BSA. The remaining 16 species, including 11 special status plant species 
and five special status animal species, were either present or determined to have some potential to 
occur within the BSA. These species include:  

 Sand mesa manzanita  
 Blochman’s leafy daisy  
 Monterey cypress  
 Mesa horkelia  
 Kellogg’s horkelia  
 Southern curly-leaved monardella  
 Crisp monardella  
 San Luis Obispo monardella  

 Black-flowered figwort  
 Chaparral ragwort  
 San Bernadino aster 
 Northern California legless lizard  
 Western pond turtle  
 Coast horned lizard  
 Townsend’s big-eared bat  
 American badger  
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Monterey cypress was observed within the BSA; however, all occurrences of Monterey cypress in 
the BSA were located within private residential property or along the public ROW as landscape 
trees. Because all occurrences of Monterey cypress are planted landscape trees and this species is 
not native to the project region, Monterey cypress was omitted from further evaluation.  

Of the remaining 15 species, all except one have low potential to occur within the BSA due to a lack 
of suitable habitat. One species, northern California legless lizard, has moderate to potential to 
occur in the BSA (Appendix B). Potentially suitable habitat for northern California legless lizard is 
located in sandy, sparsely vegetated areas, which occur within one mile of the BSA. Additionally, 
northern California legless lizard has moderate potential to occur in silver dune lupine – mock 
heather scrub habitat with sandy soils, which is located within the BSA. The project is not expected 
to result in impacts to northern California legless lizards as the project would occur within 
developed areas and within the existing paved ROW; however, implementation of Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1 through BIO-4 and BIO-6 would help avoid potential impacts to dispersing northern 
California legless lizards if present in the BSA during project implementation. Impacts to northern 
California legless lizard would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Other Protected Species  
The BSA contains suitable nesting habitat for nesting birds, which are protected under the California 
Fish and Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Potential nesting habitat for birds and 
raptors was observed throughout the BSA, with the most suitable locations being mature 
ornamental and landscape trees along roadways, the arroyo willow thickets along Segments 2-1 and 
2-2, and the silver dune lupine – mock heather scrub habitats at the junction of Segments 1-5 and 1-
11 and along Segment 3-4. No inactive or potentially active nests were observed within the BSA 
during the field reconnaissance survey (Appendix B). If nests are located within the BSA during 
project implementation, impacts to nesting birds would be potentially significant. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure BIO-5, Pre-Construction Nesting Bird Surveys, would identify and implement 
a buffer around any active nests and would minimize impacts to a less than significant level. Impacts 
to nesting birds would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Mitigation Measures  

BIO-1 General Best Management Practices 
General requirements that shall be followed by construction personnel are listed below. 

 Prior to project mobilization, limits of construction work adjacent to silver dune lupine – mock 
heather scrub habitats, including along Segments 1-5, 1-7, 1-11, and 3-4, shall be clearly 
delineated with orange construction fencing or similar highly visible material and maintained 
throughout the duration of construction. Silt fencing or similar exclusion fencing shall be 
installed along the limits of construction work adjacent to Oceano Lagoon and its associated 
riparian habitat, including along Segments 2-1 and 2-2.  

 No native vegetation with a diameter at breast height (DBH) of more than 4 in. shall be removed 
or damaged without approval by an approved biologist. Vegetation trimming shall be minimized 
to the extent feasible.  

 Staging and parking areas shall be limited to previously disturbed areas comprising ruderal 
vegetation, ornamental landscaping, and paved/graded areas, to the extent practicable.  
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 Materials and equipment (when not in use) shall be stored on impervious surfaces or plastic 
ground covers to prevent spills or leakage and shall be stored at least 50 feet from streams and 
wetland features, as feasible.  

 Adequate spill prevention and response equipment shall be maintained on site and readily 
available to implement to minimize impacts to the aquatic environment.  

 Construction materials and spoils shall be protected from stormwater runoff using temporary 
perimeter sediment barriers such as berms, silt fences, fiber rolls, covers, sand/gravel bags, and 
straw bale barriers, as appropriate.  

 Off-site tracking of loose construction materials and soil shall be implementing street sweeping, 
vacuuming, and rumble plates, as appropriate.  

 All vehicles and equipment shall be in good working condition and free of leaks. When vehicles 
or equipment are stationary, mats or drip pans shall be placed below vehicles to contain fluid 
leaks. The contractor shall prevent oil, petroleum products, or any other pollutants from 
contaminating the soil or entering a watercourse (dry or otherwise).  

 Project-related vehicles shall adhere to a speed limit of 15 miles per hour.  
 If vehicle or equipment maintenance is necessary, it shall be performed in the designated 

staging areas.  
 Fugitive dust from ground disturbance activities shall be minimized using water trucks and 

covering of soil stockpiles.  
 Construction personnel shall adhere to all posted speed limits.  
 All food related trash shall be disposed of in closed containers and removed from the project 

site each day during the construction period. Construction personnel shall not feed or otherwise 
attract wildlife to the construction area. At project completion, all project-generated debris, 
vehicles, building materials, and rubbish shall be removed from the project site. 

 Excavated material from trenching along any potentially jurisdictional feature shall be side cast 
away to prevent sediment deposition within the feature. 

 All open trenches shall be fenced and sloped to prevent entrapment of wildlife species.  
 All hollow posts and pipes shall be capped, and metal fence stakes shall be plugged with bolts or 

other plugging materials to prevent wildlife entrapment and mortality. 
 No pets shall be allowed on the project site. 
 No firearms shall be allowed on the project site. 
 Herbicides shall not be used on-site during construction.  
 Work shall be restricted to daylight hours.  
 While encounters with special status species are not likely or anticipated, any worker who 

inadvertently injures or kills a special status species or finds one dead, injured, or entrapped 
shall immediately report the incident to the construction foreman or biological monitor. The 
construction foreman or biological monitor shall immediately notify OCSD.  

 Before starting or moving construction vehicles, especially after a few days of non-operation, 
operators shall inspect under all vehicles to avoid impacts to any wildlife that may have sought 
refuge under equipment. All large building materials and pieces with crevices where wildlife can 
potentially hide shall be inspected before moving. If wildlife is detected, a qualified biologist 
shall move wildlife out of harm’s way or temporarily stop activities until the animal leaves the 
area. Threatened or endangered species can only be moved with authorization of the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW), as applicable. 
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BIO-2 Worker Environmental Awareness Training 
Prior to the initiation of the project, an approved biologist shall present a pre-project environmental 
education program for all personnel working at the site, which shall be focused on conditions and 
protocols necessary to avoid and minimize potential impacts to biological resources. Prior to 
initiation of all construction activities (including staging and mobilization), all personnel associated 
with project construction shall attend a Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training, 
conducted by a qualified biologist, to aid workers in recognizing special status biological resources 
potentially occurring in the project site. This training will include information about the special 
status species with potential to occur in the project area. The specifics of this program shall include 
identification of special status species and habitats, a description of the regulatory status and 
general ecological characteristics of special status resources, and review of the limits of construction 
and measures required to avoid and minimize impacts to biological resources within the project site. 
A fact sheet conveying this information shall also be prepared for distribution to all contractors, 
their employees, and other personnel involved with construction of the project. All employees shall 
sign a form provided by the trainer documenting they have attended the WEAP and understand the 
information presented to them. The crew foreman shall be responsible for ensuring crew members 
adhere to the guidelines and restrictions designed to avoid impacts to special status species.  

BIO-3 Invasive Plant Species Control 
Invasive plant species, for the purpose of this document, shall include all species with a California 
Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) rating of moderate or high. Construction personnel and equipment 
shall be free of invasive plant seeds, propagules, and any material which may contain them (e.g., 
soil) prior to entering the project site. All potentially contaminated equipment will be carefully 
cleaned prior to the initiation of project activities. Staging areas and access routes shall avoid weed 
infestations and infestations within the project site and shall be flagged and avoided to the 
maximum extent feasible. Only certified weed-free materials (e.g., gravel, straw, and fill) will be 
used for the project.  

BIO-4 Pre-construction Special Status Wildlife Surveys 

Within seven days of any planned ground disturbance, a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-
construction surveys of the project site prior to the initiation of project activities occurring within or 
adjacent to habitat suitable for special status wildlife species, specifically Segments 1-5, 1-11, 2-1, 2-
2, and 3-4. If non-listed status species are detected within the project site, the approved biologist 
shall relocate the species out of harm’s way; state and/or federally listed species may not be 
handled unless authorized by the CDFW and/or USFWS, as applicable.  

BIO-5 Pre-construction Nesting Bird Surveys 
To avoid disturbance of nesting birds, including special status species and birds protected by the 
MBTA and CFGC Section 3503, project activities shall occur outside of the breeding season for 
migratory birds (generally February 1 through August 31), if feasible. If construction must occur 
during the breeding season, then a pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be conducted no more 
than seven days prior to the initiation of project activities. The nesting bird pre-construction survey 
shall be conducted on foot inside the project site and include a 500-foot buffer for raptors and a 
300-foot buffer for all other species. The survey shall be conducted by a biologist familiar with the 
identification of avian species known to occur along the central coast of California. If nests are 
found, an avoidance buffer of up to 500 feet for raptors and up to 300 feet for non-raptors 
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(dependent upon the species, the proposed work activity, and existing disturbances associated with 
land use outside of the workspace) shall be determined and demarcated by the biologist with 
construction fencing, flagging, or other means to mark the boundary. Intrusion into the buffer may 
be conducted at the discretion of the biologist.  

BIO-6 Biological Monitoring 
An approved biologist shall be on-site during all project-related activities occurring adjacent to 
sensitive habitat and/or habitat suitable for special status species, specifically Segments 1-5, 1-11, 2-
1, 2-2, and 3-4. The approved biologist shall ensure that all mitigation measures are adhered to and 
should provide recommendations to avoid impacts to biological resources. If non-listed special-
status wildlife species are observed within the project site during project activities, the approved 
biologist shall relocate the species out of harm’s way. State and/or federally listed species, including 
candidate species, may not be handled unless authorized by the CDFW and/or USFWS, as applicable. 
The biologist shall have the authority to temporarily halt or redirect work to avoid impacts to special 
status plant and wildlife species or other protected biological resources.  

Significance after Mitigation  
Implementation of the mitigation measures above would reduce potential impacts to special status 
plant and animal species to a less than significant level. The general BMPs included in Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1 would reduce potential impacts to special status plant and animal species by 
isolating sensitive habitat from the project site with orange construction and/or silt fencing, 
minimizing vegetation removal and disturbance, minimizing the potential of adverse construction 
vehicle impacts, and establishing procedures for avoiding, monitoring, and reporting wildlife 
encounters. The Worker Environmental Awareness Training implemented as part of Mitigation 
measure BIO-2 would train workers to identify, prevent, and avoid potential impacts to special 
status species, and Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would reduce the potential for invasive plant species 
to be introduced to the project site, which would reduce impacts to special status plant species. 
Mitigation Measures BIO-4 and BIO-5 would involve surveys for wildlife and nesting birds, which 
would identify, avoid, and minimize potential impacts to wildlife and nesting birds that may be 
present in the project site. Mitigation Measure BIO-6 would involve biological monitoring, which 
would facilitate implementation of mitigation measures and would avoid or minimize impacts to 
special status species within the BSA. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

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

The CDFW California Natural Community List identifies sensitive natural communities throughout 
California. One sensitive natural community, silver dune lupine – mock heather scrub, is present 
within the BSA at the junction of Segments 1-5 and 1-11, and along Segment 3-4. Additionally, 
Oceano Lagoon, a sensitive habitat surrounded by forested/shrub wetland features, is located west 
of Segment 2-2 and north of Segment 2-1. Oceano Lagoon is considered an Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Area under the County’s LCP (Appendix B).  

No direct impacts to silver dune lupine – mock heather scrub, or Oceano Lagoon and its associated 
riparian habitat, would be expected to occur during construction, as these habitats are located 
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outside of the project site. However, indirect impacts could result during and following completion 
of the project through the introduction of invasive plant species, and this impact is potentially 
significant. Mitigation is required.  

Mitigation Measures  
Refer to Mitigation Measures under checklist question (a) above for Mitigation Measures BIO-1, 
BIO-3, and BIO-6.  

Significance after Mitigation  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-3 would involve implementation of BMPs 
and invasive plant species control measures to avoid disturbance to sensitive natural communities 
and the spread of invasive plant species within these communities to the extent possible. 
Additionally, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-6, would require biological monitoring and 
implementation of avoidance and minimization measures to avoid impacts to sensitive natural 
communities to the extent possible. Impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation of these mitigation measures.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

There are three unnamed freshwater forested shrub/wetland features associated with Oceano 
Lagoon, and these features may be subject to the jurisdictions of the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the State Water Resource Control Board, and/or CDFW (Appendix B). However, no direct 
impacts would be expected to occur to these features during construction, as these features are 
located outside of the project site. Indirect impacts could result during the project due to the 
staging of equipment and materials (e.g., stockpiled materials, construction equipment, and trash). 
Such materials may be stored within the BSA during construction, and runoff during storm events 
could result in erosion and water contamination, which would adversely impact water quality (e.g., 
increased turbidity, altered pH, decreased dissolved oxygen levels, etc.). Impacts to these wetland 
features would be potentially significant and mitigation would be required.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would reduce indirect impacts to 
these wetland features to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 includes BMPs that 
would reduce the potential for erosion and contamination to occur by requiring spill and leakage 
prevention measures, and the WEAP training required by Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would aid 
workers in identifying and preventing potential sources of erosion and contamination. Additionally, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would minimize the spread of invasive species which could have adverse 
impacts to wetland features. Implementation of these measures would reduce impacts to wetlands 
to a less-than-significant level.  

If groundwater dewatering is required based on site conditions, groundwater would be discharged 
into either: 1) the storm drain, 2) the sanitary sewer, or 3) nearby existing recharge, retention, or 
detention basins. Groundwater in the BSA is presumed to be in direct connection with surrounding 
water bodies, including Oceano Lagoon, Meadow Creek Lagoon, Arroyo Grande Creek Lagoon, and 
the Pacific Ocean. If groundwater dewatering is required, the project would adhere to applicable 
rules and regulations related to discharge, including the NPDES Permit, as well as discharge 
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requirements established by the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District. If groundwater 
must be dewatered into storm drains discharging to local surface water bodies, dewatered 
groundwater would be temporarily stored in baker tanks and water quality would be tested prior to 
discharge, consistent with permit requirements. In complying with applicable rules and regulations 
related to discharge and the requirements of the project’s NPDES permit and the discharge 
requirements established by the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District, impacts to 
surrounding water bodies as a result of groundwater dewatering would be avoided or minimized.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

d. Would the project 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? 

The BSA is not located within any mapped Essential Connectivity Areas. However, portions of the 
BSA along Segments 1-7, 1-8, 1-10, 3-4, and 3-5 are located within a Natural Landscape Area, as 
designated by the California Natural Resources Agency (Appendix B). The portions of the BSA 
located within the Natural Landscape Area are characterized by paved roads and/or gravel alleys, 
with aquatic and riparian habitats associated with Meadow and Arroyo Grande Creeks to the east 
and south, respectively, and coastal dune habitat associated with Pismo State Beach to the south. 
Because project construction will be limited to the public ROW within these areas and not result in 
new structures that could impede wildlife movement, no impacts to wildlife movement are 
expected to occur.  

NO IMPACT 

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

Oceano Lagoon and its associated arroyo willow riparian habitat are considered Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas under the adopted LCP for the County of San Luis Obispo. No direct impacts 
to these features are expected to occur during construction, as these habitats are located outside of 
the project site. As discussed previously, indirect impacts could result during and following 
completion of the project through the introduction of invasive plant species, which would be a 
potentially significant impact requiring mitigation. Potential impacts would be mitigated through the 
implementation of AMMs BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, and BIO-6. These measures include but are not 
limited to implementation of BMPs to clearly delineate limits of construction work adjacent to 
Oceano Lagoon and its associated arroyo willow riparian habitat, implementation of the WEAP, 
biological monitoring during all project-related activities occurring adjacent to these habitats, and 
invasive species control measures.  

Trees meeting the County protection standards were observed throughout the BSA (Appendix B). A 
large portion of the project site is located within developed public ROW, which are lined with 
protected trees, including coast live oaks and other tree species. Potential impacts to protected 
trees may include, but are not limited to, construction equipment compacting soil around the trees, 
disturbance of the canopy and root zone, and trenching in the root zone. Although no protected 
trees are proposed for removal as part of the project, construction activities could impact the health 
of street trees along the project alignment, which would conflict with the County’s tree protection 
ordinance.  



