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Executive Summary 

This document is an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzing the environmental effects of the 
proposed 365 Prado Road Mixed-Use Project (proposed project). This section summarizes the 
characteristics of the proposed project, alternatives to the proposed project, and the environmental 
impacts and mitigation measures associated with the proposed project. 

Project Synopsis 

Project Applicants 
Covelop 
1304 Garden Street 
San Luis Obispo, California 93401 

Housing Authority of the City of San Luis Obispo 
487 Left Street 
San Luis Obispo, California 93401 

Lead Agency Contact Person 
Callie Taylor, Senior Planner 
City of San Luis Obispo 
Community Development Department 
919 Palm Street 
San Luis Obispo, California 93401 

Project Location and Site Characteristics 
The project site is located at 365 Prado Road in the southern central portion of the City of San Luis 
Obispo (City), San Luis Obispo County, California. The project site is identified as Assessor’s Parcel 
Number 053-441-006 which encompasses a total of 19.3 acres. The southern portion of the project 
site, which encompasses approximately 5.8 acres, is located within San Luis Obispo County Regional 
Airport Land Use Plan Safety Zone 2. The remainder of the project site is within Safety Zone 6. 
Regional access to the project site is provided via U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101), located west of the 
project site, and State Route 227 (SR 227), located to the east of the project site. The San Luis 
Obispo County Regional Airport is located approximately 0.7-mile southeast of the project site. 

The project site is vacant, covered by grasses and shrubs. The project site is affected by drainage 
from adjacent properties and contains a drainage swale across the Prado Road frontage. The 
General Plan designates the land use of the project site as Business Park (BP). The project site is 
within the Margarita Area Specific Plan (MASP) area and is zoned Business Park (BP) with a Specific 
Plan Area (SP) Overlay zone. The project site is bordered to the south by the Chevron Tank Farm 
property, to the east by a developed dog kennel and storage facilities, to the north by Prado Road 
and the Serra Meadows single-family residential subdivision, and to the west by the vacant 301 
Prado Road property. The San Luis Obispo City limit line follows the southern boundary of the 
project site. 
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Project Description 

Project Characteristics 
The proposed project includes a General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation of the 
project site from Business Park (BP) to Services & Manufacturing (SM) and a Specific Plan 
Amendment to change the land use designation of the project site from Business Park (BP) to 
Service Commercial (C-S). The project would allow for mixed-use development on 19.3 acres, which 
would be comprised of 222 residential units, up to 100,000 square feet of commercial space, a 1.29-
acre privately maintained park space, and associated street dedication. Table ES-1 summarizes the 
project characteristics. 

Table ES-1 Project Characteristics 
Acres Phase 1 Phase 2 Total 

Total Gross Site Area 19.30 6.62 12.68 19.30 

Prado Road OFD 0.10 0.10 - 0.10 

Davis Road OFD 0.71 0.31 0.40 0.71 

Internal Public Roads/Right-of-Way 2.56 1.18 1.36 2.56 

Net Site/Lot Area 15.93 5.03 10.90 15.93 

ALUC Safety Zone 2  - 5.31 5.31 

Net Site/Lot Area for Residential Development  5.03 5.83 10.86 

Net Site/Lot Area for Commercial Development  - 3.65 3.65 

Residential Development     

Duplex/Triplex  38 - 38 

Mews  22 16 38 

Townhouse (2 Story)  10 15 25 

Detached Single  19 - 19 

Townhouse (3 Story)  - 16 16 

Courtyard MF  - 38 38 

Affordable Stacked Flats  - 48 48 

Total Units  89 133 222 

Dwelling Units per Residential Gross Acre  13.44 14.72 14.19 

Dwelling Units per Residential Net Acre  17.69 22.81 11.50 

Total Density Units  118.55  253.20 

Density Units per Residential Net Lot Area  23.57  23.31 

Commercial Development (sf)   100,000  

Floor Area Ratio   0.63  

Employee Density   200.00  

Employee Density per Acre    54.79  

Source: Covelop 
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT/HOUSING 
The residential component of the project would include 222 units located on the northern portion 
of the site, which is in ALUP Safety Zone 6. 48 units would be affordable housing rental units. The 
project proposes to use the pro-visions of the State Density Bonus Law (Government Code 
§65915(b)(1)(B) and (f)) by deed-restricting 5% of base residential density for Very Low Income 
households, which allows for in-creased residential density and associated development incentives 
in exchange for providing qualifying affordable housing. The 48 affordable units would be developed 
on a 1.49-acre parcel within the project site by the Housing Authority of the City of San Luis Obispo 
(HASLO), which would be responsible for the long-term operation of the affordable housing rental 
project. 

COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
The 5.8-acre southern portion of the site is in ALUP Safety Zone 2, which limits residential 
development. In this area, the project would construct up to 100,000 square feet of building area, 
including 90,000 square feet of mini storage uses in a two-story building and 10,000 square feet of 
flex space intended for neighborhood serving restaurant or retail uses, and/or office space in a one-
story building. These uses on this portion of the project site would be required to be consistent with 
the allowable uses within the Service Commercial (C-S) zone as well as occupancy and employee 
density restrictions established in the ALUP for Safety Zone 2. 

Access and Circulation 
Access to the project site is currently only possible from Prado Road. As part of the project, a 
portion of the new roadway (Davis Road) would be constructed to connect the western portion of 
the project site with Prado Road. Improvements related to Prado Road and Davis Road would 
require dedication of 0.71-acre from the project site (APN 053-441-006) and the already dedicated 
301 Prado Road property (APN 053-441-009).  

The City has planned shared-use path connections from Prado Road to Tank Farm Road as part of its 
Active Transportation Plan. The current adopted alignment per the Active Transportation Plan 
extends south of the Davis Road street end to the project site’s southerly property line, west to the 
extended Meissner Lane, and south to the existing path’s terminus on Innovation Way. However, 
the feasibility and timing of the Meissner Lane extension is unknown at this point. The 301 Prado 
Road property west of the project site, as part of its improvement plans, has proposed an alignment 
through APN 053-441-009 to the alignment of the offsite sewer, and south to the southern property 
line of the Regional Basin. This facility, and the offsite sewer, may be constructed by the developer 
for the 301 Prado Road property, but the timing of that development is not certain as of May 2026. 
Similarly, the availability of the right of way for the sewer line and bike path is not certain as of May 
2026. An alternative alignment for the sewer line and the bike path under more direct control by 
the project applicant will be reviewed further as part of the project, and potential offsite 
improvements associated with the sewer line and bike path alignment on APN 053-441-009, 053-
441-008, 053-252-083 or 053-251-083 would be subject to the mitigation requirements identified 
for these locations in the 2010 Final IS-MND for the Prado Business Park Project (SCH #2010011038).  

The project frontage improvements would also include a Class I shared-use path along the 
property’s frontage along Prado Road, a Class I shared-use path along the property’s frontage along 
the future Davis Road, and a temporary pedestrian path-way within the City’s right-of-way across 
the Prado Road frontage of the neighboring parcel (301 Prado Road), connecting to the existing 
sidewalk on the northwest boundary of 301 Prado Road. 
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project, as well as substantially more employees, customers, and vehicle trips. In comparison to the 
proposed project, this alternative has the potential to result in higher air pollution which could 
exceed the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District thresholds of significance. This 
alternative’s potential impacts to biological resources, cultural and tribal cultural resources, and 
noise would continue to require implementation of required mitigation measures. In addition to 
potentially greater environmental impacts, this alternative would not meet key project objectives 
related to housing and would therefore not be considered environmentally superior. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Commercial Footprint 
This alternative envisions a reduced development footprint with less commercial development than 
under the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Commercial Footprint 
Alternative would provide 222 residential dwelling units on the northern 13.4-acre portion of the 
site that is outside of San Luis Obispo County Regional Airport Safety Zone 2. This alternative would 
retain the 222 residential dwelling units as well as the 10,000 square feet of commercial flex space, 
but would accommodate the commercial flex space on the northern 13.4-acre portion of the site, 
retaining the mixed-use character of the proposed project. This alternative would not include the 
development of 90,000 square feet of mini warehouse storage on the southern 5.8-acre portion of 
the site located within Safety Zone 2. As a result of the reduced overall development intensity on 
the project site, this alternative would result in impacts similar to, or slightly reduced from, those of 
the proposed project. All impacts under this alternative would remain less than significant with 
implementation of required mitigation. However, this alternative would not achieve the objective of 
providing 100,000 square feet of commercial floor space. 

Overall, the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative 
because it reduces the magnitude of some environmental impacts while still achieving most project 
objectives.  

Areas of Known Controversy 
The EIR scoping process did not identify any areas of known controversy for the proposed project. 
The City distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR for a 30-day agency and public review 
period starting on March 4, 2025 and ending on April 3, 2025. The City received letters from three 
agencies in response to the NOP during the public review period: the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, California Department of Transportation District 5, and the California Air Resources 
Board. Responses to the NOP are summarized in Section 1, Introduction. 

Issues Not Studied in Detail in the EIR 
Section 4.5, Effects Found Not to be Significant, summarizes issues from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines that were found to result in less than significant environmental effects. As indicated in 
Section 4.5, there is no substantial evidence that significant impacts would occur to the following 
issue areas: Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and 
Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation, 
Utilities and Service Systems, and Wildfire. Impacts to Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural and 
Tribal Cultural Resources, and Noise were found to be potentially significant and are addressed in 
detail this EIR. 















City of San Luis Obispo 
365 Prado Road and Missing Middle Mixed-Use Project 

 
ES-14 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Introduction 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 1-1 

 Introduction 

This document is an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for a proposed mixed-use development 
located at 365 Prado Road, San Luis Obispo, California. The proposed 365 Prado Road Mixed-Use 
Project (hereafter referred to as the “proposed project” or “project”) would be constructed on a 
vacant 19.3-acre lot. The residential component of the project would involve construction of 222 
units, of which 174 would be either two or three stories and would emphasize housing types such as 
duplexes, triplexes, townhomes, detached single family dwellings, and courtyard flats ranging in size 
from approximately 630 square feet to 2,200 square feet. The remaining 48 units would be 
affordable housing rental units ranging in size from approximately 500 square feet to 1,000 square 
feet. The commercial component of the project would include construction of 90,000 square feet of 
mini storage uses in a two-story building and 10,000 square feet of flex space intended for 
neighborhood serving restaurant or retail uses, and/or office space in a one-story building. Other 
components of the project include constructing a portion of a new road (Davis Road) and internal 
roadways on the project site, utility connections, bike path connections, a park, parking lots, 
landscaping and sidewalks. 

This chapter discusses (1) the EIR background; (2) the legal basis for preparing an EIR; (3) the scope 
and content of the EIR; (4) the lead, responsible, and trustee agencies; and (5) the environmental 
review process required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The proposed 
project is described in detail in Chapter 2, Project Description. 

1.1 Environmental Impact Report Background 
The City of San Luis Obispo distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR for a 30-day agency 
and public review period starting on March 4, 2025 and ending on April 3, 2025. The City received 
letters from three agencies in response to the NOP during the public review period. The NOP is 
presented in Appendix A of this EIR along with the responses received. Table 1-1 summarizes the 
content of the letters and verbal comments and where the issues raised are addressed in the EIR.  

Table 1-1 NOP Comments and EIR Response 

Commenter Comment/Request 
How and Where 
It Was Addressed 

Agency Comments 

California 
Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) 

Requests focused golden eagle surveys in support of the EIR. Conduct 
golden eagle pre-construction surveys, implement monitoring and a 1/2 
mile no-disturbance buffer around active golden eagle nests. 

Comments are 
addressed in 
Section 4.2, 
Biological 
Resources.  

 Requests focused white-tailed kite surveys, within a 1/2 mile buffer in 
support of the EIR. Conduct white-tailed kite pre-construction surveys and 
implement a 1/2 mile no-disturbance buffer around active white-tail kite 
nests. 

 Requests presence/absence assessment of burrowing owls in support of 
the DEIR. Conduct burrowing owl pre-construction surveys and implement 
no-disturbance buffers, as outlined in the 2012 Staff Report on burrowing 
owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012), prior to and during any ground-disturbing 
activities. If a buffer is not feasible, consult with CDFW staff on how to 
implement the project and avoid take. 

1 
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Commenter Comment/Request 
How and Where 
It Was Addressed 

 Requests a habitat assessment to assess project related impacts to 
Crotch’s bumblebee as well as focused surveys for the bees and their 
requisite habitat features. If the bees are present within the project site, 
avoid all small mammal burrows and thatched/bunch grasses by a 
minimum of 50 feet. If take cannot be avoided, acquire an ITP pursuant to 
Fish and Game Code Section 2081(b), prior to initiating ground-disturbing 
activities. 

 Requests a habitat assessment to determine if the project site and the 
immediate surroundings contain western pond turtle habitat as part of 
the biological studies in support of the EIR. If surveys indicate the 
presence or potential presence of western pond turtles, consult with the 
CDFW for guidance on the development of mitigation measures. 

 Requests a habitat assessment to determine if the project site and the 
immediate surroundings contain California red legged frog habitat as part 
of the biological studies in support of the EIR. Conduct pre-construction 
survey for California red legged frogs. If any frogs are found onsite, 
delineate and observe a 50-foot no-disturbance buffer around the frogs 
and their burrows. 

 Requests presence/absence assessment of American badgers in support 
of the EIR, well as focused surveys for the badgers and their requisite 
habitat features. Conduct American badger pre-construction surveys and 
implement no-disturbance buffers around any badger dens. 

 Requests survey for special-status plants within areas of suitable habitat, 
following the “Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special-
Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities” (CDFW 2018) 
as part of the biological technical studies conducted in support of the EIR. 
Conduct pre-construction surveys for special-status native plant 
populations, if suitable habitat is found onsite, implement no-disturbance 
buffers. Consult with CDFW is take is necessary. 

 Requests habitat assessment for vernal pool fairy shrimp in support of the 
EIR. If suitable habitat is present, conduct protocol level surveys in 
accordance with the USFWS “Survey Guidelines for the Listed Large 
Branchiopods” (USFWS 2017). If suitable habitat is found onsite, 
implement no-disturbance buffers. 

 Requests an analysis of the impacts of artificial lighting on biological 
resources in support of the EIR and incorporate enforceable mitigation 
measures to decrease the impacts. 

   

California 
Department of 
Transportation 
(Caltrans District 5) 

Requests review of the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis for the 
proposed project. 

Comments are 
addressed in 
Section 4.5, 
Effects Found Not 
to be Significant, 
and a detailed 
analysis of VMT 
impacts is 
included in 
Appendix E. 







Introduction 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 1-5 

Quality Control Board, which has jurisdiction over non-wetland waters; CDFW for potential 
permitting under Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code; and the Department of 
Toxic Substances Control, which regulates hazardous waste, oversees the cleanup of existing 
contamination, and reviews engineering and geological work related to environmental safety. 

A trustee agency refers to a State agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected 
by a project. CDFW has jurisdiction over biological resources, including waters of the State and rare 
and endangered plant species.  

1.5 Environmental Review Process 
The environmental impact review process, as required under CEQA, is summarized below and 
illustrated in Figure 1-1. The steps are presented in sequential order. 

1. Notice of Preparation and Initial Study. After deciding that an EIR is required, the Lead Agency 
(City of San Luis Obispo) must file an NOP soliciting input on the EIR scope to the State 
Clearinghouse, other concerned agencies, and parties previously requesting notice in writing 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15082; Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21092.2). The NOP must 
be posted in the County Clerk’s office for 30 days. The project NOP was filed with the State 
Clearinghouse on March 4, 2025. As the project is not of statewide, regional, or areawide 
significance, a scoping meeting was not required. 

2. Draft EIR Prepared. The Draft EIR must contain: a) table of contents or index; b) summary; c) 
project description; d) environmental setting; e) discussion of significant impacts (direct, 
indirect, cumulative, growth-inducing and unavoidable impacts); f) a discussion of alternatives; 
g) mitigation measures; and h) discussion of irreversible changes. 

3. Notice of Completion/Notice of Availability. The Lead Agency must file a Notice of Completion 
(NOC) with the State Clearinghouse when it completes a Draft EIR and prepare a Public Notice of 
Availability (NOA) of a Draft EIR. The Lead Agency must place the NOA in the County Clerk’s 
office for 30 days (Public Resources Code Section 21092) and send a copy of the NOA to anyone 
requesting it (CEQA Guidelines Section 15087). Additionally, public notice of Draft EIR 
availability must be given through at least one of the following procedures: a) publication in a 
newspaper of general circulation; b) posting on and off the project site; and c) direct mailing to 
owners and occupants of contiguous properties. The Lead Agency must solicit input from other 
agencies and the public and respond in writing to all comments received (Public Resources Code 
Sections 21104 and 21253). When a Draft EIR is sent to the State Clearinghouse for review, the 
public review period must be 45 days unless the State Clearinghouse approves a shorter period 
(Public Resources Code 21091). 

4. Final EIR. A Final EIR must include: a) the Draft EIR; b) copies of comments received during 
public review; c) list of persons and entities commenting; and d) responses to comments. 

5. Certification of Final EIR. Prior to making a decision on a proposed project, the Lead Agency 
must certify that: a) the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; b) the Final EIR 
was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency; and c) the decision-making 
body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to approving a project 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15090). 

6. Lead Agency Project Decision. The Lead Agency may a) disapprove the project because of its 
significant environmental effects; b) require changes to the project to reduce or avoid 
significant environmental effects; or c) approve the project despite its significant environmental 
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Figure 1-1 Environmental Review Process 

 

Lead Agency prepares Initial Study 

Lead Agency sends Notice of Preparation to 

responsible agencies 

~ 
Lead Agency prepares Draft EIR 

~ 
Lead Agency files 

Notice of Completion + gives public 

Notice of Availability of Draft EIR 

~ 
Public Review period 

{45 days minimum) 

~ 
Lead Agency prepares Final EIR, including response 

to comments on the Draft EIR 

~- ............ . 
Lead Agency prepares findings on the feasibility of 

reducing significant environmental effects 

~ 
Lead Agency makes a decision on 

the project 

~ 
Lead Agency files Notice of Determination with 

County Clerk and State Clearinghouse 

Lead Agency solicits 

input from agencies + 
public on the content 

of the Draft EIR 

Lead Agency solicits 

comment from 

agencies + public 

on the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR 

Lead agency solicits 

comment from agencies 

+ public on the adequacy 

of the Final EIR 













Project Description 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 2-5 

Figure 2-3 Site Photographs 

 

Photo 1: View from the northwest corner of the project site, looking across the site toward the southeast. 