Oceano Community Services District  
Waterline Improvement Project 

 
36 

Potential impacts to protected trees would be avoided and/or mitigated through the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-7, which includes a Protected Tree Survey and 
associated fencing. With coordination with the County regarding the need for appropriate tree 
permits and implementation of this measure, the project would not conflict with the San Luis 
Obispo General Plan – Conservation and Open Space Element Policies BR-3.1 Native Tree Protection 
and BR-3.5 Non-native Trees, San Luis Obispo County General Plan – Local Coastal Program and Land 
Use Element Policy 26 Riparian Vegetation and Policy 30 Protection of Native Vegetation, San Luis 
Obispo County Oak Woodland Ordinance and San Luis Obispo County Code Title 22, Chapter 22.56. 
Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Mitigation Measures  

BIO-7 Protected Tree Measures 
A Protected Tree Survey of all protected trees under the County definition that occur within 20 feet 
of proposed ground disturbance shall be conducted prior to project initiation. The Protected Tree 
Survey shall determine the number, location, and protection class of each tree in the project site 
and shall assess any potential project-related impacts. If protected trees are to be impacted and/or 
removed, a Tree Protection Plan and a Tree Replacement Plan (as applicable) shall be developed 
prior to the implementation of the project. 

Fencing (at least 3 feet high, highly visible, staked to prevent collapse, and includes signage placed in 
15-foot intervals identifying the protection area) shall be installed along the dripline of all protected 
trees that have a dripline that overlaps with the project site. No work shall be permitted within the 
fencing unless overseen by an approved arborist and approved by OCSD. All protective fencing shall 
be maintained throughout the duration of the project.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

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

The project site is not within the planning area of a Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. No impact 
would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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5 Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource 
pursuant to §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? □ □ ■ □ 

This section provides an analysis of the project’s impacts on cultural resources, including historical 
and archaeological resources as well as human remains. CEQA requires a lead agency determine 
whether a project may have a significant effect on historical resources (Public Resources Code [PRC] 
Section 21084.1). A historical resource is a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing 
in, the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR); a resource included in a local register of 
historical resources; or any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript a lead 
agency determines to be historically significant (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[a][1-3]). 

A resource shall be considered historically significant if it:  

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and cultural heritage; 

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 

represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 
4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  

In addition, if it can be demonstrated that a project would cause damage to a unique archaeological 
resource, the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these 
resources to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that resources 
cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC Section 21083.2[a-b]). PRC 
Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact, object, or 
site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of 
knowledge, there is a high probability that it: 

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is 
a demonstrable public interest in that information; 

2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 
example of its type; or 
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3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or 
person. 

The impact analysis included here is organized based on the cultural resources thresholds included 
in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G: Environmental Checklist Form. Threshold A broadly refers to 
historical resources. To more clearly differentiate between archaeological and built environment 
resources, the analysis under Threshold A is limited to built environment resources. Archaeological 
resources, including those that may be considered historical resources pursuant to Section 15064.5 
and those that may be considered unique archaeological resources pursuant to Section 21083.2, are 
considered under Threshold B. 

Methodology and Results of Cultural Resources Assessment  
Rincon prepared a Cultural Resources Assessment to evaluate potential project impacts to historical 
and archaeological resources (Maldonado et al 2023). This analysis included a cultural resources 
records search of the California Historical Resources Information System at the Central Coast 
Information Center (CCIC), and a Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File 
(SLF) search. Rincon also conducted a pedestrian survey of the project footprint for all locations as 
part of the study. The Cultural Resources Assessment contains sensitive and confidential 
information concerning archaeological sites, and is therefore not appended to this IS-MND. The 
following information and analysis is based on the Cultural Resources Assessment.  

The CCIC records search was performed to identify previously conducted cultural resources studies, 
as well as previously recorded cultural resources within the project site and a 0.5-mile radius 
surrounding it. The CCIC is the official state repository for cultural resources records and reports for 
San Luis Obispo County. Rincon also reviewed the National Register of Historic Places, the California 
Register of Historical Resources, the California Historical Landmarks list, the Built Environment 
Resources Directory as well as its predecessor the California State Historic Property Data File, and 
the Archaeological Determination of Eligibility list. On November 3, 2023, the records search results 
were received from the CCIC. The records search identified 46 previously conducted cultural 
resource studies that partially overlap the project area, and two previously recorded prehistoric 
cultural resources within the project site.  

On October 11, 2022, Rincon contacted the NAHC to request a search of the SLF, as well as an 
Assembly Bill (AB) 52 contact list of Native Americans culturally affiliated with the project area. 
Rincon prepared 10 AB 52 consultation letters for OCSD to send to known Native American contacts 
in the area to request information regarding cultural resources in the project vicinity that may be 
impacted by the project. 

On November 17, 2022, Rincon conducted a field survey of the project site . Due to the lack of 
ground surface visibility from extensive development, road construction, and past utility installation, 
the field survey consisted of a mixture of pedestrian survey and windshield survey methodologies. A 
pedestrian survey was conducted in transects no more than 10 feet (3 meters) apart in areas of 
unpaved road shoulders and landscaped surfaces containing ground surface visibility. Exposed 
ground surfaces were examined for artifacts (e.g., flaked stone tools, tool-making debris, stone 
milling tools), ecofacts (marine shell and bone), soil discoloration that might indicate the presence 
of a cultural midden, soil depressions, historical debris (e.g., metal, glass, ceramics), and features 
indicative of the former presence of structures or buildings (e.g., standing exterior walls, postholes, 
foundations). Ground disturbances such as drainages were also visually inspected. When deemed 
appropriate, the windshield survey was performed in areas of limited to no ground surface visibility. 
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Survey accuracy was maintained using a handheld Global Positioning System unit and a 
georeferenced map of the project site. Site characteristics and survey conditions were documented 
using field records and a digital camera. 

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

The field survey and background research did not identify any built environment resources within 
the project site. As the project is limited to the direct project footprint and located entirely within 
paved ROWs, it does not have the potential to impact any built environment resources that may be 
considered a historical resource. Therefore, the project would not cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical resource and no impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

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

As discussed above, the records search identified two previously recorded prehistoric cultural 
resources within the project site. Previous testing of these two resources has indicated considerable 
levels of disturbance due to grading, construction, and maintenance activities associated with the 
existing roadway and pipeline segments. Additionally, the project would involve installation of 
pipelines within previously disturbed areas and would not increase the extent to which soils and 
known cultural resources are already disturbed. However, the presence of these two resources in 
the project area indicates that the project area is highly sensitive for archaeological resources, and 
there is always a possibility that ground disturbance activities associated with the proposed project 
could result in substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource. Impacts 
would be potentially significant and Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-4 are required to reduce 
impacts to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation Measures 

CR-1 Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training  
An archaeologist shall be retained to prepare and conduct a cultural resources sensitivity training 
(CRST) for all construction personnel prior to the commencement of any ground-disturbing activities 
for each project component located within the full-time monitoring and spot check monitoring 
areas. The training shall be conducted by an archaeologist under the direction of a qualified 
archaeologist who meets or exceeds the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards 
for archaeology (National Park Service 1983). The initial CRST shall be given to all construction 
personnel, including but not limited to OCSD personnel, contractors, and subcontractors prior to 
their involvement in any ground-disturbing activities within the designated cultural resource 
sensitivity areas. Additional personnel who subsequently become involved in the project will also 
receive the training prior to their involvement in ground disturbing activities identified within the 
designated cultural resource sensitivity areas. This can be accomplished by additional in-person 
training sessions by the archaeologist or through the distribution of hardcopy or electronic training 
materials. All personnel that receive the CRST training shall sign a form that acknowledges receipt of 
the training. The CRST shall include a description of the types of cultural material that may be 
encountered, cultural sensitivity issues, the regulatory environment, and the proper protocol for 
treatment of the materials in the event of a find. The CRST will emphasize the requirement for 
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confidentiality and culturally appropriate treatment of any discovery of significance to consulting 
tribes and will discuss appropriate behaviors and responsive actions, consistent with tribal values. 
Each consulting tribe shall be provided with an opportunity to review and provide input during 
development of the CRST and shall be afforded an opportunity to speak during its presentation.  

CR-2 Cultural Resources Monitoring and Discovery Plan 
A Cultural Resources Monitoring and Discovery Plan (CRMDP) shall be developed and implemented 
prior to the commencement of project-related ground-disturbing activities to address potential 
impacts to the portions of known cultural resources (e.g., P-40-000394/CA-SLO-394, P-40-
000406/CA-SLO-406) located within the APE in the event of a find during construction. The CRMDP 
shall include figures depicting where monitoring will be required for the project, outline the 
monitoring methods used during ground disturbing activities, stop work protocols in the event of a 
discovery, detailed treatment methods and discovery protocols, and treatment methods for rapid 
recovery and data recovery of any prehistoric site constituents of known cultural resources (e.g., P-
40-000394/CA-SLO-394, P-40-000406/CA-SLO-406), if necessary. The CRMDP shall also specify:  

 Monitoring methods within resource boundaries, including stop-work authority and procedures 
 Protocol for recovery of artifacts, features, and soil samples 
 The type of equipment and methods, both mechanical and hand, that shall be used to conduct 

excavations 
 Types and level of analysis to be conducted on site constituents 
 Final disposition of any artifacts or samples 

Native American tribes consulting under AB 52 or Section 106 of the NHPA for the proposed 
undertaking shall be given the opportunity to consult on and review the CRMDP prior to its 
implementation. 

CR-3 Archaeological and Native American Monitoring and Reporting 
During initial ground disturbance for the project, an archaeologist working under the direction of 
the qualified project archaeologist who meets or exceeds the Secretary of Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards for archaeology, and a locally-affiliated Native American representative shall 
monitor project-related ground-disturbing activities within the designated full-time monitoring 
areas and complete spot checks and review any accessible spoil piles and excavation areas within 
the designated spot check monitoring areas. Spot checks shall be conducted once weekly during 
ground disturbing construction activities within the designated areas. Native American monitoring 
duties shall alternate equally between the Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation, the Northern 
Chumash Tribal Council, the Salinan Tribe of Monterey, the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians, 
and the yak tityu tityu yak tiłhini – Northern Chumash Tribe. If, during initial ground disturbance, the 
archaeologist in consultation with the qualified project archaeologist determines construction 
activities have little or no potential to impact cultural resources (e.g., excavations are within non-
native soils or within a soil formation not expected to yield cultural resources deposits), the 
qualified archaeologist may recommend monitoring be reduced or eliminated. The archaeological 
and Native American monitors shall prepare daily monitoring logs for the project, to be appended to 
a monitoring report completed at the end of project construction by the project archaeologist to 
document the results of the monitoring effort. If cultural resources are identified during initial 
monitoring, work in the immediate vicinity shall halt until CRMDP protocols have been implemented 
and the resource has been evaluated for significance.  
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CR-4 Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources 
In the event that archaeological resources are unexpectedly encountered during ground-disturbing 
activities, work within 50 feet of the find shall halt and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology (National Park Service 1983) 
shall be contacted immediately to evaluate the resource, if not already on site. If the resource is 
determined by the archaeologist in consultation with the qualified project archaeologist to be 
prehistoric, then a Native American representative shall also be contacted to participate in the 
evaluation of the resource, if not already on site. If the qualified archaeologist and/or Native 
American representative determines it to be appropriate, archaeological testing for NRHP/CRHR 
eligibility shall be completed using the methods outlined in the CRMDP. If the resource proves to be 
eligible for the NRHP or CRHR and significant impacts to the resource cannot be avoided via project 
redesign, a qualified archaeologist shall prepare a data recovery plan tailored to the physical nature 
and characteristics of the resource pursuant to the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(b)(3)(C). The data recovery plan shall identify excavation methods, measurable objectives, 
and data thresholds to reduce any significant impacts to cultural resources related to the resource. 
Pursuant to the data recovery plan, the qualified archaeologist and Native American representative, 
as appropriate, shall recover and document the scientifically consequential information that justifies 
the resource’s significance. OCSD shall review and approve the treatment plan and archaeological 
testing as appropriate, and the resulting documentation shall be submitted to CCIC pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C). 

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of these mitigation measures would avoid and minimize potential impacts to 
archaeological resources to the extent feasible. Mitigation Measure CR-1 would require 
construction personnel to identify archaeological resources and implement the appropriate protocol 
for treatment of any resources. Mitigation Measures CR-2 and CR-3 would require reporting and 
monitoring measures, and Mitigation Measure CR-4 outlies the appropriate protocol for treatment 
of resources in the event that archaeological resources are encountered. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-4 would reduce potential impacts to archeological resources 
to a less-than-significant level.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

The discovery of human remains is always a possibility during ground disturbing activities. If human 
remains are found, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further 
disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition 
pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. In the event of an unanticipated discovery of human remains, the 
County Coroner must be notified immediately. If the human remains are determined to be of Native 
American origin, the Coroner will notify the NAHC, which will determine and notify a most likely 
descendant (MLD). The MLD has 48 hours from being granted site access to make recommendations 
for the disposition of the remains. If the MLD does not make recommendations within 48 hours, the 
landowner shall reinter the remains in an area of the property secure from subsequent disturbance. 
With adherence to existing regulations, impacts to human remains would be less than significant.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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6 Energy 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

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

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local 
plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? □ □ □ ■ 

California is one of the lowest per capita energy users in the United States, ranked 48th in the nation, 
due to its energy efficiency programs and mild climate (U.S. Energy Information Administration [EIA] 
2022a). California consumed 277,764 gigawatt-hours (GWh) of electricity and 30,664,951 million 
cubic feet of natural gas in 2021 (California Energy Commission [CEC] 2022; EIA 2022b). In addition, 
Californians consume approximately 11.5 billion gallons of motor vehicle fuels per year in 2020 
(Federal Highway Administration 2021). The single largest end-use sector for energy consumption in 
California is transportation (34.0 percent), followed by industry (24.6 percent), residential (21.8 
percent), and commercial (19.6 percent) (EIA 2022a).  

Most of California’s electricity is generated in-state with approximately 43 percent imported from 
the Northwest and Southwest in 2021. In addition, approximately 33.6 percent of California’s 
electricity supply comes from renewable energy sources, such as wind, solar photovoltaic, 
geothermal, and biomass (CEC 2022). To reduce statewide vehicle emissions, California requires that 
all motorists use California Reformulated Gasoline, which is sourced almost exclusively from in-state 
refineries. Gasoline is the most used transportation fuel in California with 13.8 billion gallons sold in 
2021 and is used by light-duty cars, pickup trucks, and sport utility vehicles (California Department 
of Tax and Fee Administration 2022). Diesel is the second most used fuel in California with 3.1 billion 
gallons sold in 2021 and is used primarily by heavy duty-trucks, delivery vehicles, buses, trains, 
ships, boats and barges, farm equipment, and heavy-duty construction and military vehicles 
(California Department of Tax and Fee Administration 2022). Both gasoline and diesel are primarily 
petroleum-based, and their consumption releases greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, including CO2 
and NOX. The transportation sector is the single largest source of GHG emissions in California, 
accounting for 38 percent of all inventoried emissions in 2020 (CARB 2022a). 

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

Energy use during project construction would be primarily in the form of fuel consumption to 
operate heavy equipment, light-duty vehicles, machinery, and generators. Temporary grid power 
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may also be provided to construction trailers or electric construction equipment. Table 6 
summarizes the anticipated energy consumption from construction equipment and vehicles, 
including construction worker trips to and from the project site. As shown therein, project 
construction would require approximately 3,166 gallons of gasoline fuel and approximately 35,557 
gallons of diesel fuel.  

Energy use during construction would be temporary in nature, and construction equipment used 
would be typical of similar-sized construction projects in the region. Furthermore, in the interest of 
cost efficiency, construction contractors would not utilize fuel in a manner that is wasteful or 
unnecessary. Therefore, project construction would not result in a potential impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, and no construction-related energy 
impact would occur. 

Table 6 Energy Use during Project Construction 

Source 

Fuel Consumption (Gallons) 

Gasoline Diesel 

Construction Equipment & Hauling Trips − 35,557 

Construction Worker Vehicle Trips 3,166 − 

See Appendix A for CalEEMod outputs, and Appendix C for energy calculation sheets. 

During operation, the proposed project would require maintenance, such as leaks, service calls, 
main breaks, and line flushing. Implementation of the pipeline improvements would reduce 
required maintenance activities and increase the longevity of the facilities. Maintenance activities 
would occur annually and on an as-needed basis and would require approximately one vehicle trip 
by maintenance staff per year. A reduction in reactive maintenance would also allow for the routine 
exercising of equipment and the replacement of old meters to more accurately track and bill 
customer water use. Therefore, project operation would not result in potentially significant 
environmental effects due to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. No 
impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? 

OCSD does not have any specific renewable energy or energy efficiency plans with which the project 
could comply. The County of San Luis Obispo adopted its EnergyWise Plan in 2011, which intends to 
facilitate the goals of the County’s General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element and reduce 
local greenhouse gas emissions. Chapter 5 of the EnergyWise Plan outlines goals for energy 
efficiency, including improved energy efficiency in public utilities. Implementation of the project 
would improve efficiency of the OCSD system and would reduce the number of operations and 
maintenance trips needed, which would reduce operational fuel consumption; therefore, the 
project would be consistent with the County’s EnergyWise Plan. In addition, no state plans for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency would apply to the project. Therefore, no impact would 
occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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7 Geology and Soils 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     
1. 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? □ □ □ ■ 

2. Strong seismic ground shaking? □ □ ■ □ 
3. Seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction? □ □ ■ □ 

4. Landslides? □ □ ■ □ 
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the 

loss of topsoil? □ □ ■ □ 
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? □ □ ■ □ 

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

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

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? □ □ ■ □ 
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a.1. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving 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? 

The project site is located in a seismically active area of California; however, the project site is not 
located in an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone. Several known faults, including the Los Osos Fault 
(approximately 19 miles northwest) and the San Andreas Fault (approximately 40 miles east), and 
other fault traces exist in the project region (DOC 2019). However, these faults do not cross the 
project site and are not considered “active” for the purposes of the Alquist-Priolo Act because they 
have not ruptured in the past 11,000 years (DOC 2019). Therefore, the proposed project would not 
directly or indirectly cause potential adverse effects related to rupture of a known earthquake fault, 
and no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking? 

The project site is located in a seismically active region, and could be subject to seismic ground 
shaking during an earthquake along the Los Osos Fault, San Andreas Fault, or other active faults in 
the region. The project would consist of improvements to several waterline segments in the OCSD 
service area. A large seismic event, such as a seismic shaking or ground failure, could result in 
breakage of waterlines and/or underground leakage from the pipeline. Design and construction of 
the proposed project would consider the seismic environment and would comply with applicable 
seismic design standards. A large seismic event, such as a fault rupture, seismic shaking, or ground 
failure, could result in breakage of the proposed pipeline, failure of joints, and/or underground 
leakage from the pipeline. In the event an earthquake compromises the pipeline during operation, 
OCSD would temporarily cease operations and conduct emergency repairs as soon as practicable. 

Existing OCSD facilities are subject to the same risk; therefore, there would be no change in the 
potential for OCSD facilities to directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects involving 
strong seismic ground shaking as compared to existing conditions.  

Therefore, while the project is located within a seismically active area and would place new 
infrastructure in an area that could be affected by seismic activity, the project would not directly or 
indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving rupture of a known earthquake fault or strong seismic ground shaking. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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a.3. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides? 

c. Would the project 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? 

Liquefaction occurs when strong, cyclic motions during an earthquake cause water-saturated soils to 
lose their cohesion and take on a liquid state. Liquefied soils are unstable and can subject overlying 
structures to substantial damage.  

Although the project site is located in a seismically active region, the project site is not located in a 
liquefaction zone or landslide hazard zone (DOC 2020; California Geological Survey 2020). The 
project would not include habitable structures and would therefore not expose people to loss, 
injury, or death related to liquefaction, landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, or collapse. 
Additionally, implementation of the project would not exacerbate the existing risk of earthquake-
induced liquefaction, landslides, or seismic ground failure in the immediate vicinity because the 
project would not directly result in a seismic event or destabilize soils prone to landslide. In the 
event an earthquake compromised any project component due to ground failure during 
operation, OCSD would temporarily shut-off the waterline and conduct emergency repairs as soon 
as possible.  

Therefore, because the project site is not located in an earthquake-induced landslide or liquefaction 
zone and the project would not introduce new infrastructure to the site that would exacerbate 
ground failure hazards, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause potential adverse 
effects involving earthquake-induced landslides, liquefaction, and ground failure. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Soil erosion or the loss of topsoil may occur when soils are disturbed but not secured or restored, 
such that wind or rain events may mobilize disturbed soils, resulting in their transport off the project 
site. Construction of the proposed pipeline segments would require trenching within existing paved 
roadways and landscaped areas, which have been previously disturbed in conjunction with 
construction of roadways and existing OCSD pipelines. No significant erosion or loss of topsoil would 
occur from pipeline construction and operation because the project would repave excavated 
roadways and restore disturbed landscaped areas upon completion of pipeline construction. The 
project would also adhere to County of San Luis Obispo Public Improvement Standards (listed under 
“Best Management Practices” in the Project Description), which include sediment and erosion 
control BMPs such as but not limited to pollutant source control; protection of stockpiles, slopes, 
and disturbed areas; and perimeter containment measures which would avoid and minimize soil 
erosion. Further, construction contractors would be required to comply with San Luis Obispo 
County’s NPDES Construction General Permit, which would require preparation of a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP is intended to minimize the amount of sediment and 
other pollutants associated with construction sites which is discharged in stormwater runoff. The 
SWPPP would include best management practices for erosion control, such as but not limited to 
preventing runoff from unprotected slopes, keeping disturbed areas to a minimum, and installing 
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check berms and desilting basins during construction activities, as necessary. The erosion control 
BMPs identified in the Project Description and implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would 
further reduce potential stormwater runoff impacts. With adherence to the contractor 
specifications, required SWPPP, and erosion control BMPs, potential adverse impacts associated 
with erosion and loss of topsoil would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

Expansive soils are those soils which can undergo substantial changes in volume (i.e., shrink-or-swell 
potential), due to variations in moisture content. Project alignments would be constructed primarily 
within roadways with existing road bases, thus unstable or expansive soils underneath the project 
alignments have already been replaced with road base. During construction, trench spoils would be 
temporarily stockpiled within the construction staging and storage area, then used to backfill the 
trench after pipeline placement; backfilling would be conducted to meet proper compaction and 
shear strength requirements. Further, the project would not include habitable structures and would 
therefore not create substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property beyond existing conditions. 

The project would not compromise soil stability and there would be no impact involving expansive 
soils.  

NO IMPACT 

e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

The project would not involve the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. 
No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

f. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

Rincon evaluated the paleontological sensitivity of the geologic units that underlie the project to 
assess the projects potential for significant impacts to scientifically important paleontological 
resources. The analysis was based on a review of existing information in the scientific literature 
regarding known fossils within geologic units mapped beneath the project and the Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) system for assessing paleontological sensitivity (SVP 2010). 
Sedimentary rock units can be assigned a high, low, undetermined, or no potential for containing 
scientifically significant nonrenewable paleontological resources. Following the literature review, a 
paleontological sensitivity classification was assigned to each geologic unit mapped within the 
project area. This criterion is based on rock units within which vertebrate or significant invertebrate 
fossils have been determined by previous studies to be present or likely to be present. The potential 
for impacts to significant paleontological resources is based on the potential for ground disturbance 
to directly impact paleontologically sensitive geologic units.  

The geology of the region surrounding the project was mapped by Wiegers (2021), who identified 
three geologic units underlying the project: young eolian deposits, young alluvial deposits, and old 
eolian deposits. 
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Young eolian deposits underlie segments 1-7, 1-8, 1-10, 3-4, 3-5, and 3-7, and consist of white to 
brown, well-sorted, wind-blown sand dune deposits that are Holocene in age (Wiegers 2021). Young 
eolian deposits are likely too young (i.e., less than 5,000 years old) to preserve paleontological 
resources (SVP 2010). Therefore, young eolian deposits have low paleontological sensitivity. 

Young alluvial deposits underlie all of segments 2-1 and 2-2, and parts of segments 1-4, 1-5, 1-11, 
and 3-8. Young alluvial deposits consist of unconsolidated clay, sand, and silt, deposited in 
floodplains and valley floors, and are Holocene in age (Wiegers 2021). Young alluvial deposits are 
likely too young (i.e., less than 5,000 years old) to preserve paleontological resources (SVP 2010). 
Therefore, young alluvial deposits have low paleontological sensitivity. 

Old eolian deposits underlie all of segments 1-2, 1-3, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 2-10, 3-1, 3-2, 3-
3, 3-6, 3-9, 3-10, and 3-11, and parts of segments 1-4, 1-5, 1-11, and 3-8. Old eolian deposits 
consists of moderately consolidated sand dune deposits that may be capped by moderately 
developed soils and are late to middle Pleistocene in age (Wiegers 2021). Coastal dune deposits very 
rarely preserve fossils in California (Jefferson 2010; Paleobiology Database 2022; University of 
California Museum of Paleontology 2022). Therefore, old eolian deposits have low paleontological 
sensitivity. 

Excavations for this project are anticipated to typically reach 5 feet below the surface for open-cut 
trenching and slightly deeper for trenchless (i.e., jack-and-bore) pipe installation. These excavations 
are only anticipated to impact sediments with low paleontological sensitivity. Therefore, this project 
is anticipated to have a less-than-significant impact on paleontological resources. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

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

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases? □ □ ■ □ 

Overview of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and 
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and 
storms) over an extended period. Climate change is the result of numerous, cumulative sources of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions contributing to the “greenhouse effect,” a natural occurrence 
which takes place in Earth’s atmosphere and helps regulate the temperature of the planet. Most 
radiation from the sun hits Earth’s surface and warms it. The surface, in turn, radiates heat back 
towards the atmosphere in the form of infrared radiation. Gases and clouds in the atmosphere trap 
and prevent some of this heat from escaping into space and re-radiate it in all directions. GHG 
emissions occur both naturally and as a result of human activities, such as fossil fuel burning, 
decomposition of landfill wastes, raising livestock, deforestation, and some agricultural practices. 
GHGs produced by human activities include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane, nitrous oxide, 
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. 

Significance Thresholds 
The project would not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly influence climate change. 
However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute incrementally to significant 
cumulative effects, even if individual changes resulting from a project are limited. As a result, the 
issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards an 
impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the 
effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064[h][1]). 

In March 2012, SLOAPCD adopted CEQA thresholds for GHG emissions to achieve goals outlined in 
the County’s EnergyWise Plan. Three thresholds were recommended to be used to evaluate the 
level of significance of GHG emissions impacts for residential and commercial projects, including (1) 
qualified GHG reduction strategies; (2) bright-line threshold; and (3) efficiency threshold.  
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Most recently, SLOAPCD’s 2023 CEQA GHG Guidance and Threshold Recommendations was 
developed to provide an administrative update to the SLOAPCD Handbook’s thresholds of 
significance for GHG emissions (SLOAPCD 2023). This guidance provides updated evidence-based 
bright-line and efficiency thresholds of significance through 2045, the last year specified in AB 1279 
and CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan Update for California to achieve its net zero GHG target. According to 
the guidance, either threshold type can be used to determine consistency toward a state GHG 
reduction target. The SLOAPCD’s bright-line thresholds were determined to be most appropriate for 
the purposes of this analysis. 

SLOACPD determined efficiency thresholds for 2020, 2030, and 2045 are consistent with emission 
reduction targets specified in AB 32, SB 32, and AB 1279, respectively. The bright-line thresholds for 
the years in between (2021 to 2029 and 2031 to 2044) were linearly interpolated (SLOAPCD 2023). 
For projects with an initial operational year of 2030 or earlier, if emissions are at or below an 
applicable threshold for that operational year, then the project is considered to be doing its fair 
share toward achieving the state’s SB 32 GHG reduction target. Based on the proposed project’s 
operational year of 2026, the applicable GHG efficiency threshold is 830 MT CO2e per year. 

In addition, this analysis considers whether the project complies with applicable plans, policies, 
regulations, and requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the 
reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. Therefore, the proposed project is assessed for 
consistency with the County of San Luis Obispo Conservation and Open Space Element, City of 
Arroyo Grande Climate Action Plan, and 2022 Scoping Plan. 

Methodology  
Calculations of CO2, CH4, and N2O emissions are provided to identify the magnitude of potential 
project effects. The analysis focuses on CO2, CH4, and N2O because these make up 98 percent of all 
GHG emissions by volume and are the GHG emissions the project would emit in the largest 
quantities (IPCC 2014). Emissions of all GHGs are converted into their equivalent GWP in terms of 
CO2 (i.e., CO2e). Minimal amounts of other GHGs (such as chlorofluorocarbons [CFCs]) would be 
emitted; however, these other GHG emissions would not substantially add to the total GHG 
emissions. GHG emissions associated with project construction and operation were estimated using 
CalEEMod, version 2020.4.0, with the assumptions described under Section 3, Air Quality, in 
addition to the following: 

 The project’s CalEEMod model uses CalEEMod default assumptions for area and mobile sources 
for the proposed project. 

 It was assumed that all operational vehicle trips to the site would be gasoline vehicles and that 
approximately one maintenance trip by OCSD staff would occur per year for approximately eight 
miles. 

 In accordance with SLOAPCD recommendation, GHG emissions from construction of the 
proposed project were amortized over a 25-year period and added to annual operational 
emissions to determine the project’s total annual GHG emissions (SLOAPCD 2012). 

a. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

Construction and operation of the project would generate GHG emissions. This analysis considers 
the combined impact of GHG emissions from both construction and operation.  
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Construction Emissions 
Project construction would generate GHG emissions from the operation of heavy equipment, motor 
vehicles, and worker trips to and from the site. As shown in Table 7, emissions from project 
construction would be approximately 354 MT of CO2e total over the entire construction period, or 
approximately 14 MT of CO2e per year when amortized over a 25-year period in accordance with 
SLOAPCD recommendations (SLOAPCD 2012). 

Table 7 Estimated Construction GHG Emissions 
Emission Source Project Emissions (MT of CO2e /year) 

2025 354 

Total Construction Emissions 354 

Total Amortized over 25 Years 14 

MT = metric tons, CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents 
See Appendix A for CalEEMod worksheets. 

Operational Emissions 
Operation of the proposed project would generate GHG emissions associated with area sources and 
mobile sources. The pipeline itself would not generate new demand for electricity. Maintenance 
activities would occur annually along the length of the pipeline alignment. Table 8 combines the 
estimated construction and operational GHG emissions associated with development of the project. 
As shown therein, annual emissions from the proposed project would be approximately 14 MT of 
CO2e per year, which would not exceed SLOAPCD’s 2026 bright-line threshold of 830 MT of CO2e per 
year. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Table 8 Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases 
Emission Source Annual Emissions (CO2e in metric tons) 

Construction1 14 

Operational <1 

Area <1 

Mobile <1 

Total 14 

SLOAPCD Numeric Threshold 830 

Exceed Threshold No 

MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent  
1 Amortized construction related GHG emissions over 30 years 

Source: Appendix A CalEEMod worksheets. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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b. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Plans and policies have been adopted to reduce GHG emissions in the Southern California region, 
including the County of San Luis Obispo Conservation and Open Space Element, the City of Arroyo 
Grande Climate Action Plan, and the State’s 2022 Scoping Plan. The following local policies apply to 
the proposed project: 

 County of San Luis Obispo Conservation and Open Space Element’s Goal WR 1: The County will 
have a reliable and secure regional water supply. 

 City of Arroyo Grande Climate Action Plan’s Measure A-3: Water Management: implement 
new policies and programs to limit community exposure to threats such as flooding, and 
support those that encourage water use conservation and efficiency. 

While the proposed project would not specifically involve water efficiency, it would improve the 
reliability and resiliency of the local water supply system. Therefore, the project would be consistent 
with the County of San Luis Obispo Open Space and Conservation and the City of Arroyo Grande 
Climate Action Plan. 

This analysis also evaluates the proposed project against the goals of the 2022 Scoping Plan (CARB 
2022b). Approximately two percent of total energy usage in California is used for the conveyance, 
treatment, and distribution of water. One of the goals of the 2022 Scoping Plan is to support climate 
adaptation and biodiversity that includes protection of the state’s water supply, water quality, and 
infrastructure to achieve carbon neutrality as soon as possible (CARB 2022b). The proposed project 
would upgrade and repair the existing out-of-date pipeline system at risk of breakage and leakage. 
Therefore, the proposed project would improve the reliability and resiliency of the local water 
distribution network. Thus, although the project would generate temporary construction and 
minimal operational emissions, the project would ultimately be consistent with the goals of CARB’s 
2022 Scoping Plan. 

The proposed project would not be in conflict with any applicable plans, policies, or regulations to 
reduce GHG emissions. Therefore, impacts related to GHG emissions would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

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

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? □ ■ □ □ 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed 
school? □ ■ □ □ 

d. Be located on a site that is included on a 
list of hazardous material 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? □ ■ □ □ 

e. For a project located in 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? □ □ ■ □ 

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

g. Expose people or structures, either 
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland 
fires? □ □ ■ □ 
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a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Construction of the proposed project would temporarily increase the transport and use of 
hazardous materials in the project area through the operation of vehicles and equipment. Such 
substances include diesel fuel, oil, solvents, and other similar materials brought onto the 
construction site for use and storage during the construction period. These materials would be 
contained within vessels specifically engineered for safe storage and would not be transported, 
stored, or used in quantities which would pose a significant hazard to the public or construction 
workers themselves. Furthermore, project construction would require the excavation and transport 
of paving materials (e.g., asphalt, concrete, road bed fill materials) and soils which could possibly be 
contaminated by vehicle-related pollution (e.g., oil, gasoline, diesel, and other automotive 
chemicals). All such paving, road bed materials, and soils removed during construction would be 
transported and disposed of in accordance with applicable codes and regulations. Additionally, as 
discussed in Section 7, Geology and Soils, the project would adhere to the BMPs required by the 
SWPPP prepared for the project, which would minimize the risk of leaks and spills of hazardous 
construction materials. Implementation of these BMPs and compliance with applicable codes and 
regulations would minimize hazards such that no significant hazard to construction workers or the 
surrounding community would occur. 