Photo 2: View from the northeast corner of the project site, looking across the site toward the southwest. 
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The City’s Land Use Element, adopted by the City Council in December 2014, has not been amended 
to address the updates implemented by the County’s ALUP. Policy 8.1.3 of the City’s current Land 
Use Element states: 

The City shall consider this area [MASP] as potentially appropriate to accommodate additional 
housing. Revisions to the Margarita Area Specific Plan will be required if residential develop-
ment in excess of that accommodated in the plan is proposed.  

2.5 Project Characteristics 
The 365 Prado Road Mixed-Use Project (herein after referred to as “proposed project” or “project”) 
includes a General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation of the project site from 
Business Park (BP) to Services & Manufacturing (SM) and a Specific Plan Amendment to change the 
land use designation of the project site from Business Park (BP) to Service Commercial (C-S). The 
project would allow for mixed-use development on 19.3 acres, which would be comprised of 222 
residential units, up to 100,000 square feet of commercial space, a 1.29-acre privately maintained 
park space, and associated street dedication. Figure 2-4 shows the conceptual site plan for the pro-
ject. More details on the project components can be found in the following sections. 

2.5.1 Residential Development/Housing 
The residential component of the project would include 222 units located on the northern portion 
of the site, which is in ALUP Safety Zone 6. Of the 222 units, 174 would be either two or three sto-
ries and would emphasize housing types such as duplexes, triplexes, townhomes, mew homes, de-
tached single family homes, and courtyard flats ranging in size from approximately 630 square feet 
to 2,200 square feet. The remaining 48 units would be affordable housing rental units ranging in size 
from approximately 500 square feet to 1,000 square feet. The project proposes to use the provi-
sions of the State Density Bonus Law (Government Code §65915(b)(1)(B) and (f)) by deed-restricting 
5% of base residential density for Very Low Income households, which allows for increased residen-
tial density and associated development incentives in exchange for providing qualifying affordable 
housing. The 48 affordable units would be developed on a 1.49-acre parcel within the project site by 
the Housing Authority of the City of San Luis Obispo (HASLO), which would be responsible for the 
long-term operation of the affordable housing rental project.  

2.5.2 Commercial Development 
The 5.8-acre southern portion of the site is in ALUP Safety Zone 2, which limits residential develop-
ment to 0.1 dwelling units per acre. In practice, because of the small area of this portion of the site, 
no residential development would be allowed. In this area, the project would construct up to 
100,000 square feet of building area, including 90,000 square feet of mini storage uses in a two-
story building and 10,000 square feet of flex space intended for neighborhood serving restaurant or 
retail uses, and/or office space in a one-story building. These uses on this portion of the project site 
would be required to be consistent with the allowable uses within the Service Commercial (C-S) 
zone as well as occupancy and employee density restrictions established in the ALUP for Safety 
Zone 2.  



Project Description 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 2-7 

Figure 2-4 Conceptual Project Site Plan 
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2.5.3 Access And Circulation 
Access to the project site is currently only possible from Prado Road. As part of the project, a por-
tion of the new roadway (Davis Road) would be constructed to connect the western portion of the 
project site with Prado Road. Improvements related to Prado Road and Davis Road would require 
dedication of 0.71-acre from the project site (APN 053-441-006) and the already dedicated 301 
Prado Road property (APN 053-441-009).  

The proposed project would include one entrance with a right-in/right-out only vehicular turning 
movement directly from Prado Road and two entrances from Davis Road which would be full vehic-
ular access with no movement restriction. Internal roadways on the project site would provide ac-
cess to residential and commercial development at the project site. The project would also include 
central walkways and sidewalks to provide pedestrian access to the public park space, adjacent resi-
dences, and commercial areas. 

The City has planned shared-use path connections from Prado Road to Tank Farm Road as part of its 
Active Transportation Plan. As shown in Figure 2-5, a portion of this path is already constructed 
along Innovation Way. The current adopted alignment per the Active Transportation Plan extends 
south of the Davis Road street end to the project site’s southerly property line, west to the ex-
tended Meissner Lane, and south to the existing path’s terminus on Innovation Way. However, the 
feasibility and timing of the Meissner Lane extension is unknown at this point. The 301 Prado Road 
property west of the project site, as part of its improvement plans, has proposed an alignment 
through APN 053-441-009 to the alignment of the offsite sewer, and south to the southern property 
line of the Regional Basin within the generalized path easement (refer to Section 2.5.5, Utilities). 
This facility, and the offsite sewer, may be constructed by the developer for the 301 Prado Road 
property, but the timing of that development is not certain as of May 2026. Similarly, the availability 
of the right of way for the sewer line and bike path is not certain as of May 2026. An alternative 
alignment for the sewer line and the bike path is also shown in Figure 2-5 which is under more di-
rect control by the project applicant. This alternative will be reviewed further as part of the project, 
and potential offsite improvements associated with the sewer line and bike path alignment on APN 
053-441-009, 053-441-008, 053-252-083 or 053-251-083 would be subject to the mitigation require-
ments identified for these locations in the 2010 Final IS-MND for the Prado Business Park Project 
(SCH #2010011038). The project frontage improvements would also include a Class I shared-use 
path along the property’s frontage along Prado Road, a Class I shared-use path along the property’s 
frontage along the future Davis Road, and a temporary pedestrian pathway within the City’s right-
of-way across the Prado Road frontage of the neighboring parcel (301 Prado Road), connecting to 
the existing sidewalk on the northwest boundary of 301 Prado Road. 

The project would include approximately 371 spaces for residential parking located within private 
garages and shared parking areas throughout the project site, and 69 spaces for commercial parking 
within a parking lot located at the southern portion of the project site.  
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Figure 2-5 Conceptual Offsite Sewer and Bike Path Connections 
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2.5.4 Storm Water  
The proposed project would increase impervious surface area on the project site by approximately 
500,000 square feet. To treat and control storm water runoff, the project includes treatment basins 
located throughout the project site and retention basins, one of which would be located at the 
northwestern corner of the project site, and the second of which would be located in the southern 
portion of the proposed park. As documented in the project’s Preliminary Drainage and Stormwater 
Control Plan Report (Appendix I), storm water infrastructure would be able to treat and retain run-
off from a 95th percentile storm event and would comply with the Central Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board post-construction requirements for storm water. The project site is subject to 
drainage from the developed property to the east as well as from Prado Road to the north. Drainage 
onto the project site from Prado Road would be conveyed to the west parallel to the Prado Road 
frontage for eventual flow into the Serra Meadows Regional Basin (APN 053-441-008). Drainage 
onto the project site from the property to the east would be conveyed through the project’s drain-
age network. Drainage from Davis Road would be directed to a basin at the southwestern corner of 
the project site. 

2.5.5 Utilities 
Water and wastewater service would be provided to the project site via a new water main along Da-
vis Road serviced from the existing water storage tank located at Edna Saddle (Edna Storage Tank), 
and sewer main along Davis Road that will discharge into Tank Farm Lift Station. During the first 
phase of project construction (refer to Section 2.5.6, Construction Phasing), the project would con-
nect to the existing Prado Road sewer main. A subsequent phase of development would include 
construction of a new 12-inch sewer main along the western boundary of the property, crossing sev-
eral properties before interconnecting the project to the Tank Farm Lift Station.  

The offsite improvements of the public sewer main will require permit and approvals to cross 301 
Prado, an existing detention basin, and a connection into SSMH #16-23. Segments of the sewer 
along the north boundary of the project site would get re-directed along Davis Road in accordance 
with the conditions of approval. The water system would be looped throughout the site in the public 
streets. The project would include construction of a new 12-inch sewer main along the western 
boundary of the property, crossing several properties before interconnecting the project to the Tank 
Farm Lift Station.  

The new sewer main would cross the following properties, and the conceptual alignment is depicted 
on Figure 2-5: 

 APN 053-441-009 and APN 053-441-008 (the undeveloped 301 Prado Road property and within 
a recorded Public Sewer and Bikeway Easement); 

 APN 053-252-083 (the existing Meissner Lane easement);  
 APN 053-251-083 (following the existing sewer easement where it would connect with the exist-

ing high-density 12-inch sewer line located north of Innovation Way and east of Sueldo Street). 

Water and wastewater infrastructure would be required to comply with all applicable conditions of 
approval described in the January 2020 final approval for Vesting Tentative Tract Map #3011 (ARCH- 
0424-2019). Additional conditions may apply related to other properties potentially affected by this 
offsite improvement. 
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2.5.6 Construction Phasing 
The proposed project would be constructed in two phases:  

 Phase 1 would include the development of approximately 5.03 acres of residential uses for ap-
proximately 88 for-sale units in the northern portion of the project site, along with development 
of public roads, the initial portion of the onsite storm drainage system, and the storm drainage 
for Davis Road. Phase 1 homes would connect to the existing sewer in Prado Road, with flows 
conveyed to the Silver City Lift Station, which has sufficient remaining capacity to accommodate 
Phase 1 flows.  

 Phase 2 would include the development of approximately 5.83 acres for residential uses for ap-
proximately 86 for-sale units and 48 affordable rental units constructed by HASLO in the central 
portion of the project site, along with development of the 1.29-acre privately-owned, publicly-
accessible, HOA-maintained park (Phase 2A). Phase 2 would also involve the completion of Davis 
Road, additional internal public streets, construction of the Tank Farm Lift Station sewer exten-
sion from Davis Road, and completion of the offsite shared-use path connection to Innovation 
Way. Phase 2 would also include the development of approximately 3.65 acres for 100,000 
square feet of commercial uses in the southern portion of the site that is in ALUP Safety Zone 2 
(Phase 2B).  

Phase 1 is anticipated to be completed within 36 months for the for-sale portion of the project (12 
months for site preparation and 24 months for completion and sale of the 88 residential units). 
Phase 2 is anticipated to be completed in 48 months (12 months for site preparation and 30-36 
months for completion of occupancy of the 86 for-sale residential units). The 48-unit affordable 
housing project is anticipated to be completed within 60 months after the start of Phase 1. Con-
struction of the Phase 2 commercial property is anticipated to occur within 36 months following 
completion of the residential units or concurrently with construction of the residential units, based 
on market demand and obtaining a commercial tenant. The phasing of infrastructure improvements 
described in Sections 2.5.3, 2.5.4, and 2.5.5 will be guided by forthcoming technical studies being 
prepared by the project applicant and City staff. 

Table 2-1 shows the proposed development and its phasing. Figure 2-6 shows the proposed phasing 
plan. 
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Table 2-1 Proposed Residential Development 
Acres Phase 1 Phase 2 Total 

Total Gross Site Area 19.30 6.62 12.68 19.30 

Prado Road OFD 0.10 0.10 - 0.10 

Davis Road OFD 0.71 0.31 0.40 0.71 

Internal Public Roads/Right-of-Way 2.56 1.18 1.36 2.56 

Net Site/Lot Area 15.93 5.03 10.90 15.93 

ALUC Safety Zone 2  - 5.31 5.31 

Net Site/Lot Area for Residential Development  5.03 5.83 10.86 

Net Site/Lot Area for Commercial Development  - 3.65 3.65 

Residential Development     

Duplex/Triplex  38 - 38 

Mews  22 16 38 

Townhouse (2 Story)  10 15 25 

Detached Single  19 - 19 

Townhouse (3 Story)  - 16 16 

Courtyard MF  - 38 38 

Affordable Stacked Flats  - 48 48 

Total Units  89 133 222 

Dwelling Units per Residential Gross Acre  13.44 14.72 14.19 

Dwelling Units per Residential Net Acre  17.69 22.81 11.50 

Total Density Units  118.55  253.20 

Density Units per Residential Net Lot Area  23.57  23.31 

Commercial Development (sf)   100,000  

Floor Area Ratio   0.63  

Employee Density   200.00  

Employee Density per Acre    54.79  

Source: Covelop 
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Figure 2-6 Project Phasing 
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2.5.7 Development Agreement 
Pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864 through 65869.5 and Chapter 17.128 of the 
City of San Luis Obispo Municipal Code, the City and the project applicant are negotiating a Develop-
ment Agreement for the proposed project. A Development Agreement is a voluntary contract be-
tween a local jurisdiction and a developer that establishes the rules, regulations, and policies gov-
erning the development of a property for a specified period of time. Development Agreements pro-
vide the developer with assurances that applicable rules, regulations, and policies will remain stable 
throughout the term of the agreement, while enabling the City to obtain public benefits that may 
exceed those achievable through standard conditions of approval. 

Among other topics, the Development Agreement would address emergency response considera-
tions. The project site is located in the southern area of the City, outside of the currently mapped 
four-minute fire response time coverage area. The City’s General Plan Safety Element, Policy OP-7.1 
establishes a response-time objective of four minutes for fire and emergency medical services. To 
support and advance the City’s efforts to achieve this objective, the Project Development Agree-
ment would include provisions under which the project applicant would contribute funding toward 
two fire service initiatives to improve fire response time: (1) the upgrade of the planned Avila Ranch 
interim fire station from a two-person station to a three-person facility, which would enable the sta-
tion to operate a three-person engine company rather than being limited to medical response; and 
(2) the City’s update of its fire impact fee nexus study. The specific terms of these contributions, 
along with other provisions of the Development Agreement, will be established through the ongoing 
negotiation process and are subject to approval by the City Council. 

2.6 Project Objectives 
The project applicants’ objectives include the following: 

 Amend the General Plan and Margarita Area Specific Plan (MASP) to change the project site zon-
ing to Service Commercial (C-S) and allow mixed-use development that is consistent with the 
amended General Plan, amended MASP, Major City Goals, and the Airport Land Use Plan. 

 Development of an economically feasible project that is consistent with, and implements, poli-
cies within the amended General Plan, amended MASP and Major City Goals. 

 Provide a variety of housing types including missing middle (townhomes, duplexes, apartments, 
etc.) within one neighborhood for a wide range of socioeconomic groups and affordability lev-
els. 

 Establish a well-connected mixed-use community with amenities such as a private park, an in-
ternal network of bicycle paths and pedestrian sidewalks / paths, and commercial goods and 
services that serve the neighborhood. 

 Develop mini-storage facilities for the community while minimizing traffic impacts on the overall 
project. 

 Development of the adjacent roadway, bike path, and sewer connections.  
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2.7 Discretionary Approval and Responsible Public 
Agencies 

The City of San Luis Obispo is the lead agency for the project. The project requires the following dis-
cretionary and legislative approvals from the City:  

 Phased Vesting Tentative Tract Map for subdivision 
 Development Agreement 
 Major Development Review Entitlement 
 Density Bonus Application, including requested waivers and concessions  
 Specific Plan Amendment, which will include a zone change from Business Park (BP) to Service 

Commercial (C-S) as well as modifications to the text and graphics in the MASP that are neces-
sary to accommodate the project. 

 General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation from Business Park (BP) to Service 
and Manufacturing (SM). 

 General Plan/Zoning Map Amendments 
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3 Environmental Setting 

This chapter provides a general overview of the environmental setting for the proposed project. 
More detailed descriptions of the environmental setting for each environmental issue area can be 
found in Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis. 

3.1 Regional Setting  
The project site is located in the City of San Luis Obispo, within San Luis Obispo County. San Luis 
Obispo County is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west, Monterey County to the north, Kern 
County to the east, and Santa Barbara County to the south. As a region, San Luis Obispo County is 
moderately urbanized, but remains a generally low-density, rural, and agricultural area of California. 
All of the urban areas within San Luis Obispo County are linked to either State Route 1 (SR 1) or U.S. 
Highway 101 (U.S. 101), which are the primary transportation corridors serving the region. 

The City of San Luis Obispo is located between the San Lucia Range to the north and east, and the 
Irish Hills to the south, which frame the Los Osos Valley. The City is the largest incorporated city 
between Santa Maria and Salinas. Agricultural valleys and open space surround most of the city, 
including vineyards and field crops, scrub oak, and grassland communities. The City’s topography 
and its proximity to the Pacific Ocean contribute to the city’s scenic nature and also define the local 
climate. San Luis Obispo has a Mediterranean climate with mild winters, warm summers, and 
moderate rainfall. The City is located approximately seven miles northeast of Avila Beach (Pacific 
Ocean). Prevailing winds in the city are typically from the northwest, although there are daily and 
seasonal variations in both direction and velocity. 

3.2 Project Site Setting 
The project site is located adjacent to the southern city limits near unincorporated areas of San Luis 
Obispo County. As shown in Chapter 2, Project Description, Figure 2-2, the project site is bordered 
by existing commercial development to the east, a vacant lot to the west, and the Chevron Tank 
Farm  to the south. The Chevron Tank Farm property is currently vacant but was previously used as 
an oil storage facility and is undergoing restoration and remediation to address residual hazards 
related to the former oil storage facility. This work focuses on protecting human health and the 
environment by eliminating exposure to contaminants, applying green remediation techniques, and 
reusing excavated material from the San Luis Obispo Tank Farm to backfill and cap oil-impacted 
areas. Groundwater monitoring is also being conducted to ensure the long-term effectiveness of 
these efforts. The northern boundary of the project site is adjacent to Prado Road. On the other side 
of Prado Road is the developed Serra Meadows single-family residential subdivision. The easterly 
adjacent commercial development includes one-story storage units, a one-story animal kennel and a 
large parking lot used for RV storage. The vacant lot to the west was approved for business park 
development in 2020 but has yet to begin construction. The approved business park includes seven, 
two-story structures consisting of approximately 160,000 square feet of offices and industrial space.  

The project site is located within the Margarita Area Specific Plan (MASP) and is governed by the 
standards and policies within. The project site is currently vacant and is zoned Business Park with a 
Specific Plan district overlay zone (BP-SP), which is defined by the City’s Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 
17.42), the MASP, and the Land Use Element of the General Plan. The specific uses permitted in the 
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BP-SP designation include a wide range of commercial uses including, but not limited to, office 
spaces, wireless communication facilities, outdoor storage, and water treatment facilities. 

3.3 Cumulative Development 
In addition to the specific impacts of individual projects, Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines 
requires that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) consider potential cumulative impacts of the 
proposed project. Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines defines “cumulative impacts” as two or 
more individual impacts that, when considered together, are substantial or will compound other 
environmental impacts. Cumulative impacts are the combined changes in the environment that 
result from the incremental impact of development of the proposed project and other nearby 
projects. For example, the air quality impacts of two nearby projects may be less than significant 
when analyzed separately, but could have a significant impact when analyzed together. Cumulative 
impact analysis allows the EIR to provide a reasonable forecast of future environmental conditions 
and can more accurately gauge the effects of a series of projects. 

CEQA requires cumulative impact analysis in EIRs to consider either a list of planned and pending 
projects that may contribute to cumulative effects or a forecast of future development potential. 
Planned and pending projects in San Luis Obispo and the surrounding unincorporated area of San 
Luis Obispo County as of the public release of the Notice of Preparation for this EIR in March 2025 
are listed in Table 3-1. These projects are considered in the cumulative analysis throughout Chapter 
4, Environmental Impact Analysis, and the relevant topic-specific sections. 