Operation of the proposed project would involve the conveyance of water and would not 
require the use, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use 
or disposal of hazardous materials. Impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project 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? 

The use, transport, and storage of hazardous materials during construction of the project (e.g., 
diesel fuel, oil, solvents, and other similar materials) could introduce the potential for an accidental 
spill or release to occur. As discussed under item (a), operation and maintenance of the project 
would not involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Therefore, 
potential impacts are limited to the construction period. 

Some pipeline segments are located adjacent to SR-1, which may be associated with aerially 
deposited lead in soil. In addition, according to a search of the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) GeoTracker database, there are two hazardous materials sites located near CIP Segment 2-
3. These include a former parking lot with soil petroleum contamination, south of the intersection of 
Ocean Street and SR-1, and a closed leaking underground storage tank site located near the 
intersection of Front Street and SR-1 (SWRCB 2023a; 2023b). Remediation for the former parking lot 
was completed in 2004 and remediation for the underground storage tank was completed in 2016.  

Construction Impacts 
Construction of the proposed project would temporarily increase the transport and use of 
hazardous materials along the project alignment through the operation of vehicles and equipment, 
consistent with other pipeline construction projects in the region. Such substances include diesel 
fuel, oil, solvents, and other similar materials brought onto the construction site for use and storage 
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during the construction period. These materials would be contained within vessels specifically 
engineered for safe storage and would not be transported, stored, or used in quantities which 
would pose a significant hazard to the public or construction workers. Furthermore, project 
construction would require the excavation and transport of paving materials and soils that could 
possibly be contaminated by vehicle-related pollution (e.g., oil, gasoline, diesel, and other 
automotive chemicals). All such paving and soils removed during construction would be transported 
and disposed of in accordance with applicable codes and regulations to minimize potential hazards 
to construction workers and the surrounding community. 

If groundwater dewatering is required based on site conditions, groundwater would be discharged 
into either: 1) the storm drain, 2) the sanitary sewer, or 3) nearby existing recharge, retention, or 
detention basins. The project would adhere to applicable rules and regulations related to discharge, 
including the County of San Luis Obispo National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Permit as well as discharge requirements established by the South San Luis Obispo County 
Sanitation District. The project would not discharge dewatered groundwater into storm drains 
leading to Arroyo Grande Creek or other local surface freshwater bodies if practicable. If must be 
dewatered into storm drains discharging to local surface water bodies, dewatered groundwater 
would be temporarily stored in baker tanks and water quality would be tested prior to discharge, 
consistent with permit requirements. 

The presence of hazardous materials during project construction activities, including but not limited 
to ground-disturbing activities such as grading and excavation, could result in an accidental upset or 
release of hazardous materials if they are not properly stored and secured. Hazardous materials 
used during project construction would be disposed of off-site in accordance with all applicable laws 
and regulations. However, if accident conditions during project construction result in a release of 
hazardous materials into the environment, impacts would be potentially significant. In order to 
address this potential for an unanticipated spill or release to occur during project construction, 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 would be implemented to reduce or avoid potential impacts. This 
mitigation measure would require development of a Hazardous Materials Management and Spill 
Control Plan to address the proper use, handling, and storage of hazardous materials during project 
construction and establish a spill response plan. In addition, as discussed in Section 7, Geology and 
Soils, the SWPPP prepared for the project would include BMPs that would minimize the potential for 
hazardous materials release into the environment.  

Ground disturbing activities during construction, including trenching of subsurface materials along 
the proposed pipeline alignment, could result in a potential safety hazard because contaminants, 
including those discussed above, could be spread via dust particulates. In addition to the mapped 
hazardous cleanup sites near CIP Segment 2-3, unanticipated contaminants may be present at other 
pipeline segment sites. Improper handling and disposal of contaminated soils could result in a 
health risk to construction workers. Therefore, impacts related to the release of hazardous materials 
due to reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions during project construction would be 
potentially significant. Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 would require preparation of a Contaminated Soil 
Contingency Plan with provisions for treatment and/or disposal of contaminated soils if 
encountered.  

Operation Impacts 
Operation of the proposed project would not require the use, storage, or disposal of hazardous 
materials. The contents of the proposed pipeline would be similar to existing conditions. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
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the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
With implementation of the following mitigation measures, potential impacts related to hazardous 
materials would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

HAZ-1 Hazardous Materials Management and Spill Control Plan 
Before construction begins, the construction contractor shall develop and implement a Hazardous 
Materials Management and Spill Control Plan (HMMSCP) that includes a project-specific 
contingency plan for hazardous materials and waste operations. The HMMSCP shall establish 
policies and procedures consistent with applicable codes and regulations, including but not limited 
to the California Building and Fire Codes, as well United States Department of Labor OSHA and 
California OSHA regulations. The HMMSCP shall articulate hazardous materials handling practices to 
prevent the accidental spill or release of hazardous materials, and articulate a spill response plan in 
the event a spill occurs. 

HAZ-2 Contaminated Soil Contingency Plan 

OCSD or its contractor(s) shall develop and implement a Contaminated Soil Contingency Plan that 
outlines provisions for treatment and/or disposal of contaminated soils. The Contaminated Soil 
Contingency Plan shall include a requirement for a qualified environmental consultant to prepare 
and administer a Worker Environmental Awareness Program training prior to the initiation of 
project-related ground disturbing activities. This training will aid workers in recognizing potential 
soil contamination that may occur along the project alignments. The specifics of this program will 
include an overview of properties along the segments that have the potential for soil contamination, 
the anticipated types and indicators of soil contamination, potential health hazards, and processes 
for properly addressing soil contamination if it is encountered. 

The Contaminated Soil Contingency Plan will also include a requirement for a qualified 
environmental consultant to monitor soil excavation and loading activities along those segments of 
the alignment where soil contamination is most likely to be encountered (e.g., any construction 
activities adjacent to the closed leaking underground storage tank site located near CIP Segment 2-
3). If potential soil contamination is encountered, work in the area shall be halted and the qualified 
environmental consultant will assess the soil and evaluate whether contamination may be present. 
Depending on the nature and extent of the potential contamination, the qualified environmental 
consultant may determine that soil sampling is necessary to determine whether contamination is 
present at concentrations that would require special handling, transportation or disposal 
requirements.  

The Contaminated Soil Contingency Plan shall also include processes for addressing unanticipated 
contaminated soil encountered during construction. At a minimum, a qualified environmental 
consultant will be retained on-call by OCSD, and if potential soil contamination is encountered, work 
will halt in the area and an assessment will be made by the on-call qualified environmental 
consultant to determine the nature and extent of the contamination and potential handling, 
transportation, and/or disposal requirements.  
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Significance After Mitigation  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 would reduce impacts related to 
hazardous materials spills, contamination, and potentially hazardous materials encountered during 
project construction to less-than-significant levels.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Oceano Elementary School and Fairgrove Elementary school are located within 0.25 mile of project 
pipeline segments. As described under item (b), there is potential that an accidental spill or release 
of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials such as vehicle and equipment fuels could occur 
during project construction. However, the use of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials 
would be subject to several federal, state, and local regulations. Compliance with these laws and 
regulations would ensure that impacts related to hazardous emissions are less than significant. 
Additionally, implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 would reduce impacts 
related to hazardous materials spills, contamination, and potentially hazardous materials 
encountered during project construction to less-than-significant levels. The project would not 
introduce a new stationary source of hazardous emissions, and operation of the project 
would not require the handling of hazardous materials, substances, or waste. Therefore, the project 
would not result in a significant impact to workers, the public, and the environment. Impacts would 
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

d. Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material 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? 

Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the California Environmental Protection Agency 
(CalEPA) to develop an updated Cortese List. The California Department of Toxic Substance Control 
(DTSC) is responsible for a portion of the information contained in the Cortese List. Other State and 
local government agencies are required to provide additional hazardous material release 
information for the Cortese List (DTSC 2018). The analysis for this section included a review of the 
following resources on November 14, 2022 to provide hazardous material release information: 

 SWRCB GeoTracker database (SWRCB 2022) 
 Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database (DTSC 2022) 

Based on a review of these databases, it was determined that the pipeline segments are not 
included on existing lists of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5. The SWRCB GeoTracker database lists two hazardous materials sites along SR-1 
near project pipeline segments, including a former parking lot south of the intersection of Ocean 
Street and SR-1 and a former leaking underground storage tank near the intersection of Front Street 
and SR-1, near CIP Segment 2-3. However, both of these sites are listed as “completed – case 
closed.”  

Nevertheless, hazardous materials may be present in the soils that underlie the project area and 
could be encountered during construction and excavation that could pose a threat to workers, the 
public, or the environment. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 would require a 
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Hazardous Materials Management and Spill Control Plan and Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 would 
require a Contaminated Soil Contingency Plan for proper disposal of contaminated soils. Therefore, 
this impact would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

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? 

Oceano County Airport is a public airport located one mile west of Oceano’s central business district 
and immediately south and east of some project pipeline segments. Several of the project pipeline 
segments (Segments 1-5, 1-7, 1-8, 1-10, 3-4, and 3-5 as shown in Table 1 in the Project Description) 
within the western portion of Oceano are within the 65 dBA, 75 dBA, and 85 dBA8 single-event noise 
level contours of Airport Land Use Plan for Oceano County Airport (San Luis Obispo County Airport 
Land Use Commission 2007). The remaining project components with known locations would be 
located outside the 65 dBA single-event noise level contour. 

Construction workers at the pipeline segments within the airport noise contours would be 
intermittently exposed to elevated noise levels during aircraft take-off and landing events, especially 
within the 75 and 85 dBA single-event noise level contours and on the Oceano County Airport 
property. However, as described in Section 4.13, Noise, construction noise would be the dominant 
source of noise exposure for construction workers. Furthermore, construction contractors would be 
required to comply with California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal OSHA) 
regulations related to worker exposure to noise. Section 5096 of these regulations sets duration-
based noise exposure limits for construction workers that require provision of personal protective 
equipment should exposure exceed the specified limits. These regulations would reduce 
construction worker exposure to high noise levels such that construction activities would not expose 
employees to excessive noise levels. Therefore, project construction would not expose workers to 
excessive noise levels. and construction-related impacts would be less than significant.  

In operation, pipeline segments would require occasional maintenance activities, and workers 
performing maintenance would be exposed to elevated noise levels within the 65 dBA, 75 dBA, and 
85 dBA single-event noise level contours of the Oceano County Airport. Maintenance activities may 
occasionally coincide with a take-off or landing event. Section 5096 of Cal OSHA regulations sets 
duration-based noise exposure limits for employees that require provision of personal protective 
equipment should exposure exceed the specified limits. These regulations would reduce employee 
exposure to high noise levels such that operational activities would not expose employees to 
excessive noise levels. Furthermore, workers completing outdoor operations and maintenance 
activities at pipeline segments would have the option of seeking a quieter noise environment, such 
as their vehicles, during aircraft take-off and landing events, if desired. Therefore, project 
operations would not expose people working in the project area to excessive noise levels, and 
operational impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

 
8 dBA refers to A-weighted noise decibels, a measurement of sound adjusted for human hearing.  
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f. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

The County of San Luis Obispo maintains an Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) that includes 
emergency preparedness guidance for emergency service providers, County staff, and elected 
officials. The EOP focuses on identifying life safety measures, restoring businesses and community 
services after the occurrence of a disaster, and implementing procedures for cost recovery efforts. 
In addition, the County maintains a Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan, which provides 
strategies to reduce or eliminate long-term risk to people and property from natural hazards and 
their effects within the county. These plans also recognize SR-1 as a regional evacuation route 
(County of San Luis Obispo 2016; 2019).  

As described in the Project Description, the project would adhere to the County of San Luis Obispo 
Public Improvement Standards, which include traffic control BMPs. Construction signs and other 
necessary traffic control devices would be installed prior to the commencement of work. All private 
driveways and side streets would be kept open at all times, except when construction takes place 
immediately in front of the driveway or side street. At the conclusion of each workday, all paved 
traveled-way surfaces would be restored to an all-weather, traversable condition.  

In addition, OCSD would be required to obtain encroachment permits from applicable jurisdictions 
(County of San Luis Obispo, City of Arroyo Grande, and Caltrans) for any construction activities 
within the public ROW. OCSD would be responsible for preparing and submitting traffic control 
plans to accompany encroachment permit applications. The proposed project would also be subject 
to encroachment permit conditions, which may include requirements such as construction signage, 
peak traffic hour avoidance, and post-construction pavement restoration. These traffic control plans 
and encroachment permit conditions are designed to protect the traveling public and would 
minimize impacts to emergency evacuation routes. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Project operation and maintenance would not introduce new activities that could impede or 
interfere with emergency plans. Maintenance activities of underground facilities within the public 
right-of-way are not expected unless under emergency conditions. Therefore, impacts related to 
emergency response plans and emergency evacuation plans during project operation would be less 
than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

Some pipeline segments are located in (e.g., Segments 2-1 and 2-2) or near (e.g., Segments 1-4, 1-7, 
1-8, 1-10, 1-11, 3-4, and 3-5) State Responsibility Areas designated as Moderate Fire Hazard Severity 
Zones (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection [CAL FIRE] 2007, 2009). The nearest 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone is located approximately 2.25 miles northeast of the 
easternmost pipeline segment (CAL FIRE 2009). 

Project construction would involve the use of heavy equipment and machinery along the project 
alignments, portions of which are near vegetated areas. However, the project would comply with 
regulations related to fire hazards and wildfire safety, including mandatory use of spark arrestors 
(PRC Section 4442), maintenance of fire suppression equipment during the highest fire danger 
period (PRC Section 4428), and adherence to standards for conducting construction activities on 
days when a burning permit is required (PRC Sections 4427 and 4431). Therefore, although portions 
of the project alignment are located within areas potentially susceptible to wildfire, the proposed 
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project would not increase fire risks on the project alignments or surrounding areas. Potential 
construction impacts associated with wildland fire would be less than significant. 

Following the completion of project construction, operational activities would not pose a substantial 
risk of wildfire ignition. Furthermore, the project would address water system deficiencies and 
upgrade the water system to provide adequate fire flow, which would provide a beneficial impact 
related to fire protection services. No adverse operational impact would occur.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

 



Environmental Checklist 
Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
Public Review Draft Initial Study – Mitigated Negative Declaration 63 

10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

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

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

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 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 off-site; □ □ ■ □ 

(iii) Create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or □ □ ■ □ 

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? □ □ ■ □ 
d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 

risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? □ □ ■ □ 

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



Oceano Community Services District  
Waterline Improvement Project 

 
64 

The federal Clean Water Act establishes the framework for regulating discharges to waters of the 
U.S. in order to protect their beneficial uses. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act (Division 7 of the 
California Water Code) regulates water quality within California and establishes the authority of the 
SWRCB and the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The Regional and State Boards issue 
NPDES permits to regulate specific water discharges, including a Construction General Permit for 
projects that disturb more than one acre. 

a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Excavation, grading, and construction activities associated with project construction would result in 
soil disturbance. As stormwater flows over a construction site, it can pick up sediment, debris, and 
chemicals, and transport them to receiving water bodies. The nearest receiving water bodies to 
project pipeline segments include Oceano Lagoon and several small ponds and reservoirs 
throughout Oceano and the city of Arroyo Grande.  

The proposed project would require coverage under the Construction General Permit and 
development and implementation of a SWPPP. The SWPPP would minimize the amount of sediment 
and other pollutants associated with the construction site discharged in stormwater runoff. As such, 
the proposed project would be consistent with water quality standards and waste discharge 
requirements. As discussed in Section 7, Geology and Soils implementation of SWPPP BMPs would 
minimize or avoid potentially adverse impacts, including those associated with earthwork activities 
that could lead to water quality degradation. Therefore, project construction activities would not 
substantially degrade surface water quality. The erosion control BMPs identified in the Project 
Description and implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would further reduce potential 
stormwater runoff impacts.  

During operation of the project, water would be treated in accordance with Title 22 of the California 
Code of Regulations standards before entering the water distribution system. Therefore, project 
operation would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality. Operational impacts would be less 
than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan? 

In September of 2014, the California Legislature enacted comprehensive legislation aimed at 
strengthening local control and management of groundwater basins throughout the state. Known as 
the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), the legislation provides a framework for 
sustainable management of groundwater supplies by local authorities, with a limited role for State 
intervention when necessary to protect the resource. OCSD sources some its water supply from the 
Santa Maria River Valley Groundwater Basin (Santa Maria Basin), which underlies the coastal 
portions of northern Santa Barbara County and southern San Luis Obispo County. The California 
Department of Water Resources designated the basin as a “high priority” basin. SGMA requires that 
high and medium priority basins comply with the SGMA, with certain exceptions for certain 
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adjudicated basins such as the Santa Maria Basin. Adjudication occurs when water users within a 
basin are in dispute over legal rights to water, and a court issues a ruling to determine the 
groundwater rights of that basin. Most of the Santa Maria Basin is adjudicated, including the 
portions that underlie the OCSD service area (County of San Luis Obispo 2018). Therefore, the Santa 
Maria Basin is not subject to SGMA, and no sustainable groundwater management plan applies. The 
project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a sustainable groundwater 
management plan.  

Based on groundwater levels in the project area, pipeline construction activities are not anticipated 
to encounter groundwater. If groundwater dewatering is required based on site conditions, the 
project would adhere to applicable rules and regulations related to discharge. Dewatering during 
project construction would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or degrade water 
quality. Construction of the proposed pipeline would not increase impervious surfaces along the 
pipeline alignment because ground surfaces would be restored to pre-project conditions. Therefore, 
the project would not substantially interfere with groundwater recharge occurring along the project 
alignment. Potential impacts would be less than significant. 

The project would be located in the area of the Water Quality Control Plan for the Central Coastal 
Basin (Basin Plan). The Basin Plan is the Central Coast RWQCB’s master water quality control 
planning document, and identifies beneficial uses for surface water and groundwater and 
establishes water quality objectives to attain those beneficial uses. The identified beneficial uses 
and the water quality objectives to maintain or achieve those uses are together known as water 
quality standards. Waterways within the project vicinity have many beneficial uses protected by the 
Basin Plan. A conflict with the Basin Plan would occur if the project would degrade the water quality 
of surface water or groundwater within the planning area such that the designated beneficial uses 
are no longer attainable. 

As discussed under threshold (a), compliance with relevant water quality regulations and policies, 
including the County’s NPDES Construction General Permit, would reduce the risk of water 
degradation from soil erosion and other pollutants related to project construction and operational 
activities. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in water quality impacts to nearby 
surface waters protected by the Basin Plan, would maintain the identified beneficial uses of nearby 
surface and groundwater, and would not conflict with the Basin Plan during construction or 
operation. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control 
plan or a sustainable groundwater management plan. Impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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c.(i) Would the project 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 result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site? 

c.(ii) Would the project 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 substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

c.(iii) Would the project 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 that would create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

c.(iv) Would the project 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 impede or redirect flood flows? 

The proposed project would not alter the course of a stream or river and would not introduce new 
impervious surfaces that could result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off the sites. 
Pipeline construction would not increase impervious surfaces along the project alignment because 
the pipelines would be installed under existing roadways and previously disturbed roadway 
shoulders, and ground surfaces would be restored to pre-project conditions. Therefore, the 
proposed pipeline segments would not alter the existing drainage pattern in the project area 
compared to existing conditions. As discussed under item (a), compliance with relevant water 
quality regulations and policies, including the County’s NPDES Construction General Permit, would 
reduce the risk of water degradation from soil erosion and other pollutants related to project 
construction and operation. Impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

As shown in Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain maps, areas of Oceano 
west of SR-1 and alongside Arroyo Grande Creek are within a 0.2 percent or 1 percent annual 
chance flood hazard zone (FEMA 2017). Additionally, as shown in DOC tsunami hazard area maps, 
areas of Oceano west of SR-1 and southeast in the Cienega Valley are within a tsunami hazard zone 
(DOC 2021).  

An extreme flood event could inundate the area where the project segments occur, but the 
underground pipelines would be unaffected. Furthermore, implementation of spill response BMPs 
from the project’s SWPPP would provide a rapid clean-up of any accidentally released materials to 
prevent pollutant release in a subsequent storm or flooding event. Therefore, the project 
alignments would not risk release of pollutants due to inundation. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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11 Land Use and Planning 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Physically divide an established 
community? □ □ □ ■ 

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? □ □ □ ■ 

a. Would the project physically divide an established community? 

The proposed waterline improvements would be located entirely below the ground surface and 
would not have the potential to physically divide an established community. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project 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? 

All but two pipeline segments associated with the project are located within unincorporated San 
Luis Obispo County, with the remaining two pipeline segments located within the city of Arroyo 
Grande. Pursuant to California Government Code 53091, building and zoning ordinances of a county 
or city do not apply to the location or construction of facilities for the production, storage, or 
transmission of water, wastewater, or electrical energy by a local agency. In addition, the proposed 
pipeline improvements would be constructed entirely underground, primarily below existing 
roadway ROW, and would not change surface land uses along the project alignments.  

The project would improve aging water distribution infrastructure. The project would be in 
furtherance of County of San Luis Obispo goals and policies, including the following goal from the 
San Luis Obispo Countywide Regional Compact: 

 Goal 1 – Strengthen Community Quality of Life. We believe that our Region’s quality of life 
depends on four cornerstones to foster a stable and healthy economy for all: resilient 
infrastructure and resources, adequate housing supply, business opportunities, and educational 
pathways. 

Therefore, the project would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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12 Mineral Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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? □ □ □ ■ 

a. Would the project 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. Would the project 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? 

Mineral extraction in San Luis Obispo County primarily includes sand and gravel mining. Project 
pipeline segments are not located within an Extractive Resource Area or an Energy and Extractive 
Resource Area (County of San Luis Obispo 2010). Therefore, the project would not result in the loss 
of availability of a known mineral resource or a locally important mineral resource recovery site. 
Furthermore, the pipeline segments are not located within or adjacent to any identified oil fields, 
nor does the project site contain any active or previously plugged and abandoned wells (DOC 2022). 
No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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13 Noise 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project result in:     

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the vicinity of the project in 
excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? □ ■ □ □ 

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

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? □ □ ■ □ 

Noise Overview 
The unit of measurement used to describe a noise level is the decibel (dB). However, the human ear 
is not equally sensitive to all frequencies within the sound spectrum. Therefore, a method called 
“A weighting” is used to filter noise frequencies which are not audible to the human ear. 
A-weighting approximates the frequency response of the average young ear when listening to most 
ordinary everyday sounds. When people make relative judgments of the loudness or annoyance of a 
sound, their judgments correlate well with the “A-weighted” levels of those sounds. Therefore, the 
A-weighted noise scale is used for measurements and standards involving the human perception of 
noise. In this analysis, all noise levels are A-weighted, and “dBA” is understood to identify the 
A-weighted decibel. 

Decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale which quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to 
the Richter scale used for earthquake magnitudes. A 10 dB increase represents a 10-fold increase in 
sound intensity, a 20 dB change is a 100-fold difference, 30 dB is a 1,000-fold increase, etc. Thus, a 
doubling of the energy of a noise source, such as doubling of traffic volume, would increase the 
noise level by 3 dB; a halving of the energy would result in a 3 dB decrease.  

Human perception of noise has no simple correlation with acoustical energy. The perception of 
noise is not linear in terms of dBA or in terms of acoustical energy. Two equivalent noise sources 
combined do not sound twice as loud as one source. It is widely accepted that the average healthy 
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ear can barely perceive changes of 3 dBA, increase or decrease; a change of 5 dBA is readily 
perceptible; and an increase (decrease) of 10 dBA sounds twice (half) as loud (Caltrans 2013). 

Descriptors 
The impact of noise is not a function of loudness alone. The time of day when noise occurs, and the 
duration of the noise are also important. In addition, most noise that lasts for more than a few 
seconds is variable in its intensity. Consequently, a variety of noise descriptors has been developed. 
The noise descriptors used for this analysis are the one-hour equivalent noise level (Leq) and the 
community noise equivalent level (CNEL).  

 The Leq is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the same amount of 
energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period. Typically, Leq is equivalent 
to a one-hour period, even when measured for shorter durations as the noise level of a 10- to 
30-minute period would be the same as the hour if the noise source is relatively steady. Lmax is 
the highest Root Mean Squared (RMS) sound pressure level within the sampling period, and Lmin 
is the lowest RMS sound pressure level within the measuring period.  

 The CNEL is a 24-hour equivalent sound level with an additional 5 dBA penalty to noise occurring 
during evening hours, between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m., and an additional 10 dBA penalty to 
noise occurring during the night, between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., to account for the added 
sensitivity of humans to noise during these hours (Caltrans 2020a). Quiet suburban areas 
typically have a CNEL in the range of 40 to 50 dBA, while areas near arterial streets are in the 50 
to 70+ CNEL range. 

Propagation 

Sound from a small, localized source (approximating a “point” source) radiates uniformly outward as 
it travels away from the source in a spherical pattern, known as geometric spreading. The sound 
level decreases or drops off at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance. Traffic noise is not a 
single, stationary point source of sound. Over some time interval, the movement of vehicles makes 
the source of the sound appear to emanate from a line (line source) rather than a point. The drop-
off rate for a line source is 3 dBA for each doubling of distance. 

The propagation of noise is also affected by the intervening ground, known as ground absorption. A 
hard site (such as parking lots or smooth bodies of water) receives no additional ground attenuation 
and the changes in noise levels with distance (drop-off rate) are simply the geometric spreading of 
the source. A soft site (such as soft dirt, grass, or scattered bushes and trees) receives an additional 
ground attenuation value of 1.5 dBA per doubling of distance.  

Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures; the amount of attenuation provided by 
this “shielding” depends on the size of the object and the frequencies of the noise levels. Natural 
terrain features such as hills and dense woods, and man-made features such as buildings and walls, 
can significantly alter noise levels. Generally, any large structure blocking the line of sight will 
provide at least a 5-dBA reduction in source noise levels at the receiver (Federal Highway 
Administration [FHWA] 2011). 

Vibration Overview 
Vibration levels are usually expressed as single-number measure of vibration magnitude, in terms of 
velocity or acceleration, which describes the severity of the vibration without the frequency 
variable. The peak particle velocity (ppv) is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or 
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negative peak of the vibration signal, usually measured in inches per second. Since it is related to 
the stresses experienced by buildings, ppv is often used in monitoring and controlling construction 
vibration. Although ppv is appropriate for evaluating the potential of building damage, it is not 
suitable for evaluating human response. It takes some time for the human body to respond to 
vibrations. In a sense, the human body responds to an average vibration amplitude (Federal Transit 
Administration [FTA] 2018). Because vibration waves are oscillatory, the net average of a vibration 
signal is zero. Thus, the root mean square (rms) amplitude is used to describe the “smoothed” 
vibration amplitude (FTA 2018). The rms of a signal is the square root of the average of the squared 
amplitude of the signal, usually measured in inches per second. The average is typically calculated 
over a one-second period. The rms amplitude is always less than the ppv and is always positive. 
Decibel notation is used to compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration. The 
abbreviation VdB is used in this analysis for vibration decibels to reduce the potential for confusion 
with sound decibels. 

Continued vibration of building components can also take the form of an audible low-frequency 
rumbling noise, which is referred to as groundborne noise. Groundborne noise is usually only a 
problem when the originating vibration spectrum is dominated by frequencies in the upper end of 
the range (60 to 200 Hertz), or when foundations or utilities, such as sewer and water pipes, 
connect the structure and the vibration source. 

Sensitive Receivers 
Noise exposure goals for various types of land uses reflect the varying noise sensitivities associated 
with those uses. The County of San Luis Obispo’s and City of Arroyo Grande’s Noise Element 
identifies noise sensitive uses as residential development, schools, health care services, nursing and 
personal care, churches, public assembly and entertainment, libraries and museums, hotels and 
motels, bed and breakfast facilities, outdoor sports and recreation, and offices (County of San Luis 
Obispo 1992, City of Arroyo Grande 2001). The nearest sensitive receivers along the pipeline are 
existing single-family residences immediately adjacent to pipeline segments on several roadways, as 
well as Oceano Elementary School and Fairgrove Elementary School. 

Significance Thresholds 
OCSD does not have a noise ordinance and does not maintain significance criteria for noise impacts. 
Pursuant to California Government Code 53091, building and zoning ordinances of a county or a city 
do not apply to the location or construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage, or 
transmission of water. Therefore, within OCSD's jurisdiction, nuisance noise is prohibited at OCSD's 
discretion. However, because OCSD does not maintain significance criteria for noise impacts, the 
following standards established by the County of San Luis Obispo and the City of Arroyo Grande 
Municipal Code (the contiguous municipalities proximate to the project site) and by Caltrans are 
used to inform the thresholds of significance used in this analysis. 

Noise 
Municipal Code Section 22.10.120 addresses construction noise within the County of San Luis 
Obispo, and Municipal Code Section 9.16.010 addresses construction noise within the City of Arroyo 
Grande. Noise sources associated with construction for both municipal codes are exempted from 
the noise standards within 7:00 a.m. or after 9:00 p.m. on any day except Saturday or Sunday, or 
before 8:00 a.m. or after 5:00 p.m. on Saturday or Sunday. The Municipal Codes do not include 
quantitative thresholds for construction impacts. Therefore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
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Section 15064.7(c), the County and City have chosen to use thresholds of significance recommended 
by another public agency, the FTA. The FTA provides reasonable criteria for assessing construction 
noise impacts based on the potential for adverse community reaction in their Transit and Noise 
Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018). For residential, commercial, and industrial uses, 
the daytime noise threshold is 80 dBA Leq, 85 dBA Leq, and 90 dBA Leq for an 8-hour period, 
respectively.  

Vibration 

Vibration limits used in this analysis to determine a potential impact to local land uses are based on 
guidelines for vibration damage potential contained in Caltrans’ (2020b) Transportation and 
Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, shown in in Table 9.  

Table 9 Caltrans Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 

Type of Situation 
Transient Sources 

(in/sec PPV) 

Continuous/Frequent 
Intermittent Sources 

(in/sec PPV) 

Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, and ancient monuments 0.12 0.08 

Fragile buildings 0.2 0.1 

Historic sites and some old buildings 0.5 0.25 

Older residential structures 0.5 0.3 

New residential structures 1.0 0.5 

Modern industrial/commercial buildings 2.0 0.5 

in/sec = inches per second; PPV = peak particle velocity 

Source: Caltrans 2020b 

a. Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Construction Noise 
Temporary noise levels caused by construction activity would be a function of the noise generated 
by construction equipment, the location and sensitivity of nearby land uses, and the timing and 
duration of noise-generating activities.  

For construction noise assessment, construction equipment can be considered to operate in two 
modes: stationary and mobile. As a rule, stationary equipment operates in a single location for one 
or more days at a time, with either fixed-power operation (e.g., pumps, generators, and 
compressors) or variable-power operation (e.g., pile drivers, rock drills, and pavement breakers). 
Mobile equipment moves around the construction site with power applied in cyclic fashion, such as 
bulldozers, graders, and loaders (FTA 2018). Noise impacts from stationary equipment are assessed 
from the center of the equipment, while noise impacts from mobile construction equipment are 
assessed from the center of the equipment activity area (e.g., construction site). 

Construction noise was estimated using the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Roadway 
Construction Noise Model (RCNM, 2006). Typical construction projects have long-term noise 
averages that are lower than louder short-term noise events due to equipment moving from one 
point to another on the site, work breaks, and idle time. Pipeline construction activities would be 
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mobile and would be constantly moving in a linear path along the pipeline alignment. Pipeline 
construction activities would occur near sensitive receivers, such as residences adjacent to most 
pipeline segments. Construction equipment used for site preparation and excavation activities 
would travel throughout the work areas, which would be an average of 124 LF9 by approximately 20 
feet in width (five-foot-wide trench plus construction area buffer). Therefore, mobile equipment 
associated with pipeline construction activities would operate at an average distance of 22 feet 
from the property boundary of the nearest sensitive receiver.10 Pipeline construction may involve 
the use of a backhoe, loader, and concrete saw. With these pieces of equipment operating 
concurrently, the hourly noise level at 50 feet from the pipeline construction area is calculated to be 
84 dBA Leq. Therefore, at the nearest noise-sensitive receiver to the pipeline alignment, pipeline 
construction activities would generate maximum hourly noise levels up to 91 dBA Leq. Table 10 
summarizes pipeline construction noise levels at the nearest noise-sensitive receiver. The FTA’s 
daytime construction noise limit is 80 dBA for residential uses; therefore, project construction noise 
levels would exceed construction noise thresholds. 

Table 10 Pipeline Construction Noise 

Location dBA Leq (8-hour) 

Reference Distance (50 feet) 84 

Single-Family Residences Immediately Adjacent (22 feet) 91 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent continuous sound level  

Construction noise impacts at any one residence during pipeline construction would be temporary 
and short-term because construction would be continuously moving along the pipeline alignment at 
a rate of approximately 124 LF per day. In addition, construction activities would be restricted to 
daytime hours per Section 22.10.120 and Section 9.16.010 Section of the County of San Luis Obispo 
and City of Arroyo Grande Municipal Code between 7 a.m. and 9 p.m. The project’s construction 
activities would generally occur Monday through Friday between 7 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. However, 
because project construction levels would exceed the FTA daytime construction noise limit of 80 
dBA for residential uses, impacts from construction noise would be potentially significant. 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would require implementation of construction noise reduction measures, 
including temporary sound barriers. With implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Operational Noise 
Proposed pipeline segments would be located underground and would not generate noise. 
Therefore, no operational noise impact would occur.  

 
9 The average pipeline installation rate for each projected phase = (All phases = 16,135 LF divide by 130 trenching and trenchless days, 
based on applicant construction schedule, = 124.12 LF per day) 
10 The average distance is the center of pipeline construction between the ROW roads. The distance between the ROWs is approximately 
44 feet; therefore, the average point of the construction is 22 feet from the nearest residence.  