Table 3-1 Cumulative Projects List 
 Project Name Project Location Description of Project Project Status 

1 Bullock Ranch 3580 Bullock Lane, San 
Luis Obispo 

192 multi-family dwelling units, 7 
affordable units, 585 square feet 
of commercial space 

Entitled 

2 Prado Business Park 301 Prado Road, San Luis 
Obispo 

159,663 square feet of 
commercial space 

Entitled 

3 600 Tank Farm Mixed-Use 600 Tank Farm Road, 
San Luis Obispo 

280 multi-family dwelling units, 
11 affordable units, 12,500 
square feet of commercial space 

Entitled 

4 SLO Airport Hotel 950 Aero Drive, San Luis 
Obispo 

Visitor Serving Use, 204 hotel 
rooms 

Entitled; Building 
Permits 
submitted 

5 Avila Ranch (Phase 3) 4240 Earthwood, San 
Luis Obispo 

145 multi-family dwelling units, 
60 affordable units 

Under 
Construction 

6 Avila Ranch (Phase 4) 250 Venture, San Luis 
Obispo 

197 multi-family dwelling units In Review 

7 Tank Farm Commerce Park 179 Cross Street, San 
Luis Obispo 

29,280 square feet of 
commercial space 

Under 
Construction 

8 650 Tank Farm MU 650 Tank Farm Road, 
San Luis Obispo 

249 multi-family dwelling units, 
39 affordable units, 18,600 
square feet of commercial space 

Entitled 

9 Froom Ranch 12165 Los Osos Valley 
Road, San Luis Obispo 

540 multi-family dwelling units, 
81 affordable units, 120 hotel 
rooms and 30,000 square feet of 
commercial space 

Entitled 
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 Project Name Project Location Description of Project Project Status 

10 460 Pacific Street 460 Pacific Street, San 
Luis Obispo 

10 multi-family dwelling units, 1 
affordable unit 

Entitled 

11 Waterman Village 466 Dana Street, San 
Luis Obispo 

20 multi-family dwelling units, 20 
affordable units 

Entitled 

12 Augusta Street Apartments 2932 Augusta Street, San 
Luis Obispo 

30 multi-family dwelling units, 1 
affordable unit 

In Review 

13 382 Pismo St. Apartments 352 Pismo Street, San 
Luis Obispo 

24 multi-family dwelling units, 4 
affordable units 

In Review 

14 2730 McMillan Mixed-Use 2730 McMillan Avenue, 
San Luis Obispo 

44 multi-family dwelling units, 2 
affordable units, 490 square feet 
of commercial space 

Entitled 

15 1422 Monterey St. Mixed-
Use (Phase 1) 

1422 Monterey Street, 
San Luis Obispo 

55 multi-family dwelling units, 55 
affordable units, 4,366 square 
feet of commercial space 

Under 
Construction 

16 1422 Monterey St. Mixed-
Use (Phase 2) 

1422 Monterey Street, 
San Luis Obispo 

51 multi-family dwelling units, 51 
affordable units 

Entitled 

17 736 Orcutt MU 736 Orcutt Road, San 
Luis Obispo 

40 multi-family dwelling units, 40 
affordable units, 850 square feet 
of commercial space 

Under 
Construction 

18 Roadhouse MU 835 El Capitan Way, San 
Luis Obispo 

10 multi-family dwelling units Entitled 

19 Bridge Street Project 279 Bridge Street, San 
Luis Obispo 

94 multi-family dwelling units, 94 
affordable units, 924 square feet 
of commercial space 

Under 
Construction 

20 Laurel Creek MU 1150 Laurel Lane, San 
Luis Obispo 

100 multi-family dwelling units, 1 
affordable unit 

 Under 
Construction 

21 300 Higuera MU 300 Higuera Street, San 
Luis Obispo 

44 multi-family dwelling units, 2 
affordable units, 2 hotel rooms 

In Review 

22 545 Higuera Mixed-Use 545 Higuera Street and 
486 Marsh Street, San 
Luis Obispo 

39 multi-family dwelling units, 8 
hotel rooms, 5,241 square feet of 
commercial space 

Entitled 

23 Hotel at the Creamery 1027 Nipomo Street, San 
Luis Obispo 

47 hotel rooms and 6,698 square 
feet of commercial space 

Entitled 

24 Monterey Place 667 Monterey Street, 
San Luis Obispo 

28 multi-family dwelling units, 2 
affordable units, 2 hotel rooms, 
8,588 square feet of commercial 
space 

Entitled 

25 Olive Mixed-Use 1042 Olive Street, San 
Luis Obispo 

15 multi-family dwelling units, 4 
affordable units, 3,512 square 
feet of commercial space 

Entitled 

26 Broad Street Collection 3249 Broad Street, San 
Luis Obispo 

32 multi-family dwelling units, 4 
affordable units, 6 hotel rooms 

Under 
Construction 

27 Motel Inn 2125 Monterey Street, 
San Luis Obispo 

27 multi-family dwelling units, 83 
hotel rooms 

Entitled 

28 2855 McMillan Industrial 
Building 

2855 McMillan Avenue, 
San Luis Obispo 

8,272 square feet of commercial 
space 

Entitled 

29 1051 Farmhouse Lane 1051 Farmhouse Lane, 
San Luis Obispo 

13,992 square feet of 
commercial space 

Entitled 
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 Project Name Project Location Description of Project Project Status 

30 French Hospital Patient 
Tower 

1911 Johnson Avenue, 
San Luis Obispo 

87,870 square feet of 
commercial space 

In Review 

31 Crockers Lockers Self 
Storage 

3745 Sueldo Street, San 
Luis Obispo 

112,00 square feet of 
commercial space 

Entitled 

32 Villages At Broad Expansion 55 Broad Street, San Luis 
Obispo 

56,326 square feet of 
commercial space 

Entitled 

33 Long Bonetti Building K 3750 Long Street, San 
Luis Obispo 

8,601 square feet of commercial 
space 

Under 
Construction 

34 HASLO Headquarters 487 Leff Street, San Luis 
Obispo 

2 affordable dwelling units, 
13,082 square feet of 
commercial space 

Under 
Construction 

35 Cultural Arts District 
Parking Structure 

609 Palm Street, San Luis 
Obispo 

Five level parking structure with 
397 parking spaces, 41 EV 
chargers, 32 bike racks, and a 
rooftop event space  

Under 
Construction 

36 SLO Repertory Theatre 609 Palm Street, San Luis 
Obispo 

23,334 square feet of 
commercial space 

Entitled 

37 San Luis Ranch, Lot 7 Vacant lot on the corner 
of Froom Ranch Way 
and Dalidio Drive 

276 multi-family dwelling units, 
69 affordable dwelling units, 
15,000 square feet of 
commercial space 

In Review 

Source: City of San Luis Obispo 2025 
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4 Environmental Impact Analysis 

This chapter discusses the possible environmental effects of the 365 Prado Road Mixed-Use 
Development Project for the specific issue areas that were identified through the scoping process as 
having the potential to experience significant effects. A “significant effect” as defined by the CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15382:  

“a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within 
the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, 
and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not 
be considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a 
physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.” 

The assessment of each issue area begins with a discussion of the environmental setting related to 
the issue, which is followed by the impact analysis. In the impact analysis, the first subsection 
identifies the methodologies used and the “significance thresholds,” which are those criteria 
adopted by the City and other agencies, universally recognized, or developed specifically for this 
analysis to determine whether potential effects are significant. The next subsection describes each 
impact of the proposed project, mitigation measures for significant impacts, and the level of 
significance after mitigation. Each effect under consideration for an issue area is separately listed in 
bold text with the discussion of the effect and its significance. Each bolded impact statement also 
contains a statement of the significance determination for the environmental impact as follows: 

 Significant and Unavoidable. An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold level 
given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved per Section 
15093 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

 Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. An impact that can be reduced to below the 
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact 
requires findings under §15091 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

 Less than Significant. An impact that may be adverse but does not exceed the threshold levels 
and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation measures that could further 
lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily available and easily achievable. 

 No Impact. The proposed project would have no effect on environmental conditions or would 
reduce existing environmental problems or hazards. 

Following each environmental impact discussion is a list of mitigation measures (if required) and the 
residual effects or level of significance remaining after implementation of the measure(s). In cases 
where the mitigation measure for an impact could have a significant environmental impact in 
another issue area, this impact is discussed and evaluated as a secondary impact.  

Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines also requires that the following specific Mandatory Findings 
of Significance be addressed as part of the environmental review for the project: 

 The potential for the project 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, 
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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; 

 Project 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); and 

 Environmental effects of the project which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly. 

Section 4.2, Biological Resources, describes the project’s potential effects of the project on plant 
and animal species populations, habitats, communities, and migratory patterns. Section 4.3, Cultural 
Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources, describes the project’s potential effects on important 
historic and prehistoric cultural and tribal cultural resources on the project site.  

Potential adverse environmental effects on human beings are discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality 
and Section 4.5, Effects Found Not to be Significant including Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Section 4.5, Effects Found Not to be Significant, lists all impacts 
that were determined to not be impacted by the project. This section also offers explanations of 
why these resource areas were not analyzed in detail within the EIR.  

The impact analysis within each section concludes with a discussion of cumulative effects, which 
evaluates the impacts associated with the proposed project in conjunction with other planned and 
pending developments in the area listed in Table 3-1 Chapter 3, Environmental Setting.  

The Executive Summary of this EIR summarizes all impacts and mitigation measures that apply to 
the project. 
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4.1 Air Quality 

This section describes existing conditions and regulatory setting for air quality and evaluates 
potential air quality impacts from the 365 Prado Road Mixed-Use Project. The analysis of criteria 
pollutant emissions and regional air quality is based on the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Analysis report prepared for the project by Padre Associates, Inc. in May 2025 
(Appendix B).  

4.1.1 Setting 
The project site is located within the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB), which spans San Luis 
Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Ventura counties. The project site is within the jurisdiction of the San 
Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD), which monitors and regulates air quality within 
the San Luis Obispo County portion of the SCCAB.  

A range of emission sources, including dense population centers, heavy vehicular traffic, light 
industry, and weather influence air quality in the SCCAB. Meteorological conditions in San Luis 
Obispo County are characterized by average temperatures between 40 and 70 degrees Fahrenheit, 
depending on the season. Precipitation occurs approximately 33 percent of the year, with the 
majority falling from December to March. Winds typically range from 0 to 20 miles per hour, 
predominantly coming from the northwest and west. In the coastal plain, annual rainfall averages 
between 15 and 27 inches.  

a. Criteria Pollutants 
Criteria pollutants include the following: Ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOX), 
reactive organic gases (ROG), Sulfur Dioxide (SO2), particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns 
or less (PM10), and particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5). These are 
discussed in greater detail below.  

Ozone 
O3 is formed in the atmosphere through complex photochemical reactions involving NOX, ROG, and 
sunlight. These reactions occur over several hours. Since O3 is not emitted directly into the 
atmosphere but instead forms as a result of these reactions, it is classified as a secondary or 
regional pollutant. Because the formation of O3 takes time, peak O3 levels are often found 
downwind of major source areas. O3 is considered a respiratory irritant, and prolonged exposure 
can reduce lung function, aggravate asthma, and increase susceptibility to respiratory infections. 
Children and individuals with existing respiratory conditions are particularly vulnerable to O3 
exposure. 

Carbon Monoxide 
CO is primarily formed through the incomplete combustion of organic fuels. Higher CO levels are 
typically observed during the winter months when dispersion is limited by morning surface 
inversions. Seasonal and diurnal variations in meteorological conditions often result in lower CO 
levels in the summer and afternoon hours. CO is an odorless, colorless gas that affects red blood 
cells by binding to hemoglobin, reducing the amount of oxygen that can be transported to the 
body's organs and tissues. This can lead to health issues, particularly for individuals with 
cardiovascular disease, and can also impact mental alertness and vision. 
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Nitrogen Oxides 
The term nitrogen oxides refers to two gases—nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). NO is a 
colorless gas produced during combustion processes, which quickly oxidizes to form NO2, a 
brownish gas. The highest levels of NO2 are typically found in urban areas with heavy traffic. 
Exposure to NO2 can increase the risk of respiratory infections in children and may cause breathing 
difficulties, even in healthy individuals, with a particularly heightened effect on those with asthma. 

Sulfur Dioxide 
SO2 is a colorless, reactive gas produced by burning sulfur-containing fuels, such as coal and oil, as 
well as through various industrial processes. The highest concentrations of SO2 are typically found 
near large industrial sources. SO2 is a respiratory irritant that can cause narrowing of the airways, 
leading to wheezing and shortness of breath. Prolonged exposure to SO2 can result in respiratory 
illnesses and worsen existing cardiovascular conditions. 

Particulate Matter 
Ambient air quality standards have been established for PM10 and PM2.5. Both types consist of 
various particles suspended in the air, including metal, soot, smoke, dust, and fine mineral particles. 
The toxicity and chemical activity of these particles can vary depending on their source. The primary 
source of PM10 emissions is soil disturbance through road use, construction, agriculture, and natural 
windblown dust. Other sources include combustion processes (such as those in gasoline and diesel 
vehicles) and wood burning. Primary sources of PM2.5 emissions include construction sites, wood 
stoves, fireplaces, and diesel truck exhaust. Particulate matter is a health concern because when 
inhaled, it can cause permanent lung damage. Although both sizes of particulates can be harmful, 
PM2.5 is typically more damaging due to its ability to remain in the lungs. 

b. Toxic Air Contaminants 
A Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) is defined by the California Health and Safety Code (Section 39655) 
and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) as an air pollutant which may cause or contribute to 
an increase in mortality or an increase in serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential 
hazard to human health. The combustion of diesel fuel in truck engines (as well as other internal 
combustion engines) produces exhaust containing several compounds that have been identified as 
TACs, in particular, diesel particulate matter (DPM). The Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study IV in the 
South Coast Air Basin indicated DPM as a major contributor to cancer risk associated with TACs in 
southern California, accounting on average for 68 percent of the total risk (SCAQMD 2015). NOX and 
DPM are currently controlled through the use of selective catalytic reduction control systems and 
diesel exhaust fluid on all new diesel trucks and heavy equipment, respectively. In addition, fleets of 
older trucks are required to phase in the installation of exhaust particulate filters. 

Sources of TACs in the vicinity of the project site include mobile sources (motor vehicles, trains, 
equipment), stationary sources such as dry cleaners (perchloroethylene emissions), and gasoline 
dispensing stations (vapor emissions of benzene and other components of gasoline).  

c. Asbestos 
Naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) has been identified by CARB as a toxic air contaminant. 
Serpentine and ultramafic rocks are very common throughout California and may contain naturally 
occurring asbestos. SLOAPCD’s NOA Screening Buffers Map identifies areas throughout San Luis 
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Obispo County where NOA may be present. Based on a review of SLOAPCD’s NOA Screening Buffers 
Map, the project site is located in an area with the potential for NOA. However, based on field 
surveys of the project site, NOA was not detected on the project site (Appendix B). 

d. Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 
Localized CO “hotspots” can occur at intersections with heavy traffic during peak hours, especially 
when traffic volumes are high enough to push CO concentrations beyond the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) of 35.0 parts per million (ppm) or the California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (CAAQS) of 20.0 ppm. There are no known CO hotspots near the project area. 

e. San Joaquin Valley Fever 
Grading activities and vehicle traffic on unpaved surfaces generate dust that could expose 
construction workers and sensitive receptors to potential health hazards associated with the 
Coccidioides immitis spores. Human exposure to the Coccidioides immitis spores can cause San 
Joaquin valley fever. Projects that have the potential to expose construction workers to the 
Coccidioides immitis spores are required to implement all of California Title 8 safety and health 
regulations necessary to protect employees from valley fever. 

f. Current Attainment Status 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has jurisdiction under the Federal 
Clean Air Act and its amendments. CARB has jurisdiction under the California Clean Air Act and 
California Health and Safety Code. U.S. EPA and CARB classify an area as attainment, unclassified, or 
nonattainment, depending on whether the monitored ambient air quality data show compliance, 
insufficient data to determine compliance, or non-compliance with the NAAQS and CAAQS, 
respectively. Based on ongoing air quality monitoring. San Luis Obispo County is currently 
designated as non-attainment for the 8-hour NAAQS1, the 1-hour and 8-hour O3 CAAQS, and the 24-
hour and annual arithmetic mean CAAQS for PM10 (SLOAPCD 2025). San Luis Obispo County is either 
in attainment or is unclassified for all other NAAQS and all CAAQS. Unclassified status indicates that 
there is insufficient data to determine whether an air basin or county is in attainment or 
nonattainment.  

g. Sensitive Receptors and Surrounding Area Land Uses 
Certain land uses are more sensitive to air pollution due to the population groups or activities 
involved. Sensitive populations include children, the elderly, and individuals who are acutely or 
chronically ill, particularly those with cardio-respiratory conditions. Residential areas are also 
considered sensitive to air pollution, as residents, especially children and the elderly tend to spend 
extended periods of time within dwellings, leading to sustained exposure to pollutants. In contrast, 
industrial and commercial areas are generally less sensitive to air pollution, as exposure periods are 
shorter and more intermittent, with most workers spending the majority of their time indoors. 

The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are single-family residential homes, located 
approximately 100 feet north of the northern border of the project site. The predominant 
northwest and west wind directions in the region of the project site place sensitive receptors 
primarily upwind of the project site.  

 
1 Eastern San Luis Obispo County has been designated non-attainment for the 8-hour NAAQS for ozone 
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4.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal Regulations 

Federal Clean Air Act  
U.S. EPA established NAAQS to protect public health (primary standards) and welfare (secondary 
standards). Air basins are classified by U.S. EPA as in “attainment” or “non-attainment” based on 
meeting the NAAQS. NAAQS has been established for O3, CO, NO2, SO2, suspended particulate 
matter (e.g., dust) and lead. Table 4.1-1 lists the federal and State ambient air quality standards 
(State standards are discussed further in Section 4.1.2[b]). 