Oceano Community Services District  
Waterline Improvement Project 

 
76 

Off-Site Traffic Noise 
Project operation would require infrequent vehicle trips associated with routine inspection and 
maintenance, periodic testing, and emergency repairs. Such activities would require approximately 
one annual trip, which would be reduced compared to the number of existing operation and 
maintenance trips. Consequently, project maintenance trips would not result in an increase in 
roadway noise, and there would be no impact.  

Mitigation Measures 

NOI-1 Construction Noise Reductions 
OCSD and the construction contractor shall reduce construction noise levels at the adjacent single-
family residential uses to a noise level not to exceed the FTA’s residential construction noise 
threshold of 80 dBA Leq (8 hour). This shall be accomplished through the following required 
measures: 

 Installation of temporary sound barriers/blankets of sufficient height to break the line of sight 
between construction equipment and residences within 22 feet of construction equipment. The 
temporary barriers/blankets shall have a minimum sound transmission loss of 21 and noise 
reduction coefficient of 0.75. 

 At the construction area, provide a sign that includes a 24-hour telephone number for project 
information, and a procedure where a field engineer/construction manager respond to and 
investigate noise complaints and take corrective action if necessary, in a timely manner.  

 If a noise complaint(s) is registered, the contractor shall retain a County-approved noise 
consultant to conduct noise measurements at the use(s) that registered the complaint. The 
noise measurements will be conducted for a minimum of one hour and will include one-minute 
intervals. The consultant shall prepare a letter report for code enforcement summarizing the 
measurements, calculation data used in determining impacts, and potential measures to reduce 
noise levels to the maximum extent feasible. 

The following measures may also be used to reduce noise levels: 

 The use of bells, whistles, alarms, and horns shall be restricted to safety warning purposes only. 
 Noise-reducing enclosures shall be used around stationary noise-generating equipment (e.g., 

compressors and generators) or located as far from sensitive receptors, as feasible. 

Significance After Mitigation 
With implementation of noise barriers/blankets and other measures as described in Mitigation 
Measure NOI-1, construction noise levels would be reduced by at least 15 dBA. Therefore, 
construction noise levels would reach up to approximately 76 dBA Leq (8 hour) and would not 
exceed the FTA daytime construction noise threshold of 80 dBA Leq. Therefore, impacts from 
pipeline construction would be less than significant with mitigation.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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b. Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels? 

Construction activities known to generate excessive groundborne vibration, such as pile driving, 
would not be conducted by the project. The greatest anticipated source of vibration during general 
project construction activities would be during jack and bore pipeline installation, which would 
occur at two pipeline segments, and general construction equipment (such as a vibratory roller) 
which may be used within 22 feet of the nearest residential structures. A vibratory roller would 
create approximately 0.210 in/sec PPV at a distance of 25 feet (Caltrans 2020b). This would equal a 
vibration level of approximately 0.268 in/sec PPV at a distance of 22 feet.11 This vibration level 
would not exceed the structural damage impact threshold for older residential structures of 
0.3 in/sec PPV. Therefore, temporary impacts associated with the roller (and other potential 
equipment) would be less than significant. 

Project operation would not introduce any new vibration sources. No operational vibration impact 
would occur.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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? 

As discussed in Section 8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the closest public or private airport to 
the project site is the Oceano County Airport, located immediately adjacent from the nearest 
pipeline segment, and approximately 1.75 miles southwest of the furthest pipeline segment. 
According to the Airport Land Use Plan for the Oceano County Airport, construction workers 
adjacent from Oceano County Airport could be exposed to a single event noise level of 85 dBA 
(County of San Luis Obispo 2007). These noise events from the airport are quick and last for a 
relatively short duration. The noise exposure is not substantial from these events, and would be 
similar to noise generated by construction equipment. Pipeline construction activity would be 
continuously moving along the pipeline alignment at a rate of approximately 124 LF per day. 
Therefore, project construction workers would be exposed to Oceano County Airport noise on a 
temporary and short-term basis. Impact would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

 
11 PPVEquipment = PPVRef (25/D)n (in/sec), PPVRef = reference PPV at 25 feet, D = distance, and n = 1.1 
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14 Population and Housing 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Induce substantial unplanned population 
growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (e.g., through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? □ □ □ ■ 

a. Would the project induce substantial unplanned 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)? 

The proposed project would involve water pipeline improvements to address water system 
deficiencies and provide adequate fire flow. No direct growth would occur as a result of the project 
because it does not propose new homes, businesses, or other land uses which would generate 
population growth. No indirect population growth would occur as a result of the project because it 
would not remove an obstacle to growth; the project does not increase capacity to deliver water 
supply and thus would not accommodate unplanned population growth.  

No impact related to population growth from the proposed waterline improvements would occur 
because the project would not directly or indirectly induce population growth. 

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

The proposed waterline improvements would be constructed underground within the existing 
public ROW. The project does not propose demolition of existing housing. Therefore, the project 
would not displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 



Oceano Community Services District  
Waterline Improvement Project 

 
80 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Environmental Checklist 
Public Services 

 
Public Review Draft Initial Study – Mitigated Negative Declaration 81 

15 Public Services 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Would the project result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, or the 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:     

1 Fire protection? □ □ □ ■ 

2 Police protection? □ □ □ ■ 

3 Schools? □ □ □ ■ 

4 Parks? □ □ □ ■ 

5 Other public facilities? □ □ □ ■ 

a.1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered fire protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

According to the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan for OCSD (2019), OCSD provides fire and emergency 
services to residents and businesses within its service area boundary through the Five Cities Fire 
Authority, which was formed in 2010 under a Joint Powers Agreement between the city of Arroyo 
Grande, the city of Grover Beach and OCSD. The Five Cities Fire Authority operates out of three fire 
stations, with Fire Station 3 located closest to all pipeline segments at 1655 Front Street.  

As discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, the project would not directly or indirectly 
contribute to population growth. Therefore, the project would not increase demand for fire 
protection services or result in the need for new or physically altered fire protection facilities. 
Furthermore, the project would address water system deficiencies and upgrade the water system to 
provide adequate fire flow, which would provide a beneficial impact related to fire protection 
capacity. No adverse impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

The San Luis Obispo County Sheriff’s Office serves the community of Oceano from South Station, 
located at 1681 Front Street. The project would not directly or indirectly contribute to population 
growth. Therefore, the project would not increase demand for police protection services or result in 
the need for new or physically altered police protection facilities. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered schools, or the need for new or physically altered schools, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives? 

The project site is served by the Lucia Mar Unified School District. The project would not directly or 
indirectly contribute to population growth, and the project does not contain any elements that 
would directly or indirectly increase school district enrollment or require new or physically altered 
schools. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered parks, or the need for new or physically altered parks, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives? 

The project would not directly or indirectly contribute to population growth, and the project would 
not involve any elements that would increase demand for parks or other recreational facilities. No 
impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of other new or physically altered public facilities, or the need for other new or physically 
altered public facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

The project would not directly or indirectly contribute to population growth, and the project would 
not involve any elements that would require expansion or physical alteration of public facilities. No 
impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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16 Recreation 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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? □ □ □ ■ 

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? 

As discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, the project would not directly or indirectly 
induce population growth and would therefore not increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

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? 

The project would not include or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. No 
impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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17 Transportation 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

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

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 
(b)? □ □ □ ■ 

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

d. Result in inadequate emergency access? □ □ ■ □ 

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

Project construction would result in temporary transportation impacts. Construction staging would 
occur in roadways along the pipeline segments or at parking lots in the project vicinity, and lane 
closures would be necessary for construction staging and excavation. As a result, project 
construction would result in temporary disruption to vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation. 
The project construction contractor would be required to prepare traffic control plans pursuant to 
San Luis Obispo County Regional Transit Authority and Caltrans specifications. Roadways would be 
restored after project construction, and the project would not interfere with roadway facilities in 
operation. 

Construction-related vehicle trips would include construction workers traveling to and from the 
project work zones and staging areas, haul trucks (including for import and export of excavated 
materials, as needed), and other trucks associated with equipment and material deliveries. Such 
trips would occur on area roadways. Because construction is a short-term activity and trips would 
account for a relatively small proportion of existing traffic on area roadways, construction-related 
traffic impacts would not be substantial. Roadways would be repaved and restored in accordance 
with all applicable County of San Luis Obispo and City of Arroyo Grande standards once construction 
is complete. Traffic control BMPs would further reduce temporary transportation impacts 
associated with project construction. Therefore, construction-related transportation impacts would 
be less than significant. 

The proposed project would involve construction and operation of waterline segment 
improvements, which would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs addressing the 
circulation system, including public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. The proposed pipeline 
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alignment would be placed underground along existing roadways and roadway shoulders. Project 
operation would involve routine maintenance trips; however implementation of pipeline segment 
improvements would reduce the number of maintenance trips needed compared to existing 
conditions. Therefore, the project would not result in increased vehicle trips which could conflict 
with transportation programs or policies. Given the minimal number of trips generated, operational 
transportation impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 
(b)? 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) identifies criteria for evaluating transportation impacts. 
Specifically, the guidelines state VMT exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may indicate 
a significant impact. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(3), a lead agency may include 
a qualitative analysis of operational and construction traffic if existing models or methods are not 
available to estimate VMT for the particular project being considered. Such a qualitative analysis 
would evaluate factors such as the availability of transit and proximity to other destinations. OCSD 
has not adopted VMT thresholds. 

A VMT calculation is typically conducted on a daily or annual basis for long-range planning purposes. 
As discussed under item (a) above, traffic on local roadways would be temporarily increased during 
project construction due to worker trips and the necessary transport of construction vehicles and 
equipment to the project sites. Increases in VMT from construction would be short-term, minimal, 
and temporary. In addition, after completion of the proposed project, routine operation and 
maintenance trips for the project would be less frequent compared to existing conditions due to 
pipeline segment improvements. Thus, operational VMT would decrease as compared to existing 
conditions. Therefore, the project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3(b), and no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

c. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)? 

The project would involve installation of waterline segments within existing roadways in the 
community of Oceano and the City of Arroyo Grande. The project would not involve reconfiguration 
of roadways or intersections that could result in a substantial increase in traffic hazards. No impact 
would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Lane closures and other potential traffic impacts caused by construction activities in existing 
roadways would have the potential to impede emergency response to the project area, or to areas 
accessed via the roadway. As discussed in Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and item (a) 
of this section, OCSD would be required to obtain encroachment permits from applicable 
jurisdictions (County of San Luis Obispo, City of Arroyo Grande, and Caltrans) for any construction 
activities within the public ROW. OCSD would be responsible for preparing and submitting traffic 
control plans to accompany encroachment permit applications. The proposed project would also be 
subject to encroachment permit conditions, which may include requirements such as construction 
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signage, peak traffic hour avoidance, and post-construction pavement restoration. These traffic 
control plans and encroachment permit conditions are designed to protect the traveling public and 
would minimize impacts to emergency evacuation routes. Impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in a Public Resources Code 
Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
or 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:     

a. 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)? □ ■ □ □ 

b. 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 
Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria 
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead 
agency shall consider the significance of 
the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. □ ■ □ □ 

Tribal Cultural Resources Background  
On July 1, 2015, California Assembly Bill 52 of 2014 (AB 52) was enacted, expanding CEQA by 
defining a new resource category, “tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 states: “A project with an effect 
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a 
project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). It further 
states the lead agency shall establish measures to avoid impacts altering the significant 
characteristics of a tribal cultural resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3). 

PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places, 
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe” and is: 

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR or in a local register of historical resources as defined in 
PRC Section 5020.1(k), or 
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2. 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 PRC Section 5024.1. 
In applying these criteria, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe. 

AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources. 
The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified or adopted. 
Under AB 52, lead agencies are required to “begin consultation with a California Native American 
tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” 
Native American tribes to be included in the process are those having requested notice of projects 
proposed in the jurisdiction of the lead agency.  

OCSD distributed AB 52 consultation letters for the proposed project, including project information, 
map, and contact information, to 10 Native American contacts via email on January 21, 2023, and 
via certified mail on February 1, 2023. Contacts of the following Native American tribes were 
provided with an AB 52 consultation letter and a Section 106 consultation letter:  

 Barbareño/Ventureño Band of Mission Indians (two contacts)  
 Chumash Council of Bakersfield  
 Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation (two contacts)  
 Northern Chumash Tribal Council  
 Salinan Tribe of Monterey and San Luis Obispo Counties  
 San Luis Obispo County Chumash Council  
 Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians  
 yak tityu tityu yak tiłhini – Northern Chumash Tribe  

Under AB 52, Native American tribes have 30 days from receipt of the letter to respond and request 
further project information and formal consultation. Therefore, the consultation request period 
under AB 52 closed on March 4, 2023.  

Summary of AB 52 Consultation  
On February 2, 2023, Tribal Administrator Patti Dunton of the Salinan Tribe of Monterey and San 
Luis Obispo Counties responded to the emailed AB 52 consultation letter and stated the Tribe had 
knowledge of sensitive cultural resources in the area and recommended Native American 
monitoring by a member of their Tribe during project-related ground disturbing activities. On 
February 10, 2023, OCSD inquired if the Tribe could clarify the locations of the sensitive areas for 
cultural resources and asked if the Tribe would like to engage in further consultation. On February 
24, 2023, Ms. Dunton sent an email requesting to continue consultation for the project as it moves 
forward and provided locational information for the sensitive cultural resource areas. OCSD made 
contact attempts on April 4 and April 21, 2023, to see if the Tribe would like to schedule a combined 
Section 106 and AB 52 consultation meeting. On May 19, 2023, Ms. Dunton stated the Tribe has 
reviewed the project and had concerns about cultural resources and human remains that may be 
impacted. Ms. Dunton recommended Native American monitoring by a member of their Tribe 
during project-related ground disturbing activities. On May 22, 2023, OCSD inquired if the Tribe 
would like to set up a combined Section 106 and AB 52 consultation meeting to discuss the Tribe’s 
concerns further or if the Tribe’s written comments are sufficient from her perspective. On May 24, 
2023, Ms. Dunton stated via email that she would let OCSD know if the Tribe’s cultural resources 
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lead, Robert Piatti, would like to schedule a meeting. On June 30, 2023, Ms. Dunton indicated Mr. 
Piatti would be in touch to discuss the project. Further communication from Ms. Dunton or Mr. 
Piatti was not received. On August 18, 2023, a letter was sent to see if the Tribe’s comments and 
concerns were addressed through prior communication with OCSD and requested a response by 
August 31, 2023. A response was not received, and AB 52 and Section 106 consultation with the 
Salinan Tribe of Monterey and San Luis Obispo Counties was concluded on August 31, 2023.  

On March 1, 2023, Administrative Assistant Crystal Mendoza of the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash 
Indians requested consultation under AB 52 on behalf of the Tribe. On March 13, 2023, OCSD 
contacted the Tribe to schedule a consultation meeting. As the USDA delegated consultation 
authority to OCSD, the letter further inquired if a meeting under Section 106 was requested and 
offered to consolidate the meetings. On April 4, 2023, the Tribe responded and stated they would 
like to combine the Section 106 and AB 52 consultation meetings into one meeting. On April 14, 
2023, a Section 106 and AB 52 consultation meeting was held between OCSD and Cultural Resources 
Archaeologist Dr. Wendy Teeter of the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians. During the 
consultation meeting, Dr. Teeter expressed concern due to the presence of human remains 
identified adjacent to the project site during the records search conducted for the project. Dr. 
Teeter requested summaries of the resources and previous studies, as well as a copy of the Phase 1 
Cultural Resources Assessment prepared for the project. During the consultation meeting, Dr. 
Teeter stated she would follow up with the Tribe’s recommended mitigation measures. Following 
the meeting, the requested study and resource summaries were provided to the Tribe. On June 18, 
2023, Dr. Teeter provided the Tribe’s recommended mitigation measures via email, which included 
a cultural resources sensitivity training, avoidance and preservation methods, Native American 
monitoring by a member or their Tribe, and evaluation and treatment of potential discoveries. On 
October 19, 2023, OCSD sent the Tribe the draft mitigation measures for the project, summarized 
efforts OCSD made to include the Tribe’s request into the measures, and requested a response by 
November 3, 2023. A response was not received, and Section 106 and AB 52 consultation with the 
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians was concluded on November 3, 2023.  