Table 4.1-1 Ambient Air Quality Standards (State and Federal) 
Pollutant Averaging Time California Standard  Federal Primary Standards  

Ozone 1-Hour 0.09 ppm - 

8-Hour 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm 

Nitrogen Oxide Annual 0.030 ppm  0.053 ppm 

1-Hour 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm 

Carbon Monoxide 8-Hour 9.0 ppm 9.0 ppm 

1-Hour 20.0 ppm 35.0 ppm 

Sulfur Dioxide 24-Hour  0.04 ppm  0.14 ppm 

1-Hour 0.25 ppm  0.075 ppm 

PM10 Annual 24-Hour 20 µg/m3  
50 µg/m3 

- 
150 µg/m3 

PM2.5 Annual 24-Hour 12 µg/m3 

- 
12 µg/m3 

35 µg/m3 

Lead 30-Day Average 1.5 µg/m3 - 

3-Month Average - 0.15 µg/m3 

Source: CARB 2025 

b. State Regulations 

State Implementation Plan  
The State Implementation Plan (SIP) is a collection of documents that sets forth the state’s 
strategies for achieving the ambient air quality standards. In California, the SIP is a compilation of 
new and previously submitted plans, programs (such as monitoring, modeling, and permitting), 
district rules, state regulations, and federal controls. CARB is the lead agency for all purposes related 
to the SIP under state law. Local air districts and other agencies, such as the Department of Pesticide 
Regulation and the Bureau of Automotive Repair, prepare SIP elements and submit them to CARB 
for review and approval. CARB then forwards SIP revisions to U.S. EPA for approval and publication 
in the Federal Register. The items included in the California SIP are listed in the Code of Federal 
Regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations 52.220. 
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California Code of Regulations 
The California Code of Regulations is the official compilation and publication of the regulations 
adopted, amended or repealed by state agencies pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act. 
They are compiled into Titles and organized into Divisions containing the regulations of state 
agencies. The following California Code of Regulations would be applicable to the project:  

 Engine Idling. In accordance with Section 2485 of Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, 
the idling of all diesel-fueled commercial vehicles (weighing over 10,000 pounds) during 
construction shall be limited to five minutes at any location.  

 Emission Standards. In accordance with Section 93115 of Title 17 of the California Code of 
Regulations, operation of any stationary, diesel-fueled, compression-ignition engines shall meet 
specified fuel and fuel additive requirements and emission standards.  

California Clean Air Act  
The CARB has jurisdiction under the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) and California Health and Safety 
Code. The U.S. EPA and CARB classify an area as attainment, unclassified, or nonattainment, 
depending on whether the monitored ambient air quality data show compliance, insufficient data to 
determine compliance, or non-compliance with the NAAQS and CAAQS, respectively. CARB 
established the more stringent CAAQS, which also requires air basins to be designated as in 
“attainment” or “non-attainment” based on meeting the CAAQS. NAAQS and CAAQS have been 
established for O3, CO, NO2, SO2, suspended particulate matter (e.g., dust) and lead. In addition, 
California has standards for hydrogen sulfide, sulfates and visibility-reducing particles. Table 4.1-1 
lists applicable ambient air quality standards.  

c. Local Regulations 

SLOAPCD Clean Air Plan  
The Clean Air Plan (CAP) is a comprehensive planning document designed to reduce emissions from 
traditional industrial and commercial sources. The CAP also aims to reduce emissions from motor 
vehicles by establishing goals and targets for reducing personal vehicle trips and trip lengths, such as 
encouraging or promoting multimodal alternatives. The purpose of the CAP is to reduce NOX and 
ROG emissions from a wide variety of stationery and mobile sources. The CAP was adopted by 
SLOAPCD on March 26, 2002 (SLOAPCD 2001).  

SLOAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook 
SLOAPCD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook provides a guide for assessing potential air quality impacts 
pursuant to CEQA within SLOAPCD jurisdiction. The handbook provides uniform procedures for 
preparing the air quality analysis section of environmental documents for projects subject to CEQA. 
The handbook defines the criteria used by SLOAPCD to determine when an air quality analysis is 
necessary, the type of analysis that should be performed, the significance of the impacts predicted 
by the analysis, and measures required to reduce potential air quality impacts.  
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4.1.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Significance Thresholds 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides the following significance thresholds to determine if a project 
would have a potentially significant impact on air quality. For the purposes of this EIR, 
implementation of the proposed project may have a significant adverse impact if it would:  

 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 
 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; 
 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or 
 Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 

number of people. 

SLOAPCD Significance Thresholds 

The project site is located within the City of San Luis Obispo, and the City is the lead agency for the 
project. Currently the City does not have significance thresholds for criteria pollutants. Therefore, 
the project’s criteria pollutant emissions are compared to SLOAPCD significance thresholds and CAP 
for consistency. 

CONSTRUCTION PROJECT THRESHOLDS 
According to SLOAPCD, construction projects are classified as short-term projects and must 
calculate construction-related emissions for any projects that are expected to exceed the applicable 
significance thresholds. SLOAPCD has construction phase significance thresholds for combined ROG 
plus NOX emissions, DPM, and fugitive dust (SLOAPCD 2023). Table 4.1-2 identifies SLOAPCD 
significance thresholds for construction. 

Table 4.1-2 Criteria Pollutant Significance Thresholds for Construction 

Tier 

NOX + ROG DPM Fugitive Dust 

Daily (lbs) Quarterly (tons) Daily (lbs) Quarterly (tons) Quarterly (tons) 

Thresholds for 
Construction 
Emissions  
(Tier I/Tier II) 

137 2.5/6.3 7 0.13/0.32 2.5 

Source: SLOAPCD 2023 
Notes: lbs = pounds 

OPERATIONAL PROJECT THRESHOLDS  
SLOAPCD has developed operational significance thresholds to determine consistency with the CAP. 
Table 4.1-3 identifies SLOAPCD operational significance thresholds.  

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 
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Table 4.1-3 Criteria Pollutant Significance Thresholds for Operations 

Pollutant 

Threshold 

Daily (lb/day) Annual (Tons/year) 

NOX + ROG 25 25 

DPM 1.25 – 

Fugitive Dust 25 25 

CO 550 – 

Source: SLOAPCD 2023 

Methodology 
Emissions modeling was conducted to estimate criteria pollutant emissions during the construction 
and operational phases of the project. The construction scenario evaluated includes conventional 
equipment usage, phased development over multiple years, and typical daily activity levels, as 
described in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis report prepared for the project 
by Padre Associates, Inc. (Appendix B). Estimated construction start date of 2027 and completion 
date of 2037 were used to develop the emissions estimates. On-road vehicle emissions were 
estimated using the vehicle type (i.e., passenger gasoline-powered vehicle, heavy-duty diesel-
powered vehicle), engine emission factors, and length of daily round trips. Operational emissions 
from on-road motor vehicle use was calculated using data from the Transportation Report prepared 
by Central Coast Transportation Consulting (Appendix E). Emissions were estimated using the most 
recent emission factors and load factors obtained from the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) User’s Guide, Emission Factors model, and the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 

b. Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures 

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

Impact AQ-1 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH OR OBSTRUCT IMPLEMENTATION OF 
SLOAPCD’S CLEAN AIR PLAN, AS THE PROJECT WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE CAP LAND USE 
PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION CONTROL MEASURES. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

To be considered consistent with the CAP, a project must be consistent with the land use planning 
and transportation control measures (TCMs) and strategies outlined in the Clean Air Plan (SLOAPCD 
2023). TCMs are primarily intended to reduce vehicle use by promoting and facilitating the use of 
alternative transportation options. Discussions of land use planning measures and TCMs applicable 
to the project are provided below.  

Land Use Planning Measure L-1 of the CAP focuses on planning compact communities, and includes 
policies that state that cities and unincorporated communities should be developed at higher 
densities that reduce trips and travel distances and encourage the use of alternative forms of 
transportation. In addition, Land Use Planning Measure L-2 encourages mixed-use development. 
The project site is within the City limits of San Luis Obispo and is a mixed-use development with a 
residential density of 23.31 dwelling units per acre. Accordingly, the project would result in higher 
density development that would encourage trip reduction with development of commercial areas at 
the project site, which is consistent with Land Use Planning Measure L-1 and L-2.  
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Land Use Planning Measure L-4 focuses on circulation management and includes policies pertaining 
to development of pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly design standards for residential and commercial 
projects and encouraging walking by planning for existing and new residential and commercial areas 
to include a safe and interconnected street system with adequate sidewalks and/or pedestrian trail. 
TCM T-3 encourages the implementation of bicycling and implementation of bikeway infrastructure. 
The project frontage improvements would include a Class I shared-use path along the property’s 
frontage along Prado Road, a Class I shared use path along the property’s frontage along the future 
Davis Road, and a temporary pedestrian pathway within the City’s right-of-way across the Prado 
Road frontage of the neighboring parcel (301 Prado Road), connecting to the existing sidewalk on 
the northwest boundary of 301 Prado Road, consistent with the City’s Active Transportation Plan. 
Accordingly, the project would be consistent with pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly design standards 
within the City’s Active Transportation Plan and would encourage bicycling.  

Based on the above, the project would be consistent with applicable land use planning measures 
and TCMs from the SLOAPCD CAP. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality plan, and this impact would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures  
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  

Threshold 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? 

Impact AQ-2 THE PROJECT’S CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS WOULD NOT EXCEED SLOAPCD 
CONSTRUCTION OR OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS, AND THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN A 
CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE NET INCREASE OF A CRITERIA POLLUTANT. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction 
Construction-generated emissions are temporary and short-term. Construction activities such as 
demolition, grading, construction worker travel to and from the project site, delivery and hauling of 
construction supplies and debris to and from the project site, and fuel combustion by on-site 
construction equipment would generate emissions of O3 precursors (ROC and NOX) and PM10 and 
PM2.5. Table 4.1-4 summarizes the estimated project criteria pollutant emissions during project 
construction.  
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Table 4.1-4 Estimated Daily and Quarterly Project Construction Criteria Pollutant 
Emissions 

Emissions 

ROG + NOX Diesel Particulate Matter Fugitive Dust 

Daily 
(lbs) 

Quarterly 
(tons) 

Daily 
(lbs) 

Quarterly 
(tons) 

Quarterly 
(tons) 

Project Emissions 89.7 1.55 0.60 0.02 0.20 

SLOAPCD Thresholds for Short Term 
Emissions (Tier I) 

137 2.5 7.0 0.13 2.5 

SLOAPCD Thresholds for Short Term 
Emissions (Tier II) 

- 6.3 - 0.32 - 

Threshold Exceeded for Mitigated 
Emissions? 

No No No No No 

Source: Appendix B 

As shown in Table 4.1-4, the project’s construction phase would not exceed SLOAPCD daily, or 
quarterly significance thresholds under the construction scenario described in the Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis report prepared for the project by Padre Associates, Inc. 
(Appendix B), which includes conventional equipment usage, phased development over multiple 
years, and typical daily activity levels. While the current analysis reflects a conservative assumption 
based on anticipated phasing and equipment use, any substantial change to the construction 
schedule or intensity that could result in higher-than-anticipated daily activity levels may require re-
evaluation to ensure compliance with SLOAPCD thresholds. Under the current assumptions, project 
construction would not contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation and 
this impact would be less than significant. 

Operation  
Operation of the project would generate criteria air pollutant emissions associated with area 
sources (i.e., architectural coatings, consumer products, and landscaping equipment), energy 
sources (i.e., use of electricity for space and water heating), and mobile sources (i.e., vehicle trips to 
and from the project site). Table 4.1-5 summarizes the project’s operational emissions, which were 
estimated based on full buildout of the residential and commercial components. 
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Table 4.1-5 Estimated Daily Project Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions 

 

Maximum Daily Emissions2 

NOX + ROG 
(lbs/day) 

PM10 
(lbs/day) 

PM2.5 
(lbs/day) 

DPM 
(lbs/day) 

CO 
(lbs/day) 

SO2 
(lbs/day) 

Fugitive Dust 
(lbs/day) 

Daily 

Total Maximum 
Operational 
Emissions 

7.74 0.050 0.053 0.008 236 0.079 8.20 

SLOAPCD 
Threshold 

25 -- -- 1.25 550 -- 25 

Threshold 
Exceeded?  

No -- -- No No -- No 

Annual 
Total Maximum 
Operational 
Emissions 

0.400 0.006 0.006 0.001 8.46 0.012 1.37 

SLOAPCD 
Threshold  

25 -- -- -- -- -- 25 

Threshold 
Exceeded?  

No -- -- -- -- -- No 

Source: Appendix B 

As shown in Table 4.1-5, the project’s operational phase would not result in an exceedance of 
SLOAPCD daily or annual significance thresholds. Therefore, project operation would not contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation and this impact would be less than 
significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

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

Impact AQ-3 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION HAS THE POTENTIAL TO EXPOSE NEARBY SENSITIVE RECEPTORS 
TO POLLUTANTS. HOWEVER, ADHERENCE TO STANDARD SAN LUIS OBISPO AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 
MEASURES WOULD ENSURE THE PROJECT WOULD MINIMIZE SUBSTANTIAL POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS. THIS 
IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are single-family residential homes, located 
approximately 100 feet north of the northern border of the project site. Primary sources of 
pollutant emissions during the project’s construction phase would result from using internal 
combustion engines and soil disturbance. Specifically, conventional construction equipment, such as 
dozers, compactors, excavators, backhoes, graders, scrapers, loaders, paving machines, and water 
trucks, would be utilized during construction activities. Additional sources of air pollutant emissions 
include emissions from on-road motor vehicles used to transport materials and personnel, ROG 
emissions from asphalt paving during paving operations and ROG emissions during the application 
of architectural coatings.  

 
2 Numbers may not add up due to rounding. 
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As discussed in Impact AQ-2, construction emissions of CO and DPM would be below applicable 
SLOAPCD significance thresholds. However, proximity to sensitive receptors is also a factor in 
evaluating potential health risks. The nearest sensitive receptors are located approximately 100 feet 
north of the project site, and prevailing wind patterns (northwest to southeast and west to east) 
generally direct emissions away from these receptors. Additionally, construction activities are 
proposed to be phased, with later phases occurring progressively farther from these receptors. 
Residential uses proposed as part of earlier project phases would constitute sensitive receptors 
once occupied; however, construction associated with subsequent phases would occur at distances 
comparable to or greater than those evaluated for off‑site sensitive receptors. At a distance of 100 
feet, dispersion of pollutants, combined with the relatively low concentrations modeled for CO and 
DPM, would substantially reduce exposure levels. Therefore, the combination of distance, wind 
direction, and phased construction supports the conclusion that the project would not reasonably 
be expected to impact sensitive receptors due to substantial concentrations of CO or DPM. As 
discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project is proposed to be constructed in two phases:  

 Phase 1 would include the development of approximately 5.03 acres of residential uses for 89 
for-sale units in the northern portion of the project site, which is closest to the nearest sensitive 
receptors (single-family homes located approximately 100 feet north of the site). As 
construction progresses, activities would shift farther from these receptors. 

 Phase 2 would include the development of approximately 5.83 acres for residential uses for 85 
for-sale units and 48 affordable rental units in the central portion of the project site, along with 
development of the 1.29-acre park. Phase 2 would also involve the completion of Davis Road, 
additional internal public streets, and completion of the offsite shared-use path connection to 
Innovation Way. By this phase, construction activities would be located approximately 400 feet 
or more from the nearest sensitive receptors, reducing potential exposure of local sensitive 
receptors to construction-related emissions. Phase 2 would also include the development of 
approximately 3.65 acres for 100,000 square feet of commercial uses in the southern portion of 
the site. At this stage, construction activities would be over 1,000 feet from the nearest 
sensitive receptors.  

As the project’s construction progresses, construction activities would occur progressively further 
from the nearest sensitive receptors as each of the phases is completed. Furthermore, wind 
direction in the region of the project predominantly blows from the northwest to southeast or west 
to east, which would generally transport construction emissions away from the sensitive receptors.  

As described in Section 4.1.1, Setting, based on field surveys of the project site, NOA was not 
detected on the project site and project construction would not have potential to expose sensitive 
receptors to NOA. Construction activities may generate dust, which, while remaining below 
thresholds, could still pose potential exposure risks to sensitive receptors, such as the risk of 
exposure to valley fever. However, SLOAPCD guidelines require projects that would disturb greater 
than four acres within 1,000 feet of a sensitive receptor to implement standard mitigation measures 
to minimize fugitive dust emissions (SLOAPCD 2023). For project construction activities at all sites, 
the City’s special provisions and specifications would require the contractor implement applicable 
SLOAPCD fugitive dust measures as best management practices to minimize localized fugitive dust 
emissions during construction. These measures include, but are not limited to, watering to prevent 
airborne dust, stabilization of soils, limiting vehicle speeds on the project site, and use of devices to 
prevent sand or dirt from falling out of trucks during transport (SLOAPCD 2023).  
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Operation of the proposed project does not involve the use of large diesel- or gasoline-powered 
stationary equipment, such as generators or compressors, or large, diesel-fueled mobile equipment 
similar to that used during the project’s construction phase, that have the potential to result in TAC 
emissions at the project site. Therefore, with adherence to the standard SLOAPCD measures 
described above for construction activities, the project would have a less than significant impact 
related to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  

Mitigation Measures  
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

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

Impact AQ-4 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN OBJECTIONABLE ODORS DURING CONSTRUCTION 
OR OPERATION THAT WOULD AFFECT A SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER OF PEOPLE, AND PREVAILING WIND PATTERNS 
WOULD FURTHER REDUCE THE POTENTIAL FOR ODOR IMPACTS. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Project construction activities would be temporary and are not expected to produce objectionable 
odors that would impact a significant number of people as construction odors (e.g., exhaust fumes 
from construction equipment) dissipate rapidly from their point of origin. Additionally, the project’s 
proposed land use is not associated with the creation of objectionable odors (such as wastewater 
treatment plants, rendering facilities, composting operations, or food processing plants). Therefore, 
project operation would not reasonably be expected to generate odors that would affect a 
substantial number of people. Wind direction in the region of the project predominantly blows from 
the northwest to southeast or west to east, which would transport odors away from nearby 
sensitive receptors. Accordingly, the project’s potential to result in odors affecting a substantial 
number of people is less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures  
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  

4.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 
A project’s environmental impacts are “cumulatively considerable” if the “incremental effects of an 
individual project would be significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15065[a][3]). The general approach to cumulative impact analysis used in this EIR is 
discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental Setting. Development that is considered part of the 
cumulative analysis includes planned and pending projects in the City of San Luis Obispo, listed in 
Table 3-1 of that chapter. 

Regional Criteria Pollutant Emissions 
Criteria air pollutant emissions are largely a cumulative issue, as emissions from one development 
contribute to the cumulative attainment status of the entire regional air basin. Therefore, the 
geographic scope of the cumulative air quality analysis is the SCCAB. Approved, pending, and 
proposed cumulative development within the SCCAB would further contribute to the increase in 
development and associated generation of air quality-related emissions in the SCCAB, including 
particulate matter and the ozone precursors ROG and NOX, which is a potential cumulatively 
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significant impact. However, under Impact AQ-2, the project would not exceed SLOAPCD criteria 
pollutant thresholds, which are implemented to by SLOAPCD to address a project’s cumulative 
contribution to air quality impacts within the SCCAB. Projects that do not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality plan and do not exceed the applicable criteria pollutant 
thresholds would not contribute considerably to an exceedance of applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standards. Therefore, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution related to criteria air pollutant emissions. 

Temporary/Construction Emissions 
Construction emissions are typically not regionally significant due to the temporary nature of 
construction activity; however, multiple construction projects occurring in close proximity at the 
same time can result in a significant cumulative temporary impact on sensitive receptors near a 
project site. As a result, the geographic scope of the cumulative air quality analysis for construction 
emissions is the immediate project vicinity. The as-yet-undeveloped but approved Prado Business 
Park project is immediately west of the project site and a similar distance to single-family residential 
receptors north of the project site. If these adjacent projects were constructed concurrently, 
cumulative construction activities could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. This conclusion is supported by the technical basis that emissions from diesel-
powered construction equipment, such as scrapers, bulldozers, and haul trucks, generate DPM, a 
toxic air contaminant. When multiple sources of DPM operate in close proximity, pollutant 
concentrations can combine to expose nearby sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. Although individual projects may not exceed thresholds, the cumulative effect of 
overlapping emissions, especially within 1,000 feet of residences, warrants consideration of 
potentially significant cumulative effects. As a result, cumulative air quality impacts are considered 
potentially significant. As identified under Impact AQ-3, the project’s construction emissions would 
be short-term, temporary, and would cease following the completion of construction. Additionally, 
construction would proceed in two phases, gradually moving farther away from sensitive receptors, 
and prevailing wind directions from the northwest and west would disperse emissions away from 
populated areas, to the southeast and east. Wind patterns in San Luis Obispo County play a critical 
role in the dispersion of air pollutants generated during construction activities. Given that the 
nearest sensitive receptors, single-family residences, are located approximately 100 feet north of 
the project site, these prevailing wind directions would generally transport emissions away from 
these receptors, toward the southeast and east. This meteorological condition reduces the 
likelihood that pollutant concentrations from the project would accumulate at the same receptors 
affected by adjacent cumulative projects, such as the approved Prado Business Park to the west. 
Because the winds at the project site would typically push pollutant concentrations away from 
nearby sensitive receptors, the project’s emissions would not substantially overlap at the same 
receptors as cumulative projects that could be constructed simultaneously with the proposed 
project. Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to exposing receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations during construction would not be considerable.  

Objectionable Odors 
Cumulative projects would adversely affect sensitive receptors from odor emissions if cumulative 
projects include typical odor-producing land uses in close enough proximity to one another to have 
a cumulative effect. As a result, the geographic scope of the cumulative analysis of objectionable 
odors is the immediate project vicinity. Construction of cumulative projects would result in 
construction equipment-related odors; however, the temporary nature of construction would 
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ensure less than significant cumulative odor impacts. As currently approved, the Prado Business 
Park project to the west of the proposed project site would not include odor producing facilities that 
could result in substantial odor emissions, such as those listed in Table 3-3 of the SLOAPCD CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook (e.g., wastewater treatment plants, rendering facilities, composting operations, 
or food processing plants). A review of the surrounding area did not identify any other known odor-
producing facilities within the screening distances established by SLOAPCD. Therefore, no other 
nearby sources are expected to contribute to cumulative odor impacts at the project site. As such, 
cumulative odors from the surrounding area from construction and operations would not be 
combined at the same receptors, and cumulative impacts related to odors would be less than 
significant.  
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4.2 Biological Resources 

This section describes existing conditions and regulatory setting for biological resources and 
assesses potential impacts on biological resources of the 365 Prado Road Mixed-Use Project. The 
analysis of biological resources is based on a review of reconnaissance-level and focused field 
surveys conducted by qualified biologists, relevant literature and database queries. Specifically, this 
analysis is based on the findings of the Biological Resources Assessment prepared by David Wolff 
Environmental, LLC (DWE), in February 2025 (Appendix C). 

4.2.1 Environmental Setting 

a. Regional Setting 
The project site is located in the City of San Luis Obispo (the City), within San Luis Obispo County. 
The City of San Luis Obispo is located between the San Lucia Mountains and the coastal mountains 
that frame the Los Osos Valley. Agricultural valleys and open space surround most of the City, 
including vineyards and field crops, scrub oak, and grassland communities that support a diversity of 
wildlife.  

As described in the City’s Conservation and Open Space Element (2014), the City of San Luis Obispo 
is characterized by a mix of urban development framed by low hills and grasslands, with riparian 
corridors along creeks such as San Luis Obispo Creek and its tributaries. These areas support a 
variety of native plant and wildlife species, including grassland communities, oak woodlands on 
surrounding slopes, and aquatic and riparian habitats that provide important ecological functions 
within the urban landscape. 

b. Project Site Setting 
The project site is located within the City, adjacent to and north of an unincorporated portion of San 
Luis Obispo County. As shown in Chapter 2, Project Description, Figure 2-2, the project site is 
bordered by existing commercial development to the east, a vacant lot to the west and the Chevron 
Tank Farm, which is currently undergoing habitat restoration, to the south.  

The majority of the 19.3-acre project site was graded in 2018 with placement of 47,610 cubic yards 
of engineered fill material on 17.2 acres of the project site under a City of San Luis Obispo issued 
Early Grading Building Permit (GRAD-3835-2016, dated December 14, 2018). The project site is 
currently in a highly disturbed condition, no longer supporting a native soil profile, lacking natural 
topography, and dominated by non-native weedy species (Appendix C).  

As part of the Biological Resources Assessment prepared for the project, the site was surveyed by 
DWE in October and December 2023, May and July 2024, and January 2025. The site was also 
surveyed by Rincon Consultants (Rincon) in May 2025. The different habitat types identified through 
these surveys are shown in Figure 4.2-1.  
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Figure 4.2-1 Habitat Types 
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c. Vegetation Communities and Landcover Types 
One terrestrial vegetation community/landcover type occurs on the project site: ruderal. Ruderal 
areas are comprised of plant species that occur or are adapted to disturbed lands or areas that are 
sparsely vegetated due to regular disturbance. This landcover type also includes areas that are 
currently developed such as paved areas and gravel lots. Based on review of aerial imagery, the 
project site was graded in 2020 (Google LLC 2025). The site also incurs disturbance annually due to 
discing from weed abatement activities. Within the project site, ruderal vegetation consists of the 
non-native annual grasses, weeds and herbs including wild oat (Avena spp.), yellow star-thistle 
(Centaurea solstitialis), sweet clover (Melilotus indicus), spring vetch (Vicia sativa), short podded 
mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola), bird’s foot trefoil (Lotus 
corniculatus), curly dock (Rumex crispus), black mustard (Brassica nigra), common mustard (Brassica 
rapa), bromegrass (Bromus diandrus), purple star thistle (Centaurea calcitrapa), bull thistle (Cirsium 
vulgare), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), nit grass (Gastridium nitida), cutleaf geranium (Geranium 
dissectum), rose clover (Trifolium hirtum), and purple vetch (Vicia benghalensis). Ruderal vegetation 
is not classified in the Manual of California Vegetation, Second Edition classification system (Sawyer 
et al. 2009). 

d. Drainages and Wetlands 
One freshwater emergent wetland is present on the project site (Figure 4.2-1). This feature is not 
mapped in the National Wetland Inventory (United States Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] 2025). 
Aerial imagery indicates that wetland began forming in 2022, likely as a result of grading activities 
conducted in 2020 on the project site and the adjacent parcel to the west.  

During the 2025 reconnaissance survey, Rincon biologists observed standing water and saturated 
soils within the wetland area. These conditions appeared to be sustained by runoff from a culvert 
located on the north side of Prado Road. The wetland supports a patch of hydrophytic vegetation, 
including northern water plantain (Alisma triviale), field sage (Carex praegracilis), tall flatsedge 
(Cyperus eragrostis), common rush (Juncus effusus), rabbitfoot grass (Polypogon monspeliensis), 
Arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), and water speedwell (Veronica anagallis-aquatica).  

Rincon biologists assessed the wetland at two data points (Datapoint 1 and Datapoint 2), as shown 
in Figure 4.2-1, above, for wetland determination. Datapoint 1 was selected based on the presence 
of live facultative vegetation (plants that can grow in both wet and dry conditions) and saturated 
soils. Redoximorphic features (color changes in soil caused by long-term wet conditions), such as 
mottling and iron concentrations, were observed throughout the upper 17 inches of the soil profile 
at this location. Datapoint 2 was placed in an area dominated by upland annual herbs and grasses to 
assist in delineating the wetland boundary. At this location, the vegetation did not meet the criteria 
for hydrophytic vegetation, and no evidence of soil saturation or surface inundation was observed. 
Additionally, prominent redoximorphic features observed at Datapoint 1 were absent. 

Based on the 2025 reconnaissance survey, the freshwater emergent wetland meets the criteria for a 
three-parameter wetland as it contains wetland plants, wetland soils, and evidence of regular water 
saturation. However, it is hydrologically isolated and does not abut or have a surface connection to 
Relatively Permanent Water or Traditional Navigable Water (United States Environmental 
Protection Agency [USEPA] (2022). As such, it is unlikely to qualify as a water of the U.S. under the 
federal Clean Water Act (CWA), although it may be considered a wetland water of the State relevant 
to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. These findings are preliminary and are subject to 
confirmation by the appropriate regulatory agencies. 
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e. Special Status Species 
For the purpose of this review, special status species include plants and animals that are currently 
listed, proposed for listing, or candidates for listing as threatened or endangered by USFWS and 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA); species 
that are listed or proposed for listing as rare, threatened, or endangered by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA); and 
animals designated as “Species of Special Concern,” or “Fully Protected,” or “Watch List” by the 
CDFW. California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) List 1B and List 2 plant species are typically regarded as 
rare, threatened, or endangered under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by lead 
agencies, and were considered as such in this document. CRPR List 3 and List 4 plant species are 
typically not considered for analysis under CEQA, except where they are part of a unique 
community, from the type locality, designated as rare or significant by local governments or where 
cumulative impacts could result in population–level effects. The CRPR 3 and 4 species reported from 
the region are not locally designated as rare or significant, are not part of a unique community, and 
the project site is not known to be the type locality for any ranked plant species. Therefore, CRPR 3 
and CRPR 4 species were not included in this analysis.  

Queries of the CDFW California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFW 2025a, 2025b, 2025c, 
2025d, 2025e) and the California Native Plant Society Online Inventory of Rare and Endangered 
Plants of California (California Native Plant Society 2025) were conducted to obtain comprehensive 
information regarding special status species considered to have potential to occur within the San 
Luis Obispo, California 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle and the surrounding eight quadrangles 
(Morro Bay North, Atascadero, Santa Margarita, Morro Bay South, Lopez Mountain, Port San Luis, 
Pismo Beach, and Arroyo Grande NE). The results of these scientific database queries were compiled 
into a table that is summarized below and included in Appendix C.  

Special Status Plant Species 
Based on database and literature review, 72 special status plant species are known to occur or have 
the potential to occur within the San Luis Obispo, California 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle and 
the surrounding eight quadrangles, including Morro Bay North, Atascadero, Santa Margarita, Morro 
Bay South, Lopez Mountain, Port San Luis, Pismo Beach, and Arroyo Grande NE (Appendix C).  

Field surveys were conducted at the project site by DWE in October and December 2023, with an 
additional floristic inventory and rare plant survey in May and July 2024, and a site visit in January 
2025. Rincon conducted a site reconnaissance survey in May 2025. No special status plants were 
observed during the field surveys by DWE (Appendix C). Furthermore, based on the highly disturbed 
nature of the project site from grading and discing, and the non-native ruderal herbaceous species 
present, the project site does not contain suitable habitat to support special status botanical species 
or federally listed plant species (Appendix C). 

In 2016, Sage Institute conducted a biological and wetland resources evaluation of the project site. 
During the field survey, there was one occurrence approximately 100 square feet in size of the 
special status plant Congdon’s tarplant (Centromadia parryi ssp. congdonii) in a small depression on 
the southern property border (Appendix C). Congdon’s tarplant is considered rare throughout its 
range and is also considered a sensitive resource by the City. The occurrence was not observed 
during the floristic inventory and rare plant survey conducted by DWE in May and July 2024, which 
were seasonally timed surveys to observe full flowering expression of the species. To establish 
adequacy of the DWE floristic inventory and rare plant survey, a nearby publicly accessible 
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Congdon’s tarplant was observed by DWE in July 2024 to be in full flowering expression (Appendix 
C). Furthermore, the occurrence of Congdon’s tarplant that was observed in 2016 was not observed 
during the field surveys conducted by DWE in October/December 2023, May/July 2024, January 
2025, or by Rincon biologists in May 2025.  

Special Status Animal Species 
Based on the database and literature review, 38 special status animal species are known to or have 
the potential to occur within the San Luis Obispo, California 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle and 
the surrounding eight quadrangles, including Morro Bay North, Atascadero, Santa Margarita, Morro 
Bay South, Lopez Mountain, Port San Luis, Pismo Beach, and Arroyo Grande NE (Appendix C).  

In addition, CDFW submitted a comment letter in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for 
this EIR, which identified potential impacts to special status species; this input is addressed in 
Chapter 1, Introduction, and summarized in Table 1-1, which includes comments received during the 
Notice of Preparation of the EIR and corresponding responses. Based on CDFW’s review of the 
CNDDB records and the surrounding habitat, CDFW determined that the project site is within the 
geographic range of several special status species, including: golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), 
white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea),Crotch’s 
bumble bee (Bombus crotchii), southwestern pond turtle (Actinemys pallida), California red legged 
frog (Rana draytonii), American badger (Taxidea taxus), vernal pool fairy shrimp (VPFS) 
(Branchinecta lynchi). The project site was assessed to determine the presence of suitable habitat 
within the project site for these special status species, and is further discussed below. The NOP 
comment letter provided by CDFW is included in Appendix A. 

Of the 38 special status animal species identified in the regional database review, most were 
determined to have no potential to occur on the project site because the site is outside their known 
range, they have been extirpated from the area, or their specific habitat requirements are absent. 
The project site is highly disturbed, lacks a native soil profile, and provides minimal vegetation 
structure, which further reduces habitat suitability for wildlife overall. Eight special status animal 
species retain some potential to occur based on the database and literature review (the full special 
status animal species list is included in Appendix C): 

 Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi); Federally Threatened 
 American badger (Taxidea taxus); State Species of Special Concern 
 White tailed kite (Elanus leucurus); Federally Protected 
 Western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea); State Species of Special Concern 
 California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia); Candidate State Species of Special Concern 
 Grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum); State Species of Special Concern 
 Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus); State Species of Special Concern 
 Tri-colored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor); State Species of Special Concern 

Potential habitat for eight special status animal species occurs within the project site based on the 
presence of their general habitat requirements and each species’ geographic range. The remainder 
of the species with the potential to occur in the vicinity of the project site were eliminated as having 
potential to occur within the project site based on a lack of their individual habitat requirements or 
because the project site is outside their known geographic range. No designated critical habitat for 
federally listed animal species occurs on the project site or within the local vicinity. 
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Federally and/or State Listed 

VERNAL POOL FAIRY SHRIMP 
VPFS is a federally listed threatened invertebrate with an elongate body, large stalked compound 
eyes, swimming legs. VPFS is known to occur in neutral to slightly alkaline vernal pools within the 
Interior Coast Ranges. No definitive surveys focused on determining presence of VPFS within the 
project site have been conducted; however, the wetland located along the western site boundary 
may be suitable habitat for VPFS. The time to maturity and reproduction for VPFS is temperature 
dependent, varying between 18 days and 147 days, with a mean of 39.7 days (Helm 1998). There is 
currently not enough information to determine the typical hydroperiod of the wetland, and 
consequently whether this feature holds water for durations suitable for VPFS to complete their life 
cycle. VPFS are documented by the CNDDB regionally, but not on the project site. Cysts of VPFS are 
most commonly transported from one pool to another from the deposition of feces from waterfowl 
and mammals that may have ingested cysts as well as muds containing cysts also attached to these 
animals (Belk 1999). As such, inoculation of the wetland could occur and based on the species 
habitat requirements, known occurrences in the vicinity of the project site and potentially suitable 
habitat found within the project site. 

Species of Special Concern 

AMERICAN BADGER 
The American badger has a widespread range across California and is typically most abundant in dry, 
open areas of most shrub and forest habitats. The American badger requires friable soil in order to 
dig burrows for cover and breeding. The main food source for the American badger is fossorial 
rodents, mainly ground squirrels and pocket gophers. There is potential marginal habitat for 
American Badger on the project site; however, no potential dens were observed during the site 
reconnaissance survey (Appendix C). 

Nesting Birds  
The California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) and Migratory Bird Treaty Act provide protection to most 
migratory bird species and their nests. Birds protected by the CFGC and the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act may nest in trees, shrubs, grassland, and structures on or in the vicinity of the site. One federally 
protected bird species, white-tailed kite, and five State (or candidate) species of special concern bird 
species, including the burrowing owl, grasshopper sparrow, California horned lark, loggerhead 
shrike and tricolored blackbird also have potential to occur or are known to occur in the project site. 

In January 2025, DWE observed a pair of white-tailed kites foraging over and around the project 
area (Appendix C). White-tailed kites, along with the rest of the listed species, forage widely in the 
region. However, the project site contains low suitability foraging habitat based on the dense 
noxious weed cover and little to no small mammal activity observed. The absence of tree or shrub 
cover eliminates potential suitable nesting habitat within the project site, and individuals would 
occur only transiently. 

The burrowing owl requires underground burrows or occasionally, other cavities, for nesting, 
roosting, and cover. Burrows used by the owls are usually dug by other fossorial species. Natural 
rock cavities, debris piles, culverts, and pipes also are used for nesting and roosting. This species has 
been documented regionally by the CNDDB. The bare ground and sparse vegetation in ruderal areas 
within the project site could be suitable for wintering burrowing owls. No California ground squirrel 
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burrows that could be used by owls were observed on site (Appendix C). This species is not expected 
to nest on site due to the non-native soil profile and lack of natural topography but could occur as 
an uncommon transient moving through the area during the winter. 

California horned lark and grasshopper sparrow prefer open, sparsely vegetated habitats such as 
open grasslands. Based on the highly disturbed nature of the site and sparse vegetation, marginally 
suitable nesting habitat occurs on site. These species are ground foragers, primarily consisting of 
insects. Based on the marginally suitable nesting and foraging habitat with the project site, the 
species have a low potential to occur.  