On March 7, 2023, Chairperson Mona Tucker of the yak tityu tityu yak tiłhini – Northern Chumash 
Tribe responded via email and stated Oceano is her hometown, and the Tribe has extensive cultural 
resource knowledge of the area. Chairperson Tucker stated excavation within the moderate 
sensitivity areas previously identified for the project will affect the Tribe’s resources extensively and 
requested AB 52 consultation for the project. On April 4, and April 21, 2023, Rincon contacted 
Chairperson Tucker via email, on behalf of OCSD, to schedule a consultation meeting. As the USDA 
delegated consultation authority to OCSD, the letter further inquired if a meeting under Section 106 
was requested and offered to consolidate the meetings. On April 25, 2023, a combined Section 106 
and AB 52 consultation meeting was held between OCSD and Chairperson Tucker. During the 
consultation meeting, Chairperson Tucker stated concern related to the potential for additional 
artifacts and human remains to be uncovered during project-related ground disturbing activities and 
recommended full-time archaeological and Native American monitoring in the area where human 
remains were previously identified. Further, Chairperson Tucker identified additional areas sensitive 
for cultural resources and recommended full-time monitoring for additional pipeline segments. 
Follow-up emails were sent to Chairperson Tucker on April 25, 2023, and June 2, 2023, to confirm 
the areas of concern discussed during the meeting were captured in the project figures. A response 
from Chairperson Tucker was not received. On October 19, 2023, OCSD sent a letter to the Tribe 
summarizing the consultation efforts to date and requested a response by November 3, 2023. A 
response was not received, and Section 106 and AB 52 consultation with the yak tityu tityu yak 
tilhini – Northern Chumash Tribe was concluded on November 3, 2023.  
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On April 21, 2023, Chairperson Violet Walker of the Northern Chumash Tribal Council requested 
consultation under Section 106 and AB 52. On May 1, 2023, a combined Section 106 and AB 52 
consultation meeting was held between OCSD, Chairperson Walker, and tribal members Ernest 
Houston and Michael Khus-Zarate. During this meeting, Chairwoman Walker stated the entire area 
is sensitive for cultural resources, and recommended monitoring of all project-related ground 
disturbances. This recommendation included spot checking all areas of the pipeline alignments 
outside of the designated “high” and “medium” sensitivity areas, and full-time monitoring in the 
high sensitivity and moderate sensitivity areas initially identified for the project. Due to the 
presence of human remains identified during the records search, the Tribe recommended full-time 
monitoring by an archaeologist and Northern Chumash Tribal Council representative for work 
occurring in this area. Chairperson Walker further stated she was also aware of human remains 
previously identified near the area of another pipeline segment. The Tribe recommended 
monitoring by an archaeologist and the Northern Chumash Tribal Council representative for specific 
segments of the pipeline based on their proximity to sensitive areas, historical freshwater bodies, 
and rapid sediment accumulation which could conceal cultural materials. Chairperson Walker 
requested the written mitigation measures proposed for the project, a copy of the resource 
sensitivity map, site records for the two resources identified within the pipeline segments, and 
summaries of the resources and studies. OCSD provided the requested documents on May 2, 2023. 
On October 19, 2023, OCSD sent a letter to the Northern Chumash Tribal Council summarizing the 
results of consultation to date, tribal recommendations, and the efforts of OCSD to include the 
recommendations into the project’s mitigation measures. The Tribe responded on November 8, 
2023, indicating they reviewed the mitigation measures and are in agreement. Therefore, Section 
106 and AB 52 consultation with the Northern Chumash Tribal Council concluded on November 8, 
2023.  

On June 5, 2023, CRM Committee Chair Annette Ayala of the Barbareño/Ventureño Band of Mission 
Indians responded and stated she defers recommendations to the yak tityu tityu yak tiłhini – 
Northern Chumash Tribe.  

On June 5, 2023, Chairperson Gabe Frausto of the Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation requested 
consultation under Section 106. On August 24, 2023, a consultation meeting was held between 
OCSD and the Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation during which Chairperson Frausto requested the 
results of the records search and recommended cultural resource monitoring, a cultural resources 
sensitivity training, reburial of encountered artifacts near the location of discovery, and equal tribal 
representation during monitoring. Chairperson Frausto was provided with the results of the records 
search and a project map with resource locations via a protected file transfer site on August 24, 
2023. On October 19, 2023, OCSD provided a summary of consultation to date and the project’s 
draft mitigation measures for the tribe’s review. On October 23, 2023, Chairperson Frausto 
responded and stated the tribe is in agreement with the mitigation measures. Therefore, Section 
106 consultation with the Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation was concluded on October 23, 2023. 

No additional requests were received during the consultation period.  
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a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 that is 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)? 

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource as defined in Public Resources Code 21074 that is 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 Section 5024.1? 

Based on the results of the records search, SLF, and AB 52 consultation with Native American tribes 
affiliated with the project area, the project area is sensitive for tribal cultural resources. Therefore, 
ground disturbing activities associated with the project could cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a tribal cultural resource, if any are identified during project construction, and 
impacts would be potentially significant. Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-4, listed in Section 5, 
Cultural Resources, and Mitigation Measure TCR-1 detailed below were developed in consultation 
with the project’s consulting tribes and would avoid and minimize potential impacts to tribal cultural 
resources to the extent feasible.  

Mitigation Measures  
Refer to Section 5, Cultural Resources, for Mitigation Measures CR-1, CR-2, CR-3, and CR-4.  

TCR-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural Resources  
In the event cultural resources of Native American origin are identified during construction, all 
ground disturbing activities within a 50-foot radius of the find shall be halted and redirected until an 
archaeological monitor/or qualified archaeologist, if not already on site, has evaluated the nature 
and significance of the find. OCSD shall consult with the qualified project archaeologist and initiate 
Native American consultation procedures with the project’s consulting tribes. If OCSD, in 
consultation with the Native American consulting tribes, determines that the resource is a tribal 
cultural resource and thus significant under CEQA, a mitigation plan shall be prepared and 
implemented in accordance with state guidelines and in consultation with the Coastal Band of the 
Chumash Nation, the Northern Chumash Tribal Council, the Salinan Tribe of Monterey, the Santa 
Ynez Band of Chumash Indians, and the yak tityu tityu yak tiłhini – Northern Chumash Tribe. The 
mitigation plan may include avoidance of the resource, if avoidance of the resource is infeasible, the 
plan would outline the appropriate treatment of the resource in coordination with the 
archaeologist, if applicable, and Native American consulting tribes. The mitigation plan shall be 
reviewed and approved by OCSD within 30 days of discovery of the find(s). Work at the discovery 
location shall not resume until all necessary investigation and evaluation of the discovery under the 
requirements of CEQA have been satisfied.  

Significance After Mitigation  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TCR-1 outlines protocol that would be implemented in the 
event that tribal cultural resources are identified during construction activities and would require 
preparation of a mitigation plan for resources determined to be of Native American origin. 
Mitigation Measure TCR-1, in addition to Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-4, would reduce the 
potential impact to tribal cultural resources to less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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19 Utilities and Service Systems 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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 
cause significant environmental effects? □ □ □ ■ 

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

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? □ □ □ ■ 

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? □ □ ■ □ 

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

a. Would the project 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 cause significant 
environmental effects? 

Water 
The proposed project itself would involve installation of waterline segment improvements, the 
environmental impacts of which are analyzed throughout this document. No additional 
environmental impacts associated with the construction or relocation of wastewater facilities would 
occur beyond those analyzed herein. No impact would occur.  
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Wastewater Treatment 
The project would not require permanent on-site personnel and does not include the installation of 
restroom facilities. Therefore, no wastewater would be generated, and the project would not result 
the construction or relocation of additional new or expanded wastewater facilities. No impact would 
occur. 

Stormwater Drainage 
As discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would have no effect on the 
amount of impervious surfaces within the project site as compared to existing conditions because 
the project would not introduce new impervious surfaces. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not alter the drainage pattern within the project area and would not increase stormwater flow such 
that new or expanded stormwater drainage systems would be necessary. No impact would occur.  

Electricity and Natural Gas 
As discussed in Section 6, Energy, the project would not require additional use of electricity. The 
project would not require natural gas connections. Therefore, the project would not require or 
result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded electricity or natural gas facilities. No 
impact would occur.  

Telecommunications 
The project would not involve components requiring telecommunications infrastructure and is not 
anticipated to involve the relocation of existing telecommunications facilities. Therefore, no impact 
would occur. 

Summary 
In summary, the project would not 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 cause significant 
environmental effects. No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

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

The project consists of the construction and operation of pipeline segment improvements. Small 
quantities of water would be required during construction for dust suppression, which would be 
provided by OCSD. Water consumption associated with dust suppression would be temporary and 
minimal because only disturbed areas would need to be watered. As described in the Project 
Description, if temporary dewatering activities are required, groundwater would be discharged into 
either: 1) the storm drain, 2) the sanitary sewer, or 3) nearby existing recharge, retention, or 
detention basins. If groundwater must be dewatered into storm drains discharging to local surface 
water bodies, dewatered groundwater would be temporarily stored in baker tanks and water 
quality would be tested prior to discharge, consistent with permit requirements. The project would 
not include development of structures or infrastructure that would directly or indirectly increase the 
population of the community of Oceano, the City of Arroyo Grande, or San Luis Obispo County such 
that water demands would increase. 
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In operation, the proposed project would not alter the water supplies of OCSD or surrounding water 
suppliers. The project would include an emergency intertie between OCSD and the City of Arroyo 
Grande systems. The City of Arroyo Grande has a variety of water sources, including groundwater, 
local surface water, and stormwater captured for groundwater recharge, irrigation, and 
construction water (City of Arroyo Grande 2015). The proposed emergency intertie between OCSD 
and the City of Arroyo Grande systems along Segment 2-10 would not alter the water supply 
capacity of either system. Therefore, impacts to water supplies would be less than significant.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project 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? 

As discussed under threshold (a), the project would not generate wastewater or otherwise 
contribute to an increase in wastewater treatment requirements. Therefore, the project would not 
directly or indirectly generate wastewater that would exceed the capacity of existing wastewater 
treatment facilities in the project area. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

d. Would the project 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? 

e. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

Construction activities may temporarily generate solid waste, including soil spoils, pavement debris, 
or other construction waste, which would be disposed of in accordance with all applicable federal, 
State, and local statutes and regulations. While most soil is expected to be reused as backfill 
material within the project area, minimal remaining inert construction waste would be disposed of 
at existing construction waste landfills in the area. Due to the temporary nature of construction and 
minimal amount of construction waste anticipated to require disposal, the project would not 
generate quantities of solid waste that would account for a substantial percentage of the total daily 
regional permitted capacity available at landfills accepting such waste. The nearest landfill to the 
project area is the Cold Canyon Landfill, which receives solid waste from San Luis Obispo, Arroyo 
Grande, Oceano, and other cities and communities in the project region. Construction debris would 
likely be disposed of at this landfill; Cold Canyon Landfill has 13 million cubic yards of remaining 
capacity and is expected to operate through the year 2040 (CalRecycle 2019). Therefore, waste 
generated by demolition and construction activities would not exceed the available capacity at the 
landfills serving the project area that would accept debris generated by the project. 

Construction activities would be required to comply with all applicable laws and regulations related 
to solid waste generation, collection, and disposal. The project would result in a short‐term and 
temporary increase in solid waste generation during construction, but would not substantially affect 
standard solid waste operations of any landfill accepting waste. Recycling and reuse activities during 
construction would comply with the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939). 
Once operational, the project would include unmanned facilities and would not generate solid 
waste. Therefore, solid waste impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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20 Wildfire 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

If located in or near state responsibility areas 
or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones (FHSZ), 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 downslopes or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, 
or drainage changes? □ □ □ ■ 

According to the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan for the Oceano Community Services District (2019), a 
wildland fire threat does not exist within the OCSD service boundary due to weather, topography, 
and lack of vegetation. Furthermore, the climate and foggy atmosphere within the city of Arroyo 
Grande typically help to maintain fuel moisture levels to a point that limits the potential for rapid 
fire spread (County of San Luis Obispo 2019). Nonetheless, the correct combination of weather, 
topography and fuel could create potential for a wildfire in the area. As such, CAL FIRE has 
designated some areas within the OCSD service area boundary and the city of Arroyo Grande as 
being at increased risk from wildfires (County of San Luis Obispo 2019; CAL FIRE 2007; CAL FIRE 
2009). 

Some project pipeline segments are located in (e.g., Segments 2-1 and 2-2) or near (e.g., Segments 
1-4, 1-7, 1-8, 1-10, 1-11, 3-4, and 3-5) State Responsibility Areas designated as Moderate Fire Hazard 
Severity Zones (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection [CAL FIRE] 2007, 2009). The 
nearest Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone is located approximately 2.25 miles northeast of the 
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easternmost pipeline segment (CAL FIRE 2009). Therefore, the project site is considered to be near 
lands classified as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones for the purposes of this analysis.  

a. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

The proposed project would not add residents or employees to the project site and does not include 
structures that would increase wildfire exposure or hazards. Lane closures and other potential 
traffic impacts caused by construction activities in existing roadways would have the potential to 
impede emergency response to the project area, or to areas accessed via the roadway. As discussed 
in Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and item (a) of this section, OCSD would be required 
to obtain encroachment permits from applicable jurisdictions (County of San Luis Obispo, City of 
Arroyo Grande, and Caltrans) for any construction activities within the public ROW. OCSD would be 
responsible for preparing and submitting traffic control plans to accompany encroachment permit 
applications. The proposed project would also be subject to encroachment permit conditions, which 
may include requirements such as construction signage, peak traffic hour avoidance, and post-
construction pavement restoration. These traffic control plans and encroachment permit conditions 
are designed to protect the traveling public and would minimize impacts to emergency evacuation 
routes. Impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

Project construction would involve the use of heavy equipment and machinery along the project 
alignments, portions of which are near vegetated areas. However, the project would comply with 
regulations related to fire hazards and wildfire safety, including mandatory use of spark arrestors 
(PRC Section 4442), maintenance of fire suppression equipment during the highest fire danger 
period (PRC Section 4428), and adherence to standards for conducting construction activities on 
days when a burning permit is required (PRC Sections 4427 and 4431). Therefore, although portions 
of the project alignment are located within areas potentially susceptible to wildfire, the proposed 
project would not increase fire risks on the project alignments or surrounding areas. Impacts would 
be less than significant.  

Following the completion of project construction, operational activities would not pose a substantial 
risk of wildfire ignition. Furthermore, the project would address water system deficiencies and 
upgrade the water system to provide adequate fire flow, which would provide a beneficial impact 
related to fire protection services. No adverse operational impact would occur.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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c. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project 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. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslopes 
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or 
drainage changes? 

The project would not include fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other 
aboveground utilities that would exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to 
the environment, as the pipelines would be located entirely underground. Additionally, as discussed 
in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would not alter existing drainage 
patterns or stormwater runoff rates or patterns, and would include the use of stormwater BMPs to 
avoid causing or contributing to increased runoff or drainage changes. Therefore, the project would 
not expose people or structures to flooding or landslides as a result of post-fire runoff, slope 
instability, or drainage changes. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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21 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Does the project:     

a. Have the potential to substantially 
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, substantially reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare 
or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or 
prehistory? □ □ □ ■ 

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

c. Have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? □ ■ □ □ 

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially 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, 
substantially 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? 

As discussed in Section 4, Biological Resources, the project could result in some potentially 
significant, local impacts to biological resources, which would be less than significant with 
mitigation. However, the project would not result in major, regional impacts such as substantially 
degrading the quality of the environment, substantially reducing the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, causing a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threatening to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, or substantially reducing the number or restrict the range of 
a rare or endangered plant or animal. As discussed in Section 5, Cultural Resources, the project has 
some potential to result in potentially significant, local impacts to known cultural resources, which 
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would be less than significant with mitigation. The project does not have the potential to eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

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

As described in the discussion of environmental checklist Sections 1 through 20, with respect to all 
environmental issues, the proposed project would not result in significant and unmitigable impacts 
to the environment; all anticipated impacts associated with project construction and operation 
would be either less than significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated. This is 
largely due to the fact that project construction activities would be temporary, and project 
operational activities would not significantly alter the environmental baseline condition.  

Cumulative impacts could occur if the construction of other projects occurs at the same time as the 
proposed project and in the same geographic scope, such that the effects of similar impacts of 
multiple projects combine to create greater levels of impact than would occur at the project-level. 
For example, if the construction of other projects in the area occurs at the same time as project 
activities, combined air quality and noise impacts may be greater than at the project-level. 

Five planned development projects are in the vicinity of the project site, which are summarized in 
Table 11. The exact implementation timing of these projects is not known at this time; therefore, it 
is conservatively assumed that construction of these planned projects could overlap with 
construction of the proposed project.  