Loggerhead shrike prefers open grasslands with scattered shrubs and trees for habitat and foraging. 
The project site could generally provide minimal foraging habitat for insects; however, the absence 
of trees or shrub cover limits potential nesting and foraging habitat within the project site.  

The tri-colored blackbird requires open water, protected nesting substrate, and foraging areas with 
insect prey within a few miles of the colony. Although there are no trees present in the site to act as 
protected nesting substrate, a small amount of emergent wetland vegetation is present along the 
northwestern boundary of the project site that can provide potential insect foraging for this species. 
Based on the lack of nesting habitat and potentially suitable foraging habitat, this species has a low 
potential to occur within the project site as it forages. 

f. Sensitive Natural Communities 
Nine sensitive natural communities were identified by the CNDDB as occurring within the San Luis 
Obispo, California quadrangle and surrounding eight quadrangles, none of which occur in the 
project site (Appendix C). The Sensitive Natural Communities List in the CNDDB is not currently 
maintained, and no new information has been added in recent years. Therefore, on-site vegetation 
types were also compared with the List of Vegetation Alliances and Associations (CDFW 2025e). 
According to the CDFW’s Vegetation Program, Alliances with State ranks of S1 through S3 are 
considered to be imperiled and thus potentially of special concern. No vegetation alliances with rank 
S1 through S3 or vegetation types in the hierarchical list are present in the project site.  

g. Wildlife Corridors 
Wildlife corridors are generally defined as connections between habitat patches that allow for 
physical and genetic exchange between otherwise isolated animal populations. Such linkages may 
serve a local purpose, such as between foraging and denning areas, or they may be regional in 
nature, allowing movement across large portions of the landscape. Some habitat linkages may serve 
as migration corridors, wherein animals periodically move away from an area and then 
subsequently return. Wildlife movement can be limited by roads, railroads, dams, canals, urban 
development, and agriculture.  

Wildlife movement corridors can be both large and small scale. Regionally, the project site is not 
located within an Essential Connectivity Area (ECA) as mapped in the report California Essential 
Habitat Connectivity Project: A Strategy for Conserving a Connected California (CDFW 2010). ECAs 
represent principal connections between Natural Landscape Blocks. ECAs are regions in which land 
conservation and management actions should be prioritized to maintain and enhance ecological 
connectivity. ECAs are mapped based on coarse ecological condition indicators, rather than the 
needs of particular species and thus serve the majority of species in each region.  
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The project site provides limited and constrained opportunities for wildlife movement since it is 
surrounded by urban development on three sides and does not provide a corridor or provide for 
connection from one natural landscape block to another.  

4.2.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal Regulations 

Federal Endangered Species Act 
Under the federal ESA, authorization is required to “take” a listed species. Take is defined under ESA 
Section 3 as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to 
attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Under federal regulation (50 Code of Federal Regulations 
Sections 17.3, 222.102); “harm” is further defined to include habitat modification or degradation 
where it would be expected to result in death or injury to listed wildlife species by significantly 
impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Critical habitat is 
a specific geographic area(s) that is essential for the conservation of a threatened or endangered 
species and that may require special management and protection. Critical habitat may include an 
area that is not currently occupied by the species but that will be needed for its recovery. Section 7 
of the ESA outlines procedures for federal interagency cooperation to conserve federally listed 
species and designated critical habitat. The USFWS and NMFS share responsibility and regulatory 
authority for implementing the ESA (7 United States Code Section 136, 16 United States Code 
Section 1531 et seq.). 

Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA and its implementing regulations require federal agencies to consult with 
USFWS or NMFS to ensure they are not undertaking, funding, permitting, or authorizing actions 
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species, or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of critical habitat. For projects where federal action is not involved and take of a listed 
species may occur, the project proponent may seek to obtain an incidental take permit under 
Section 10(a) of the ESA. Section 10(a) allows USFWS to permit the incidental take of listed species if 
such take is accompanied by a Habitat Conservation Plan that includes components to minimize and 
mitigate impacts associated with the take. 

Migratory Bird Treaty and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Acts 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to regulate the intentional 
taking of migratory birds. The Act provides that it is unlawful, except as permitted by regulations, 
“to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture, or kill, possess, […] any migratory bird, 
or any part, nest, or egg of any such bird”, if the actions are directed at nesting birds, their nest, or 
their eggs. (16 United States Code Section 703[a]); however, it has been recently ruled. In addition, 
the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act is the primary law protecting eagles, including individuals 
and their nests and eggs. The USFWS implements the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 United States 
Code Section 703-711) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 United States Code Section 
668). Under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act’s Eagle Permit Rule (50 Code of Federal 
Regulations 22.26), USFWS may issue permits to authorize limited, non-purposeful take of bald 
eagles and golden eagles. 
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Clean Water Act 
Under Section 404 of the CWA, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), with oversight by USEPA, 
has authority to regulate activities that result in discharge of dredged or fill material into wetlands 
or other “waters of the United States.” On April 21, 2020, the USACE and USEPA published the 
Navigable Waters Protection Rule to define “waters of the United States.” This rule, effective on 
June 22, 2020, defines four categories of jurisdictional features and documents certain types of 
waters that are excluded from jurisdiction. Under the Navigable Waters Protection Rule, “waters of 
the United States” include: 

(1) Territorial seas and traditional navigable waters; 
(2) Perennial and intermittent tributaries that contribute surface flow to those waters; 
(3) Certain Lakes and ponds, and impoundments of jurisdictional waters; and 
(4) Wetlands adjacent to jurisdictional waters. 

In achieving the goals of the CWA, USACE seeks to avoid adverse impacts and to offset unavoidable 
adverse impacts on existing aquatic resources. Any discharge of dredged or fill material into 
jurisdictional wetlands or other jurisdictional waters of the United States requires a Section 404 
permit from USACE prior to the start of work. In 2008, USEPA and USACE, through a joint 
rulemaking, expanded the CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidelines to include more comprehensive 
standards for compensatory mitigation. These standards include ensuring that unavoidable impacts 
subject to regulation under the CWA are mitigated through replacement to promote no net loss of 
wetlands. Typically, when a project involves impacts to waters of the United States, the goal of no 
net loss of wetlands is met by compensatory mitigation. In general, the type and location options for 
compensatory mitigation should comply with the hierarchy established by the USACE/USEPA 2008 
Mitigation Rule (in descending order): (1) mitigation banks; (2) in-lieu fee programs; and (3) 
permittee-responsible compensatory mitigation. Also, in accordance with CWA Section 401, 
applicants for a Section 404 permit must obtain water quality certification from the appropriate 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Under the CWA, USACE and RWQCB jurisdictional 
limits are typically identified by the ordinary high water mark or the landward edge of adjacent 
wetlands (where present).  

b. State Regulations 

California Endangered Species Act 
The CESA (CFGC Section 2050 et seq.) prohibits take of state-listed threatened and endangered 
species without an incidental take permit pursuant to Section 2081 of the CFGC. “Take” under the 
CESA is defined as to “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, 
capture, or kill” and is therefore restricted to direct harm of a listed species. Take under the CESA 
does not prohibit indirect harm by way of habitat modification (CFGC Section 86).  

California Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 4700, 5050 and 5515 
Requirements for the protection of fully protected species are described in CFGC Sections 3511, 
4700, 5050 and 5515. These statutes prohibit take or possession of fully protected species. 
Incidental take of fully protected species may be authorized under an approved Natural Community 
Conservation Plan. 
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California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3511 
CFGC Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3511 describe unlawful take, possession, or destruction of birds, 
nests and eggs. Fully protected birds described under CFGC Section 3511 may not be taken or 
possessed except under specific permit. CFGC Section 3503.5 protects all birds-of-prey and their 
eggs and nests against take, possession, or destruction of nests or eggs.  

Native Plant Protection Act 
CDFW has authority to administer the Native Plant Protection Act (National Plant Protection Act; 
CFGC Section 1900 et seq.). The Native Plant Protection Act requires the CDFW to establish criteria 
for determining if a species, subspecies, or variety of native plant is endangered or rare. Under 
Native Plant Protection Act Section 1913(c), the owner of land where a rare or endangered native 
plant is growing is required to notify CDFW at least 10 days in advance of changing the land use to 
allow for salvage of the plant(s).  

Natural Community Conservation Planning Act 
The Natural Community Conservation Planning Act is directed by CDFW and implemented by the 
State as well as by public and private partnerships as a means to protect habitat in California. The 
Act takes a regional approach to preserving habitat. Under this Act, a Natural Community 
Conservation Plan identifies and provides for the regional protection of plants, animals and their 
habitats, while allowing compatible and appropriate economic activity. Once a Natural Community 
Conservation Plan has been approved, CDFW may provide take authorization for all covered species, 
including fully protected species, under CFGC Section 2835. 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
The State Water Resources Control Board and each of nine local RWQCBs has jurisdiction over 
“waters of the State”, which are defined as any surface water or groundwater, including saline 
waters, within the boundaries of the state. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-
Cologne Act) is the principal law governing water quality regulation in California. It establishes a 
comprehensive program to protect water quality and the beneficial uses of water. The Porter-
Cologne Act applies to surface waters, wetlands, and ground water and to both point and nonpoint 
sources of pollution. The State Water Resources Control has issued general Waste Discharge 
Requirements regarding discharges to “isolated” waters of the State if projects meet certain criteria 
for enrollment (Water Quality Order No. 2004-0004-DWQ, Statewide General Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Dredged or Fill Discharges to Waters Deemed by the USACE to be Outside of 
Federal Jurisdiction). In the project area, the Central Coast RWQCB implements this general order 
for isolated waters not subject to federal jurisdiction. 

California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq.  
CFGC Section 1600 et seq. prohibits the substantial diversion or obstruction of the natural flow of, 
or substantial change to or use of any material from the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, 
or lake; or deposit or disposal of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or 
ground pavement where it may pass into any river, stream, or lake without prior notification to 
CDFW. For these activities to occur lawfully, CDFW must receive written notification regarding the 
activity in the prescribed manner and may require a lake or streambed alteration agreement. Lakes, 
ponds, perennial and intermittent streams and associated riparian vegetation, when present, are 
subject to this regulation.  
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c. Local Regulations, Policies, and Ordinances 

City of San Luis Obispo General Plan 
The City of San Luis Obispo General Plan (the General Plan) addresses biological resources and 
compatibility with urban development through implementation of adopted policies and programs in 
the City’s updated General Plan Land Use Element and Conservation and Open Space Element 
(COSE). The Land Use Element and COSE include policies that require protection of special status 
plant and animal species and associated habitat and biological resources, including open spaces, 
creeks and wetlands, and wildlife corridors. These local policy requirements pertaining to biological 
resources will be implemented in the project site through incorporation of the mitigation measures 
presented in this document. 

The following Land Use Element Community Goals and policies define the local regulatory setting 
for biological resources in the project site: 

Community Goal 3: Protect and enhance the natural environment, including the quality of air, 
water, soil, and open space. 

Community Goal 4: Protect, sustain, and where it has been degraded, enhance wildlife habitat 
on land surrounding the City, at Laguna Lake, along creeks and other wetlands, and on open hills 
and ridges within the City, so that diverse, native plants, fish, and animals can continue to live 
within the area. 

Policy 1.8.6. Wildlife Habitat. The City shall ensure that continuous wildlife habitat – including 
corridors free of human disruption - are preserved, and, where necessary, created. 

Policy 2.3.7. Natural Features. The City shall require residential developments to preserve and 
incorporate as amenities natural site features, such as land forms, views, creeks, wetlands, 
wildlife habitats, wildlife corridors, and plants. 

Policy 6.6.1. Creek and Wetlands Management Objectives. The City shall manage its lake, 
creeks, wetlands, floodplains, and associated wetlands to achieve the multiple objectives of: 
A. Maintaining and restoring natural conditions and fish and wildlife habitat 
B. Preventing loss of life and minimizing property damage from flooding; 
C. Providing recreational opportunities which are compatible with fish and wildlife habitat, 

flood protection, and use of adjacent private properties; 
D. Recognizing and distinguishing between those sections of creeks and Laguna Lake which are 

in urbanized areas, such as the Downtown core, and sections which are in largely natural 
areas. Those sections already heavily impacted by urban development and activity may be 
appropriate for multiple use whereas creeks and lakeshore in a more natural state shall be 
managed for maximized ecological value. 

The COSE includes goals that address biological resources and required mitigation, including Policies 
7.3.1 through 7.3.3 and Policy 8.3.3. The following COSE policies define the local regulatory setting 
for biological resources in the project site: 

Policy 7.3.1.A-E. Protect Listed Species. The City will comply with state and federal 
requirements; the City will protect listed species through its actions on: land-use designations; 
development standards; development applications; location, design, construction and 
maintenance of creeks, City roads and facilities; and on land that the City owns or manages. 
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Additionally, the City may approve a project where mitigation requires relocation of a species if 
there is no practicable alternative. City actions that could impact listed species shall be 
consistent with mitigation policies in Chapter 8.6.3. 

Policy 7.3.2. Species of Local Concern. The City will: 
 Maintain healthy populations of native species in the long term, even though they are not 

listed for protection under State or Federal laws. These “species of local concern” are at the 
limit of their range in San Luis Obispo, or threats to their habitat are increasing. 

 Identify the location, habitat and buffer needs of species of local concern. This information 
will be developed by qualified people early in the planning and development review 
process. 

 Protect species of local concern through its actions on land use designations, development 
standards, development applications; the location, design, construction and maintenance of 
City facilities; land that the City owns or manages. 

 Encourage individuals, organizations and other agencies to protect species of local concern 
within their areas of responsibility and jurisdiction. 

 Protect sensitive habitat, including creeks, from encroachment by livestock and human 
activities. 

Policy 7.3.3. Wildlife Habitat and Corridors. Continuous wildlife habitat, including corridors free 
of human disruption, shall be preserved and where necessary, created by interconnecting open 
spaces, wildlife habitat and corridors. To accomplish this, the City will: 
 Require public and private developments, including public works projects, to evaluate 

animal species and their movements within and through development sites and create 
habitats and corridors appropriate for wildlife. 

 Plan for connectivity of open spaces and wildlife habitat and corridors using specific area 
plans, neighborhood plans, subdivision maps or other applicable planning processes, 
consistent with Open Space Guidelines. 

 Coordinate with San Luis Obispo County and adjoining jurisdictions, federal and state 
agencies such as Caltrans to assure regional connectivity of open space and wildlife 
corridors. 

 Preserve and expand links between open spaces and creek corridors. 

Policy 8.6.3. Required Mitigation. Loss or harm shall be mitigated to the maximum extent 
feasible. Mitigation must at least comply with Federal and State requirements. Mitigation shall 
be implemented and monitored in compliance with State and Federal requirements, by 
qualified professionals, and shall be funded by the project applicant. 

4.2.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Significance Thresholds 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides the following significance thresholds to determine if a project 
would have a potentially significant impact on biological resources. For the purposes of this EIR, 
implementation of the proposed project may have a significant adverse impact if it would:  
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 Have a substantial adverse impact, 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 CDFW or USFWS; 

 Have a substantial adverse impact on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or USFWS; 

 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; 

 Interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of wildlife nursery 
sites; 

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

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

Methodology  
The biological resource impact analysis was informed by site reconnaissance surveys conducted by 
DWE in October and December 2023, May and July 2024, and January 2025, and by Rincon in May 
2025 to verify existing conditions (Appendix C). Survey methodologies included vegetation and 
wetland mapping, habitat characterization, and a biological field assessment conducted by Rincon 
biologists. Comprehensive biological resources data was obtained through queries of the CDFW and 
CNDDB and the California Native Plant Society Online Inventory for the San Luis Obispo quadrangle 
and eight surrounding quadrangles (Appendix C).  

b. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Threshold 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? 

Impact BIO-1 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WOULD NOT IMPACT SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES. SPECIAL 
STATUS ANIMAL SPECIES, INCLUDING VPFS AND AMERICAN BADGER, HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO OCCUR ON THE 
PROJECT SITE, AND COULD BE IMPACTED BY CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF THE PROJECT. THEREFORE, 
THIS IMPACT WOULD BE POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT, REQUIRING MITIGATION. 

Special Status Plants 
Based on a review of regional biological databases, 72 special status plant species are known to 
occur within the San Luis Obispo 7.5-minute quadrangle and the surrounding eight quadrangles 
(Appendix C). However, no special status plants have the potential to occur within the project site. 
This determination is based on the absence of suitable habitat, known range restrictions, and 
extirpation. Field surveys confirmed that no special status plants are present. Field surveys 
conducted by DWE in October and December 2023, May and July 2024, and January 2025, as well as 
by Rincon in May 2025, confirmed that no special status plant species are present within the project 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f . 
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site (Appendix C). As discussed in Appendix C, Congdon’s tarplant was previously observed in 2016 
by Sage Institute during the site survey completed for a grading permit application. In response to 
that finding, the City applied biological mitigation measures from the Final EIR for the Margarita 
Area and Airport Area Specific Plans to the grading permit, requiring pre-construction biological 
surveys and avoidance of the sensitive species during grading activities. These measures were 
implemented through the 2018 grading plan. Although the species was previously documented and 
avoided through these required measures, it was not detected during multiple seasonally timed 
surveys conducted by DWE and Rincon in 2023–2025. The site is now dominated by non-native 
ruderal vegetation with no remaining suitable habitat. The site has been extensively graded and 
filled since 2018, eliminating the shallow depressions (“bathtub” areas) that previously provided the 
temporary moisture conditions this species requires for germination and late-summer flowering. 
Current site conditions include imported fill, annual discing for weed abatement, and a dense cover 
of invasive non-native species, which further reduce the likelihood of suitable microsites forming. 
Given these changes in soil profile, hydrology, and disturbance regime, the potential for Congdon’s 
tarplant to reestablish on the site is extremely low (Appendix C). Therefore, the project would not 
result in direct or indirect impacts to special status plant species either directly or through habitat 
modifications and any potential impacts are considered less than significant. 

Special Status Wildlife 
Based on database and literature review, 38 special status animal species are known to occur or 
have the potential to occur within the San Luis Obispo 7.5-minute quadrangle and surrounding eight 
quadrangles (Appendix C). Based on the findings of the field surveys conducted by DWE and Rincon, 
eight special status animal species were identified as having the potential to occur within the 
project site based on the presence of suitable habitat or foraging (Appendix C). The potential for the 
remaining species identified in the database and literature review was eliminated because the 
project site no longer provides the habitat conditions these species require. Following grading and 
placement of imported fill in 2018, the site lost its native soil profile, natural topography, and any 
specialized features such as wetlands, riparian areas, or friable soils that could support sensitive 
species. The site is now dominated by invasive ruderal vegetation and is subject to annual discing for 
weed abatement, which prevents the establishment of stable habitat. These changes eliminate the 
potential for most special-status plants, which often require intact soils and specific hydrologic 
conditions, and for wildlife species that depend on aquatic features, undisturbed ground, or native 
vegetation structure (Appendix C). Furthermore, the lack of trees and shrubs within the project site 
significantly reduces suitable foraging and nesting habitat for many special status species. Six special 
status bird species including the white-tailed kite, burrowing owl, California horned lark, 
grasshopper sparrow, loggerhead shrike, and tricolored blackbird, have a low potential to occur 
within the project site based on the transient nature of the species and presence of marginally 
suitable foraging or nesting habitat. These species are not discussed further in this section. Two 
species have moderate potential to occur within the project site, VPFS and American badger. The 
project would potentially have a direct effect on the species during construction activities and 
would indirectly affect the species during project operation as a result of increased human presence 
and habitat modifications. See below for a discussion of potential impacts associated with these two 
species. The full list of special status animal species that have potential to occur, along with their 
potential to occur within the project site, is included in Appendix C. 
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Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp 
No definitive surveys focused on determining presence of VPFS within the project site have been 
conducted; however, the wetland located along the western site boundary is potentially suitable 
habitat for VPFS. The project could result in the potential loss or degradation of VPFS habitat as well 
as direct mortality of individuals (if present) within suitable habitat. Direct impacts to VPFS may 
occur as a result of ground disturbing activities. Indirect impacts to VPFS may occur during 
construction in the vicinity of suitable wetland habitat through degradation of water quality from 
potential spills or fill from construction generated erosion if activities occur upslope of such 
features. Therefore, the project has the potential to result in a significant impact to VPFS. 

American Badger 
Marginal habitat for American badger is present within the project site, although the presence of 
the species or suitable habitat was not detected during biological surveys. Individual badgers may 
use the project site for foraging or denning. Direct impacts to American badger may occur as a result 
of ground disturbing activities through injury, direct mortality, and destruction of dens, if present, 
during construction. Indirect impacts to American Badger may occur during project operation as a 
result of habitat loss. Therefore, the project has the potential to result in a significant impact to 
American badger. 

Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1(a) Construction Best Management Practices 
The applicant shall ensure the following general wildlife Best Management Practices are required for 
construction activities for the project: 

 Ground disturbance shall be limited to the minimum necessary to complete construction 
activities. Construction limits of disturbance shall be flagged. All equipment and material 
storage, parking, staging and other support areas shall be identified prior to issuance of a 
grading permit. Areas of special biological concern within or adjacent to construction limits shall 
have highly visible orange construction fencing installed between said area and the limits of 
disturbance.  

 All project construction activities shall occur during daylight hours (i.e., between sunrise and 
sunset) and during dry weather conditions. Night lighting shall be prohibited.  

 Upon completion of construction all excess materials and debris shall be removed from the 
project construction area and disposed of appropriately.  

 The work area shall remain clean. All food-related trash items shall be enclosed in sealed 
containers and removed from the site weekly.  

 Pets and firearms shall be prohibited at the construction site.  
 All equipment operating within aquatic habitat shall be in good condition and free of leaks. Spill 

containment shall be installed under all equipment staged within stream areas and extra spill 
containment and clean up materials shall be located in close proximity for easy access.  

 At the end of each workday, excavations shall be secured with cover or a ramp provided to 
prevent wildlife entrapment.  

 All trenches, pipes, culverts or similar structures shall be inspected for animals prior to burying, 
capping, moving, or filling. 
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These measures shall be implemented during grading and construction activities. The applicant shall 
provide monthly maintenance reports during construction to the City compliance monitoring staff 
to document compliance with the above measures. City staff shall conduct spot checks to monitor 
compliance during construction activities.  

BIO-1(b) Worker Environmental Awareness Program Training 
Prior to the initiation of construction activities (including staging and mobilization), a qualified 
biologist shall provide all personnel associated with project construction with a Worker 
Environmental Awareness Program training. The training will aid workers in recognizing special 
status resources that may occur in the project area. The specifics of this program shall include 
identification of the sensitive species and habitats, a description of the regulatory status and general 
ecological characteristics of sensitive resources, and review of the limits of construction and 
avoidance measures required to reduce impacts to biological resources within the work area. A fact 
sheet conveying this information shall also be prepared for distribution to all contractors, their 
employers, and other personnel involved with project construction. All employees shall sign a form 
provided by the trainer documenting they have attended the Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program and understand the information presented to them. Fact sheets shall be reviewed and 
approved by the City prior to conducting the training. The required notification and an attendance 
log that includes the names and signatures of all personnel that have received the training shall be 
provided to the City upon completion of the training. The applicant shall notify City compliance 
monitoring staff of the date and time the training is scheduled so that City staff may attend. 

BIO-1(c) Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp Surveys and Mitigation 

The applicant shall conduct protocol surveys for listed branchiopods (i.e., VPFS) within suitable 
habitat within the project site footprint prior to the onset of any ground disturbances associated 
with project construction activities. The protocol surveys shall be consistent with the Survey 
Guidelines for the Listed Large Branchiopods (USFWS 2017) or the current protocol established by 
the USFWS at the time surveys are conducted. If protocol surveys result in negative findings, no 
further action is required. If VPFS are present and occupied habitat may be impacted by project-
related construction, a VPFS Mitigation Plan shall be prepared which provides a minimum ratio of 
1:1 (number of acres restored to number of acres impacted) for impacts to VPFS. The plan shall 
include, at a minimum, the following components: 

 Description of the project/impact site (i.e., location, responsible parties, areas to be impacted); 
 Goal(s) of the compensatory mitigation project [area(s) of VPFS habitat to be established and/or 

preserved;  
 Description of the proposed compensatory mitigation receiver site(s) (location and size, 

ownership status, existing conditions of the compensatory mitigation site); the receiver site(s) 
shall be at least the size as the area currently occupied by the current population to ensure the 
replacement ratio is achieved; 

 Implementation plan for the compensatory mitigation site (rationale for expecting 
implementation success, responsible parties, schedule, site preparation, planting plan); 

 Maintenance activities during the monitoring period, as appropriate (activities, responsible 
parties, schedule); 

 Monitoring plan for the compensatory mitigation site, (performance standards, target acreages 
to be established, and/or preserved, annual monitoring reports);  



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Biological Resources 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.2-17 

 Success criteria based on the goals and measurable objectives; 
 An adaptive management program and remedial measures to address negative impacts to 

restoration efforts; 
 Notification of completion of compensatory mitigation and regulatory agency confirmation (e.g. 

CDFW or USFWS); and 
 Contingency measures (initiating procedures, alternative locations for contingency 

compensatory mitigation, funding mechanism). 

The VPFS Mitigation Plan shall be prepared by the applicant and shall be submitted to the City 
compliance monitoring staff for review and approval prior to approval of grading and construction 
permits. The applicant shall be responsible for documenting compliance with the VPFS Mitigation 
Plan as stipulated by the plan. All reporting will be submitted to the City for review and approval.  

BIO-1(d) American Badger Impact Avoidance and Minimization 
A qualified biologist(s) shall conduct a pre-construction survey for potential American badger dens 
within one week prior to the initial onset of initial ground or vegetation disturbing activities. The 
survey shall be conducted within all project work areas and a 50-foot buffer. 

Any potential dens/burrows found shall be identified with flagging or stakes, as feasible, and a 50-
foot no-work buffer shall be flagged. If any potential American badger dens are found that cannot 
be avoided by the 50-foot buffer area, a qualified biologist will monitor the dens and employ wildlife 
trail cameras and/or a tracking medium around dens and monitored daily for at least three days to 
determine whether they are currently occupied by badgers. If the den is determined not to be 
occupied by a badger or other special status wildlife species, construction may commence.  

No dens with young shall be disturbed, and no work shall be conducted within 50 feet of maternal 
dens until they have left the den. Any occupied badger den that is being used by a single adult with 
no young that cannot be avoided shall be blocked incrementally by placing sticks or debris over the 
entrance for three to five days, to discourage the individual from using the den. Only after the 
badger has left the den, as determined by the qualified biologist implementing the wildlife camera 
and/or tracking medium methods, can the den be concluded as unoccupied and the work proceed 
within the no-work buffer. 

The applicant shall submit the results report for the pre-construction surveys within one week of 
completing the surveys. The applicant shall consult with a qualified biologist if passive exclusion 
methods are employed, and the applicant must provide the City with documentation of the effort 
and summary of the results within one week. The City shall review the survey results and provide 
confirmation of compliance with the conditions outlined in the measure. The City shall review the 
applicant’s methodology and rationale for passive exclusions prior to implementation of the 
exclusion. The City shall ensure the avoidance buffers are established and maintained as needed.  

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) through BIO-1(d) would minimize potential 
impacts to special status species that have the potential to occur within the project site through pre-
construction surveys and construction best practices. Implementation of the required mitigation 
would reduce impacts to candidate, sensitive, or special status species to a less-than-significant 
level.  
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Threshold 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? 

Threshold c:  Would the project adversely impact state or federally protected wetlands (including, 
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

Impact BIO-2 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT IMPACT RIPARIAN HABITAT, OTHER SENSITIVE NATURAL 
COMMUNITIES IDENTIFIED IN LOCAL OR REGIONAL PLANS, POLICIES, OR REGULATIONS, OR STATE AND 
FEDERALLY PROTECTED WETLANDS (INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, MARSH, VERNAL POOL, COASTAL, ETC.) 
THROUGH DIRECT REMOVAL, FILLING, HYDROLOGICAL INTERRUPTION, OR OTHER MEANS. HOWEVER, THE 
PROJECT WOULD IMPACT A WETLAND COMMUNITY LOCATED ON THE PROJECT SITE THAT HAS NOT BEEN 
SUBJECT TO A JURISDICTIONAL DELINEATION. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE. 

Nine sensitive natural communities are identified by the CNDDB within the San Luis Obispo 
quadrangle and surrounding eight quadrangles; however, none occur within the project site 
(Appendix C). On-site vegetation was further assessed using the CDFW List of Vegetation Alliances 
and Associations (CDFW 2025e), which ranks imperiled communities as S1 through S3. No such 
alliances or riparian habitat were observed during field surveys conducted by DWE and Rincon 
(Appendix C). Therefore, no impacts to riparian or other sensitive natural communities would occur 
from the project. However, one freshwater emergent wetland is present on the project site and 
would be eliminated by the proposed conversion of the site to residential use. The wetland occupies 
approximately 0.25 acre and likely formed recently as a result of grading activities conducted in 
2020. It is not mapped in the National Wetland Inventory (USFWS 2025), but reconnaissance 
surveys conducted in 2025 confirmed the presence of hydrophytic vegetation, saturated soils, and 
redoximorphic features, indicating that the wetland meets the criteria for a three-parameter 
wetland (USACE 1987). 

Although the wetland meets federal delineation criteria, it is hydrologically isolated and does not 
abut or connect to a Relatively Permanent Water or Traditional Navigable Water, as defined by the 
USEPA (2022). Therefore, it would not qualify as a federally jurisdictional water under the CWA. 
However, under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, the definition of water of the State 
includes any surface water or wetland that could affect water quality, regardless of federal 
jurisdiction. Therefore, the wetland may be subject to regulation by the RWQCB (CSWRCB 2025). 
Because this state-level determination has not yet been made by RWQCB, the wetland is considered 
an potential resource under CEQA, the removal or alteration of which may require State permitting 
and compensatory mitigation. 

Development of the project site would result in direct impacts to the entire wetland area. These 
impacts are potentially significant and would require permitting and mitigation in coordination with 
the RWQCB. Final jurisdictional determinations will be made by the appropriate regulatory agencies 
when the project applicant or their consultant seeks required permits from agencies such as the 
RWQCB, USACE, or CDFW prior to construction. 
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Mitigation Measures 

BIO-2(a) Agency Coordination 
Impacts to drainages and wetlands as a result of the project may require permits from USACE, 
RWQCB, and CDFW. The owner/applicant shall obtain and produce for the City correspondence 
from applicable State and federal agencies regarding compliance of the proposed development with 
State and federal laws. The applicant shall submit copies of correspondence and/or permits from 
applicable agencies to the City prior to zoning clearance issuance for grading. The Planning and 
Development permit processing planner shall review agency correspondence prior to zoning 
clearance issuance for grading. Planning and Development compliance monitoring staff, along with 
building and safety staff, shall conduct site inspections to verify that all applicable agency conditions 
are being met. 

BIO-2(b) Wetland Mitigation Plan 
In the event that the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) determines the freshwater 
emergent wetland located on the project site is subject to regulation by the RWQCB, then the 
removal or alteration of the wetland may require State permitting and compensatory mitigation 
consistent with RWQCB and City standards, including Chapter 8.6.3 of the General Plan Land Use 
Element and Conservation and Open Space Element (COSE), which requires loss or harm to be 
mitigated to the maximum extent feasible and implemented and monitored in compliance with 
federal and State requirements by qualified professionals, and funded by the project applicant.  

Impacts to wetlands subject to regulation by the RWQCB shall be mitigated at a ratio consistent with 
current State Water Resources Control Board guidance and RWQCB requirements, to ensure no net 
loss of wetland functions and values in accordance with the State Wetland Definition and 
Procedures for Discharges of Dredged or Fill Material to Waters of the State (SWRCB 2021). A 
Wetlands Mitigation Plan shall be developed by a qualified biologist in coordination with the 
applicable agency to offset permanent impacts to the wetland. Upon final design, a qualified 
biologist shall determine the final impacts to wetlands and the subsequent amount of acreage 
needed for restoration for the project. Restoration on the project site is typically preferable, 
although the City may approve off-site restoration at a location in the same watershed as the 
project (San Luis Obispo Creek-Frontal Pacific Ocean; HUC180600060702) that results in equal 
compensatory value if the applicant can demonstrate to the City’s satisfaction that restoration on 
the project site cannot be achieved.  

The Wetland Mitigation Plan shall be implemented for no less than five years after construction, or 
until the local jurisdiction and/or the permitting authority has determined that mitigation has been 
successful. The Wetland Mitigation Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following components: 

 Description of the project/impact site (i.e., location, responsible parties, areas to be impacted); 
 Goal(s) of the compensatory mitigation project area(s);  
 Description of the proposed compensatory mitigation receiver site(s) (location and size, 

ownership status, existing conditions of the mitigation site); the receiver site(s) shall be at least 
the size as the area currently occupied to ensure the replacement ratio is achieved; 

 Implementation plan for the mitigation site (rationale for expecting implementation success, 
responsible parties, schedule, site preparation, planting plan); 

 Maintenance activities during the monitoring period, as appropriate (activities, responsible 
parties, schedule); 
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 Monitoring plan for the mitigation site (performance standards, target acreages to be 
established, and/or preserved, annual monitoring reports);  

 Success criteria based on the goals and measurable objectives; 
 An adaptive management program and remedial measures to address negative impacts to 

restoration efforts; 
 Notification of completion of mitigation and agency confirmation; and 
 Contingency measures (initiating procedures, alternative locations for contingency mitigation, 

funding mechanism). 

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2(a) and BIO-2(b) would minimize the direct impacts to 
the freshwater emergent wetland located on the project site through agency coordination, 
permitting, and compensatory restoration to ensure long-term ecological function of the watershed. 
Implementation of the required mitigation would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  

Threshold 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? 

Impact BIO-3 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT HAVE AN ADVERSE EFFECT ON THE MOVEMENT OF NATIVE OR 
MIGRATORY FISH OR WILDLIFE SPECIES, NATIVE RESIDENT OR MIGRATORY WILDLIFE CORRIDORS, NOR WOULD IT 
IMPEDE THE USE OF NATIVE WILDLIFE NURSERY SITES. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

The project site has low suitability for wildlife movement due to existing development, disturbance, 
and human activity, which limits its function as a wildlife corridor. Although nearby areas including 
the Chevron Tank Farm Remediation and Restoration site adjacent to the southern boundary of the 
project site provide regional connectivity, the project site is not located near any of the wildlife 
corridors identified on COSE Figure 3 (Wildlife Corridors), and the project itself would not obstruct 
these broader wildlife movement corridors or otherwise conflict with COSE Policy 7.3.3. The site 
lacks aquatic habitat to support native fish, and the surrounding urban setting already presents 
barriers such as roads, fencing, and lighting. Given the existing condition of the project site, the 
addition of project related features (e.g., buildings, curbs, lighting) would not substantially degrade 
conditions for wildlife movement. Therefore, the project would not interfere with wildlife corridors 
or nursery sites, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

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

Impact BIO-4 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH ANY LOCAL POLICIES OR ORDINANCES 
PROTECTING BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH IMPLEMENTATION 
OF REQUIRED MITIGATION. 

The project would not conflict with applicable local policies or ordinances in the General Plan, 
specifically the Land Use Element and the COSE, that are designed to protect biological resources. 
The project would be consistent with the applicable policies, programs and goals discussed below. 
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The project would not conflict with Land Use Element Policy 1.8.6. Wildlife Habitat, which require 
preservation of continuous wildlife habitat and wildlife corridors. As discussed in Impact BIO-3, the 
site has low suitability for wildlife movement due to existing development, disturbance, and human 
activity, which limits the project site’s function as a wildlife corridor. Furthermore, adjacent open 
space and restoration areas maintain regional connectivity, and the project would not substantially 
interfere with wildlife corridors.  

In accordance with Land Use Element Policies 2.3.7, Natural Features, and 6.6.1, Creek and Wetland 
Management Objectives, the project would avoid direct impacts to sensitive natural features such 
as creeks and riparian habitat. As discussed under Impact BIO-2, the freshwater emergent wetland 
on-site would be impacted by project activities. The wetland is hydrologically isolated and is unlikely 
to qualify as federally jurisdictional water under the CWA but may be regulated under the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act. No riparian habitat or sensitive vegetation alliances (S1-S3) were 
identified during field surveys, therefore no impacts to sensitive natural communities would occur 
(Appendix C). To ensure consistency with these policies, Mitigation Measures BIO-2(a) and BIO-2(b) 
would require coordination with applicable regulatory agencies and implementation of 
compensatory wetland restoration within the same watershed as the project (San Luis Obispo 
Creek-Frontal Pacific Ocean; HUC180600060702). These mitigation measures would offset wetland 
impacts and ensure the project would not conflict with Policies 2.3.7 and 6.6.1. 