Table 11 Cumulative Development Projects 
No. Project Name Project Location Project Components Status 

1 Oceano Pier Avenue 
Specific Plan  

Pier Avenue from SR-1 
to Oceano Dunes State 
Vehicular Recreation 
Area  

Vision and concepts for potential 
mixed-use development and 
revitalization of Pier Avenue 
following closure of Oceano 
Dunes State Vehicular Recreation 
Area  

Specific Plan 
drafted by 
California 
Polytechnic State 
University 
students in 2019; 
not adopted by 
County  

2 California Department 
of Parks and Recreation 
Pismo State beach and 
Oceano Dunes State 
Vehicular Recreation 
Area Public Works Draft 
Plan  

Oceano Dunes State 
Vehicular Recreation 
Area  

Plan to facilitate balance of 
vehicular use, and habitat/coastal 
conservation that would develop 
trails, camping facilities, day-use 
facilities and parking lots, and 
utility improvements  

Draft 
Environmental 
Impact Report 
prepared in 2020; 
plan not adopted  

3 Oceano Town Center 
Concept Plan  

West of SR-1 in Oceano  Vision to develop mixed-use, 
residential, and commercial uses 
in area west of SR-1 near the 
existing Oceano County Airport 
with visitor facilities and regional 
open space  

Specific Plan 
drafted by 
California 
Polytechnic State 
University 
students in 2019; 
not adopted by 
County 
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No. Project Name Project Location Project Components Status 

4 Oceano Revitalization 
Plan  

Along Front Street and 
Cienaga Street in 
southwest Oceano  

Proposed roadway and 
pedestrian improvements, infill 
housing, and commercial uses in 
downtown Oceano  

Plan adopted in 
August 2013; 
buildout to occur 
over 30 years  

5 Oceano Campground 
Repaving 

Oceano Campground – 
Pismo State Beach  

Repaving and repairing asphalt 
parking lot at Oceano 
Campground  

Construction 
design phase  

Source: Oceano Advisory Council 2022  

Project impacts are primarily temporary, localized effects that would occur during construction 
activities. Therefore, the potential for the project to contribute to cumulative impacts would be 
limited to the infrequent periods of project activities and the following issue areas: 

 Air Quality. Because the South Central Coast Air Basin is designated as non-attainment for the 
ozone and PM10 CAAQS, cumulative air quality impacts currently exist for these pollutants. As 
discussed in Section 3, Air Quality, project construction activities would not generate emissions 
of this air pollutant exceeding San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District significance 
thresholds, which are intended to assess whether a project’s contribution to existing cumulative 
air quality impacts is considerable. Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative air 
quality impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 Biological Resources. Most cumulative impacts to biological resources occur when a 
disproportionate number of development projects occur at once and regionally impact a local 
population of a special status species, riparian habitat, sensitive natural communities, wetlands, 
or other locally protected biological resources. In this case, Project Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5 would 
occur in primarily developed areas and Project No. 2 would occur in a primarily undeveloped 
area. Project No. 2 would include elements that have the potential to result in significant 
impacts to special status plant and wildlife species or sensitive natural communities. This project 
was analyzed in an Environmental Impact Report pursuant to CEQA in 2020; other projects 
would be required to undergo CEQA review to identify the extent of these biological resources 
impacts and to mitigate those impacts appropriately. Given the uncertainty in the extent of 
impacts associated with these projects, this analysis conservatively assumes a significant 
cumulative impact to biological resources would occur. Nevertheless, the proposed project 
would be required to implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-7 to reduce its impacts 
to biological resources to a less-than-significant level such that project-level impacts would not 
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to this cumulative impact.  

 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources. Cumulative development in the region would continue 
to disturb areas with the potential to contain cultural and tribal cultural resources. As 
mentioned above, the cumulative development projects have undergone or would be required 
to undergo CEQA review, which would determine the extent of potential cultural and tribal 
cultural resources impacts and mitigate those impacts appropriately. If these cumulative 
projects would result in impacts to known or unknown cultural or tribal cultural resources, 
impacts to such resources would be addressed on a case-by-case basis. Given the uncertainty in 
the extent of impacts associated with these projects, this analysis conservatively assumes a 
significant cumulative impact to cultural and tribal cultural resources would occur. Nevertheless, 
the proposed project would be required to implement Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-4 
and TCR-1 to reduce its impacts to cultural and tribal cultural resources to a less-than-significant 
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level such that project-level impacts would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to this cumulative impact.  

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions. GHG emissions and climate change are, by definition, cumulative 
impacts. As discussed in Section 8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the adverse environmental 
impacts of cumulative GHG emissions, including sea level rise, increased average temperatures, 
more drought years, and more large forest fires, are already occurring. As a result, cumulative 
impacts related to GHG emissions are significant. Thus, the issue of climate change involves an 
analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards an impact is cumulatively considerable. As 
discussed in Section 8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, project emissions would be below the 
identified threshold of significance and would therefore not be cumulatively considerable. 

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Similar to the proposed project, cumulative projects would 
be required to comply with regulations applicable to the use, disposal, and transportation of 
hazardous materials during construction activities, and compliance with applicable regulations 
would reduce potential cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels. With respect to the 
use and accidental release of hazardous materials in the environment at construction, effects 
are generally limited to site-specific conditions. In addition, the proposed project would be 
required to implement Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 to reduce its impacts to biological 
resources to a less-than-significant level such that project-level impacts would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to this cumulative impact. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts related to accidental release of hazardous materials would be less than significant. 

 Noise. Overlapping construction activities associated with cumulative development projects in 
conjunction with proposed project activities could result in cumulative noise impacts related to 
a temporary increase in ambient noise levels at the same noise-sensitive receivers located 
throughout the area, especially during construction activities. However, similar to the proposed 
project, cumulative development projects would be subject to compliance with the noise level 
limits established by applicable jurisdictions (County of San Luis Obispo and City of Arroyo 
Grande). In addition, project construction noise impacts at any one residence during pipeline 
construction would be temporary and short-term because construction would be continuously 
moving along the pipeline alignment at a rate of approximately 124 LF per day. Therefore, 
cumulative construction noise impacts would be less than significant. 

 Transportation. Overlapping construction schedules associated with cumulative development 
projects in conjunction with proposed project activities could result in cumulative 
transportation impacts. Similar to the proposed project, cumulative projects would be required 
to prepare traffic control plans as part of the encroachment permitting process for construction 
within Caltrans or County ROW, which would minimize impacts to transportation hazards and 
emergency access. The project would require fewer maintenance trips in operation compared 
to existing conditions; accordingly, there would be no cumulative operational impact. Therefore, 
cumulative transportation impacts would be less than significant.  

 Wildfire: As described in Section 20, Wildfire, potential wildfire impacts associated with the 
project would be limited to heavy-duty construction equipment possibly producing sparks to 
ignite vegetation, which would be less than significant with compliance with applicable law. 
Project operation would not involve potentially flammable activities. In addition, the proposed 
project would not introduce habitable structures, and therefore, would not expose new 
residents to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. 
Since there would be no long-term operational wildfire impacts and any construction-related 
wildfire impacts would be short-term, the project’s contribution to any cumulative impact, 
significant or otherwise, would not be considerable. 
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Given the above discussion, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to a significant cumulative impact with mitigation incorporated.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

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

In general, impacts to human beings are associated with air quality, hazards and hazardous 
materials, noise, and wildfire impacts. As discussed in Section 3, Air Quality, the project would not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Clean Air Plan and would not expose human beings 
to substantial air pollutant emissions in excess of regional and localized significance thresholds.  

As discussed in Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, compliance with applicable rules and 
regulations and implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 would reduce potential 
impacts on human beings related to hazards and hazardous materials to a less-than-significant level. 

As discussed in Section 13, Noise, with implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, the project 
would not generate noise in exceedance of local noise standards.  

As discussed in Section 20, Wildfire, while some pipeline segments are located in or near areas 
prone to wildfire, the project would not exacerbate wildfire risks. The project pipeline segments are 
located in construction equipment would comply with regulatory standards to reduce the risk of fire 
ignition. Furthermore, the project would address water system deficiencies and upgrade the water 
system to provide adequate fire flow, which would provide a beneficial impact related to fire 
protection services.  

Therefore, the project would not substantially adversely affect human beings, directly or indirectly, 
and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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Alternatives 

The project applicant is pursuing funding from the SWRCB Clean Water State Revolving Fund, which 
requires funding applicants to complete an environmental alternative analysis as part of the 
Environmental Package of the funding application. The following section provides a description of 
the No Project Alternative, a comparative analysis and a discussion of the environmental reasoning 
for selection of the proposed project. 

No Project Alternative 

Description  
Under this alternative, the CIP segments identified in Table 1 would not be installed or replaced, and 
existing pipelines would remain in operation. The extension of dead-end pipelines would not occur, 
the emergency intertie with the City of Arroyo Grande system would not be constructed, and 
control valves in the existing pipelines system would not be replaced or installed. Because several 
water mains were constructed up to 70 years ago, the OCSD system would continue to approach its 
useful life expectancy and the risk of leaks and breakages would increase. The project area may be 
adversely affected by the unforeseen release of water, and OCSD water service could be interrupted 
or impacted by unforeseen leaks and pipe breakages. Additionally, without the emergency intertie 
with the City of Arroyo Grande water system, both systems would lack the emergency supply 
capability that the intertie would provide.  

Aesthetics  

The No Project Alternative would not involve construction of new waterlines, which would have 
resulted in temporary impacts to aesthetics. Therefore, under this alternative, no impacts to scenic 
vistas, state scenic highways, conflicts with applicable zoning or other regulations, or impacts 
associated with light and glare would occur, and impacts would be reduced compared to the 
proposed project.  

Agriculture and Forestry Resources  

The No Project Alternative would not involve construction or changes in operation that would result 
in the conversion of agricultural or forest land to non-agricultural or non-forest use. As discussed in 
Section 2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, the project area is not located within designated 
Farmland or forest land. Therefore, no impacts to agriculture and forestry resources would occur, 
similar to the proposed project.  

Air Quality  
The No Project Alternative would not involve construction or changes in operation that would result 
in air pollutant emissions. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in impacts 
associated with obstruction of the implementation of an air quality plan, resulting in a net increase 
of any criteria pollutant, exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, or 
resulting in other emissions that would adversely affect a substantial number of people. This 
alternative would have no impact to air quality, and impacts would be reduced compared to the 
proposed project.  
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Biological Resources 
The No Project Alternative would not involve construction or changes in operation that would 
directly result in physical changes to the environment. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would 
not have a substantial adverse effect on special status species, habitats, protected wetlands, or 
wildlife corridors. The No Project Alternative would not conflict with local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources or an adopted habitat conservation or natural community 
conservation plan. No impact would occur and impacts would be reduced compared to the 
proposed project. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-7 would not be required. 

Cultural Resources  
The No Project Alternative would not involve construction or changes in operation that would 
directly result in physical changes to the environment or ground disturbance. Therefore, the No 
Project Alternative would result in no impacts to historical or archaeological resources or human 
remains. No impact would occur and impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project. 
Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-4 would not be required.  

Energy 
The No Project Alternative would not directly involve construction or changes in operation that 
would require more energy compared to existing conditions. However, as the OCSD water system 
reaches and surpasses its useful life expectancy, the risk of pipeline leaks and breakages would 
increase. Unforeseen leaks and breakages would require OCSD to conduct emergency repairs, which 
would also require vehicle trips and heavy machinery. Overall, energy impacts would likely be 
reduced as compared to the proposed project.  

Geology and Soils  

The No Project Alternative would not involve construction or operation changes, and accordingly 
would not increase existing geologic and seismic risks associated with fault rupture, ground shaking, 
ground failure, or landslides. Because the No Project Alternative would not require construction, it 
would not result in impacts related to soil erosion or the loss of topsoil and would not involve 
ground disturbance that could impact a paleontological resource. However, as the OCSD water 
system reaches and surpasses its useful life expectancy, aging infrastructure would become more 
susceptible to leaks and breakages during seismic events. While this alternative would not directly 
result in impacts associated with geology and soils, the No Project Alternative would increase the 
risk of seismically-induced pipeline leaks and breakages. Impacts would be less than significant and 
similar to the proposed project.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The No Project Alternative would not involve construction or changes in operation that would 
directly generate GHG emissions. However, as the OCSD water system ages and the risk of leaks and 
breakages increases, OCSD could be required to conduct emergency maintenance trips and repairs. 
Increased maintenance vehicle trips and pipeline repair projects could generate GHG emissions that 
would exceed the operational GHG emissions associated with the proposed project. Overall, due to 
the lack of construction activities, GHG emissions impacts would be reduced as compared to the 
proposed project.  
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials  
The No Project Alternative would not involve construction or changes in operation that would 
require the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, and would not involve ground 
disturbance activities that could unearth potential contaminants. There would be no impact, and 
Mitigation Measures HAZ -1 and HAZ-2 would not be required. Because no construction would 
occur, the No Project Alternative would not expose workers to airport noise, involve road closures, 
or involve the use of equipment that could result in the ignition of wildfires. Overall, impacts would 
be reduced compared to the proposed project, except the No Project Alternative would not provide 
the project’s beneficial impacts related to adequate fire flows.  

Hydrology and Water Quality  
The No Project Alternative would not involve construction or changes in operation that would 
involve ground disturbance. Accordingly, the No Project Alternative would not result in impacts 
associated with water quality standards, waste discharge requirements, or degradation of surface or 
ground water quality. Overall, impacts to hydrology and water quality would be reduced under the 
No Project Alternative, but the risk of waterline leaks and breakages and the loss of water supplies 
would be increased compared to the proposed project.  

Land Use and Planning  

The No Project Alternative would not involve construction or physical changes in the environment 
that would physically divide an established community or conflict with a regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. No impact to land use and planning 
would occur, similar to the proposed project.  

Mineral Resources  

The No Project Alternative would not involve construction or physical changes in the environment 
that would result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource. No impact to mineral 
resources would occur, similar to the proposed project.  

Noise  

The No Project Alternative would not directly involve construction or changes in operational 
activities that would generate noise. However, as the risk of leaks and breakages increases, OCSD 
may have to conduct emergency repairs that would generate noise and vibration. Therefore, 
construction noise and vibration impacts of the No Project Alternative could be similar to the 
proposed project. Overall, noise impacts under the No Project Alternative would be reduced 
compared to the proposed project, but this alternative would result in noise and vibration during 
emergency repairs and maintenance.  

Population and Housing 
The No Project Alternative would not facilitate the development of housing or businesses that 
would directly or indirectly induce population growth in the project area. Similarly, the No Project 
Alternative would not result in the demolition of housing and would not displace existing people or 
housing. No impact would occur, similar to the proposed project.  
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Public Services  
The No Project Alternative would not require new or additional fire protection, police protection, 
school facilities, new or altered parks, or other public facilities. Accordingly, the project would not 
require the construction of public facilities which could cause significant environmental impacts. No 
impact would occur, similar to the proposed project.  

Recreation  
The No Project Alternative would not increase the use of existing recreation facilities or involve the 
construction of new recreation facilities. No impact would occur, similar to the proposed project.  

Transportation 
The No Project Alternative would not involve construction or changes in operation activities that 
would directly increase vehicle trips in the project area, and would not result in increased demand 
for roadway, bicycle, pedestrian, or transit facilities. Accordingly, the project would not conflict with 
a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system. However, as the risk of leaks 
and breakages increases as the existing waterlines age, emergency repair vehicle trips would be 
required. The number of emergency vehicle trips would likely be greater than the occasional 
maintenance trips the proposed project would require; accordingly, the No Project Alternative 
would likely result in a greater impact to VMT. The No Project Alternative would not involve physical 
changes to the environment that would increase vehicle hazards or result in inadequate emergency 
access. Overall, impacts to transportation would be greater under the No Project Alternative as 
emergency repair trips would be required to address the increased risk of leaks and breakages.  

Tribal Cultural Resources  

The No Project Alternative would not involve construction or operational activities that would result 
in ground disturbance or physical changes in the environment that could impact tribal cultural 
resources. No impact would occur and impacts to tribal cultural resources would be reduced 
compared to the proposed project.  

Utilities and Service Systems  

The No Project Alternative would not involve repair or replacement of water mains within the OCSD 
service system. As OCSD facilities continue to age, the risk of leaks and breakages will increase, 
which may require OCSD to construct new or expanded water facilities in the future. The 
construction or relocation of new water facilities could result in impacts to the environment. Similar 
to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not require new or expanded stormwater 
drainage, electricity, natural gas, or telecommunication facilities. Overall, impacts to utilities and 
service systems would be greater under the No Project Alternative.  

Wildfire  
The No Project Alternative would not involve construction activities that would increase the risk of 
wildfire and no impact would occur. However, the No Project Alternative would not provide the 
project’s beneficial impacts related to adequate fire flows.  
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Cumulative Impacts  
As discussed in Section 21, Mandatory Findings of Significance, there are five planned projects in the 
vicinity of the project site. The No Project Alternative would not involve construction or operational 
activities that would overlap with construction or operation of these cumulative projects or other 
development in the project area; accordingly, the No Project Alternative would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts.  

Conclusion  
The No Project Alternative would result in reduced impacts to aesthetics, air quality, biological 
resources, cultural resources, energy, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology 
and water quality, noise, transportation, tribal cultural resources, utilities and service systems, and 
wildfire. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would have no impacts related 
to agriculture and forestry resources, land use and planning, mineral resources, population and 
housing, public services, and recreation. However, because the No Project Alternative would not 
fulfill the proposed project’s purpose related to addressing system deficiencies and providing 
adequate fire flow, it would not contribute the proposed project’s beneficial environmental impacts 
related to fire protection services (Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Wildfire) and water 
infrastructure resilience (Utilities).  
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