The project would not conflict with COSE Goal 7.2, Sustainable Natural Populations, which includes 
Policies 7.3.1, Protect Listed Species, 7.3.2, Species of Local Concern, and 7.3.3, Wildlife Habitat and 
Corridors, which define the local regulatory setting for biological resources in the project site. As 
discussed in Impact BIO-1, no listed species or species of local concern were observed during the 
field surveys conducted by DWE and Rincon (Appendix C). However, based on the moderate 
potential for VPFS and American badger to occur within the project site, Mitigation Measures BIO-
1(a) to BIO-1(d) ensure habitat impacts are minimized through construction best management 
practices, pre-construction surveys, and compensatory mitigation where necessary, thereby 
ensuring the project would not conflict with COSE Goal 7.2 and Policies 7.3.1 through 7.3.3. As 
discussed in Impact BIO-3, the project site is not located near any of the wildlife corridors identified 
on COSE Figure 3 (Wildlife Corridors), and the project itself would not obstruct these broader 
wildlife movement corridors or otherwise conflict with Policy 7.3.3. 

Mitigation Measures 
Implementation of the Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) through BIO-1(d) would minimize potential 
impacts to special status species and ensure the project would not conflict with COSE Policies 7.3.1, 
Protect Listed Species, 7.3.2, Species of Local Concern, and 7.3.2, Wildlife Habitat and Corridors. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2(a) and BIO-2(b) would minimize potential impacts to 
wetlands and ensure the project would not conflict with the Land Use Element Policies 2.3.7, 
Natural Features and 6.6.1, Creek and Wetlands Management Objectives. With the implementation 
of the required mitigation, this impact would be less than significant.  
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Threshold f: Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation plan? 

Impact BIO-5 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH AN ADOPTED HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN, 
NATURAL CONSERVATION COMMUNITY PLAN, OR OTHER APPROVED LOCAL, REGIONAL, OR STATE HABITAT 
CONSERVATION PLAN. THERE WOULD BE NO IMPACT. 

The project site is not part of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Therefore, 
the project would not conflict with any such plans, and no impact would occur.  

Mitigation Measures 
No impact would occur; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

4.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 
A project’s environmental impacts are “cumulatively considerable” if the “incremental effects of an 
individual project would be significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15065[a][3]). The general approach to cumulative impact analysis used in this EIR is 
discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental Setting. Development that is considered part of the 
cumulative analysis includes planned and pending projects in the City of San Luis Obispo, listed in 
Table 3-1 of that chapter.  

Special Status Species 
The geographic scope for potential cumulative impacts to special status species is the City of San 
Luis Obispo and adjacent undeveloped land to the south of the project site in San Luis Obispo 
County, as areas to the west are within the City and are either developed or approved for 
development. Cumulative development in San Luis Obispo has the potential to impact special status 
plant and wildlife species, eliminate habitats associated with these species, and impact wildlife 
movement through the region, thereby resulting in potentially significant cumulative impacts to 
special status species, associated habitats, and wildlife movement. Cumulative impacts to biological 
resources are addressed on a project-by-project basis through site-specific investigations and 
surveys as well as the development of the assessment of potential impacts and prescription of 
appropriate mitigation based on the goals and policies outlined in the General Plan. Furthermore, 
individual development proposals are reviewed separately by the City and undergo independent, 
project-specific environmental review when they have the potential to result in significant impacts 
to special status species.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) through BIO-1(d) would ensure the proposed 
project would not contribute considerably to the regional cumulative impact on biological resources 
in combination with other projects, and that the project would not have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to cumulative impacts involving special status species, associated habitats, or wildlife 
movement, and would also not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative 
impacts involving conflict with applicable biological resource plans or policies in the General Plan. 
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Wetlands & Riparian Habitats 
The geographic scope for potential cumulative impacts to wetlands and riparian habitats are 
assessed at the watershed level, which reflects natural drainage patterns, and the land surrounding 
the project site, which is in the County of San Luis Obispo. Cumulative development in this area has 
the potential to impact wetland features and associated habitats throughout the watershed, 
thereby resulting in potentially significant cumulative impacts to wetlands and riparian habitats. 
Cumulative impacts to biological resources are addressed on a project-by-project basis through site-
specific investigations and surveys as well as the development of the assessment of potential 
impacts and prescription of appropriate mitigation based on the goals and policies outlined in the 
General Plan. Furthermore, individual development proposals are reviewed separately by the City 
and undergo independent, project-specific environmental review when they have the potential to 
result in significant impacts to wetlands and riparian habitats. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2(a) through BIO-2(b) would ensure that the proposed 
project’s direct impact on the approximately 1.55-acre freshwater emergent wetland is reduced to a 
less than significant level through agency coordination, permitting, and compensatory restoration. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2b (Wetland Mitigation Plan) would require wetland restoration at a 
minimum 1:1 ratio, or higher if required by the permitting authority, with monitoring and adaptive 
management to ensure the ecological function of the watershed is maintained. The mitigation 
measures ensure that the loss of wetland area and function is offset within the same watershed 
(San Luis Obispo Creek-Frontal Pacific Ocean; HUC180600060702). Therefore, with mitigation 
incorporated, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative 
impacts involving wetlands, and would also not have a cumulatively considerable contribution 
related to possible conflicts with wetland policies in the General Plan.  

Wildlife Movement 
The geographic scope for evaluating potential cumulative impacts to wildlife movement 
encompasses both the local vicinity of the project site and the regional landscape within which 
habitat connectivity and wildlife corridor’s function. Locally, this includes nearby creek corridors 
such as San Luis Obispo Creek and restoration sites such as the Chevron Tank Farm Remediation and 
Restoration site. Regionally, the scope would extent to the San Luis Obispo Creek-Frontal Pacific 
Ocean watershed, which supports broader ecological connectivity between inland habitats and 
coastal zones, and reflects the scale at which cumulative habitat fragmentation and corridor 
disruption may occur due to cumulative projects. Cumulative development in San Luis Obispo has 
the potential to impact wildlife movement through the region, thereby resulting in potentially 
significant cumulative impacts to wildlife movement.  

The project site has low suitability for wildlife movement due to existing nearby urban development, 
disturbance, and human activity, which limit its function as a viable wildlife corridor. The site lacks 
aquatic habitat for native fish, and surrounding infrastructure including roads, fencing and lighting 
already constrain wildlife movement through the project site. Therefore, the project would not have 
a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts involving wildlife movement and would not 
have a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts involving conflict with applicable 
biological resource plans or policies in the General Plan. 
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Local Policies/Ordinances Protecting Biological Resources and Habitats 
The geographic scope for potential cumulative impacts to local policies and ordinances protecting 
biological resources and habitats in the General Plan is limited to the jurisdictional boundaries of the 
City of San Luis Obispo. While cumulative development within the City has the potential to affect 
biological resources, individual projects are subject to independent environmental review and must 
not conflict with the City’s General Plan and Municipal Code. The General Plan, including the Land 
Use Element and the COSE, provides the framework for assessing biological resources impacts and 
prescribing mitigation. Therefore, the potential cumulative impact would not be significant.  
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4.3 Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 

This section describes existing conditions and regulatory setting for cultural and tribal cultural 
resources and assesses potential impacts of the 365 Prado Road Mixed-Use Project. The analysis of 
cultural resources and tribal cultural resources is based on the findings of the Cultural Resource 
Study prepared for the project by Applied EarthWorks in November 2024 (Wathen and Kidwell 
2024) as well as on the results of the Assembly Bill (AB) 52 consultation efforts initiated by the City. 
The Cultural Resource Study included archival research, pedestrian survey, geoarchaeological 
review, and Native American scoping.  

4.3.1 Environmental Setting 

a. Cultural Context 
The San Luis Obispo region was occupied by the Chumash prior to European contact. The Chumash 
were a diverse population living in settlements along the California coast from Estero Bay in the 
north to Malibu Creek in the south, and from Tejon Pass, Lake Casitas and the Cuyama River inland 
to the islands of San Miguel, Santa Rosa, and Santa Cruz. Chumash society became increasingly 
complex over the past 10,000 years (Wallace 1955, Warren 1968). The prehistory, ethnography, and 
history of the region and the project site are described below. 

Pre-Contact Setting 
Early attempts at regional cultural chronology by Rogers (1929) and Olson (1930) divided pre-
contact (also sometimes referred to as prehistoric) into three periods. However, extensive 
archaeological studies since then and development of more precise dating methods have allowed 
many refinements to the regional chronology. Currently, the most common chronological 
sequence—based on work by Erlandson and Colten (1991), Jones and Ferneau (2002b), Jones et al. 
(2007), and King (1990)—divides Central Coast prehistory into six periods. These periods include 
Paleo-Indian, Early Archaic, Early, Middle, Middle-Late Transition and Late. 

Paleo-Indian Period (Pre-10,000 cal B.P.) 
The Paleo-Indian Period represents the earliest human occupations in the region, which began prior 
to 10,000 years ago. Paleo-Indian sites throughout North America are known by the representative 
fluted projectile points, crescents, and large bifaces used as tools as well as flake cores and a 
distinctive assemblage of small flake tools. Only three fluted points have been reported from Santa 
Barbara and San Luis Obispo counties, and all are isolated occurrences unassociated with larger 
assemblages of tools or debris (Erlandson et al. 1987; Gibson 1996; Mills et al. 2005). More evidence 
of Paleo-Indian sites on the mainland is slowly being discovered.  

Both offshore and mainland sites provide clear evidence of watercraft use by California’s earliest 
colonizers, and also offer evidence of pre-Clovis1 occupations. Overall, inhabitants of the Central 
Coast during the Paleo-Indian Period are thought to have lived in small groups with a relatively 
egalitarian social organization and a forager-type land-use strategy (Erlandson 1994; Glassow 1996; 
Greenwood 1972; Moratto 1984). 

 
1 Pre-Clovis refers to archaeological cultures and sites that provide evidence of human presence in the Americas before the Clovis culture, 
dated to approximately 13,500 to 12,8000 years ago. Pre-Clovis peoples were the first known inhabitants of the Americas, arriving from 
Asia.  
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Early Archaic Period (10,000-5500 cal B.P.) 
Archaeological evidence from coastal and near-coastal sites indicates Early Archaic populations used 
milling slabs and handstones to process seeds and food, alongside choppers, core tools, and large 
bifaces. Less common artifacts include side-notched dart points, bone tools, and eccentric crescents. 
Populations were likely sparse, with semi-permanent settlements focused on diverse terrestrial and 
marine resources. Subsistence strategies relied on plants, shellfish, and some vertebrates, 
supported by simple tool technology. Regional variability in central California suggests growing 
adaptation to local environments and resource availability (Jones et al. 2007). 

Early Period (5500-2600 cal B.P.) 
An important adaptive transition occurred along the Central Coast around 5500 cal B.P. (Jones et al. 
2007; Price et al. 2012). Technological changes marking the transition into the Early Period include 
an abundance of contracting-stemmed, square-stemmed, large side-notched, and other large 
projectile points (Jones et al. 2007:138). Mortars and pestles were introduced and gradually 
replaced manos and milling slabs as primary plant processing tools, indicating expansion of the 
subsistence base to include acorns (Glassow and Wilcoxon 1988). Shell beads and obsidian materials 
indicate that trade between regions expanded (Jones et al. 1994). Site occupants appear more 
settled with more limited mobility, and they increasingly used sites for resource procurement 
activities such as hunting, fishing, and plant material processing (Jones et al. 1994:62; Jones and 
Waugh 1995:132).  

Middle Period (2600-950 cal B.P.) 
The Middle Period is defined by continued specialization in resource exploitation and increased 
technological complexity. Contracting-stemmed points still existed, while square-stemmed and large 
side-notched variants disappeared (Rogers 1929). The use of mortars and pestles also increased. 
Additionally, expansion of trade is evident in the increased quantity of obsidian, beads, and sea 
otter bones (Farquhar et al. 2011:15). Circular shell fishhooks, which facilitated an increase in 
exploitation of fishes, appeared for the first time (Glassow and Wilcoxon 1988). The appearance of 
small leaf-shaped projectile points toward the end of the period is evidence for the arrival of bow 
and arrow technology (Jones et al. 2007:139). 

Middle-Late Transition Period (950-700 cal B.P.) 
The Middle-Late Transition Period marks a rapid shift in material culture, with arrow points 
replacing stemmed points and the first appearance of hopper mortars (Jones et al. 2007:139; 
Farquhar et al. 2011:16). This period also saw signs of population decline, reduced interregional 
trade, and a shift in settlement from coastal to interior areas (Jones 1995:215). Diets moved away 
from marine resources toward terrestrial ones like small mammals and acorns, likely due to 
environmental changes such as rising temperatures and decreased precipitation (Arnold 1992; 
Graumlich 1993; Kennett et al. 1997; Pisias 1978; Stine 1990). 

Despite these challenges, social complexity increased, with evidence of craft specialization and 
social ranking (Arnold 1992). The tomol (plank canoe) allowed for a greater reliance on marine 
resources, particularly fish, for food.  
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Late Period (700 cal B.P.-Historic) 
During the Late Period, Central Coast populations expanded, with more sites occupied than ever 
before (Farquhar et al. 2011:17; Glassow 1996; Jones et al. 2007:143). Subsistence strategies varied 
by local ecology. While some studies suggest continued terrestrial focus with limited coastal 
foraging (Farquhar et al. 2011:17; Jones et al. 2007:140; Price 2005; Price et al. 1997:4.13–4.14), 
others show intensified marine resource use in response to climate shifts (Codding et al. 2013; Joslin 
2010; Moratto et al. 2009). This trend is also evident at coastal sites on Vandenberg Space Force 
Base (Enright 2010; Moratto et al. 2009).  

Artifact assemblages include arrow points, small bead drills, bedrock mortars, hopper mortars, and 
a variety of bead types (Price 2005). The use of handstones and milling slabs continued during this 
period, but pestles and mortars occurred in greater proportions (Jones and Waugh 1995:121). The 
absence of the tomol and lower population density in San Luis Obispo County likely shaped distinct 
social and political structures compared to southern neighbors. Moreover, the absence of imported 
obsidian after 900 cal B.P. suggests a change in trade relationships that is likely associated with the 
shift in settlement patterns (Jones et al. 1994).  

Changes during the Late Period are attributed to demographic shifts, increased use of the bow and 
arrow, European diseases, severe droughts, and/or the emergence of powerful leaders (Graumlich 
1993; Jones et al. 1999; Jones and Ferneau 2002a; Jones and Kennett 1999; Jones et al. 2007:144; 
Stine 1994).  

Ethnographic Setting 
San Luis Obispo is within an area historically occupied by the Northern (Obispeño) Chumash, the 
northernmost of the Chumash people of California (Gibson 1991; Greenwood 1978; Kroeber 1976). 
The Northern Chumash occupied land from the Pacific coast east to the Coast Ranges and from the 
Santa Maria River north to approximately Point Estero. Chumash material culture, social 
organization, traditions and rituals, and cosmology have been described by many scholars including 
Blackburn (1975), Grant (1993), Greenwood (1978), Hudson and Blackburn (1982– 1987), Hudson et 
al. (1978), Hudson and Underhay (1978), Johnson (1988), King (1990), and Woodman et al. (1991).  

Various lines of historical and archaeological evidence indicate that the general population density 
in the northern Chumash region was far less at the time of European contact than in earlier 
precontact times, and the Chumash population at Mission San Luis Obispo de Tolosa was never as 
high as at the more southerly missions at Santa Barbara, Lompoc, and Santa Ynez (Greenwood 
1978). The Native American population at Mission San Luis Obispo reached its peak of 919 in 1803, 
as most of the Northern Chumash moved into the mission or its outposts. By the time of 
secularization in 1834, missionization, disease, and destruction of the native subsistence base had 
forced the Chumash to give up most of their traditional lifeways. Only 170 Chumash remained at the 
mission in 1838.  

History of San Luis Obispo 
Euro-American settlement in the area began with the establishment of Mission San Luis Obispo de 
Tolosa in 1772, chosen for its irrigable land and water sources (Palóu 1926). Early structures were 
modest, and fires in 1776 and 1781 caused major setbacks. Despite this, by 1788 the mission had 
recorded 877 baptisms and produced agricultural surpluses. A vineyard and orchard were 
established nearby, and in the 1790s, a 17,000-acre auxiliary rancho was founded at Santa 
Margarita (Krieger 1988). After California became a Mexican territory in 1822, trade and 
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immigration increased (Hackel 1998). The Colonization Act of 1824 and the Supplemental 
Regulations of 1828 allowed land ownership, encouraging Anglo-American migration. The 
Secularization Act of 1833 redistributed mission lands into large ranchos (Krieger 1988:41–43).  

San Luis Obispo County was established in 1850. That same year, William R. Hutton was tasked with 
surveying the town. Transportation development spurred growth: the first county road opened in 
1870, followed by a road over Cuesta Pass in 1877 (Krieger 1988:75–76). Port Harford (later called 
Port San Luis), became a key shipping hub, protected by Point San Luis. John Harford built a 540-
foot-long pier in 1873 (Best 1992:11–13), and by 1876, the Pacific Coast Steamship Company 
purchased Harford’s Wharf and constructed a short railroad line beginning at San Luis Obispo Bay 
and terminating in the southwest part of town (Krieger 1988:57). Shortly afterward, a train terminal 
was built at the southeast corner of Higuera and South streets in San Luis Obispo. In 1881 the Pacific 
Coast Steamship Company began extending the railroad south from San Luis Obispo, and by 1883, 
the line connected Port Harford to Los Alamos, reaching Los Olivos by 1887 (Best 1992). 

After its acquisition by the Oregon Improvement Company, the line became the Pacific Coast 
Railway Company, facilitating regional trade. Timber, coal, and goods arrived via steamer, while 
agricultural products were exported. In 1888 alone, Port Harford handled thousands of tons of 
exports and imports, and the Pacific Coast Railroad Company transported over 57,000 passengers 
(Tognazzini 1989). Despite this growth, the region remained isolated until the Southern Pacific 
Railroad reached San Luis Obispo in 1894, and Santa Barbara by 1901, creating a continuous line 
between San Francisco and Los Angeles (Best 1992:42; Tognazzini 1991). Though passenger traffic at 
Port Harford declined, the Pacific Coast Railroad Company and Southern Pacific coordinated services 
and shared infrastructure, with the Pacific Coast Railroad Company enjoying strong freight years in 
the late 1890s (Tognazzini 1996).  

The rise of automobiles and the construction of U.S. Highway 101 transformed San Luis Obispo into 
a key stop for motorists. The city’s population swelled to 8,500 people in 1926, and in the following 
year Camp Merriam was established. Military installations boosted the economy during World War 
II, and by 1944 the population had nearly doubled to 16,000 people. Many of those were soldiers 
who returned permanently to San Luis Obispo after the war (Krieger 1988:102–104), and the city’s 
growing population pushed out beyond the borders of town. 

History of the Project Site 
Based on a review of historical topographic maps and aerial photographs, the project site was part 
of the Union Oil Company Tank Farm industrial complex between 1910 and 1970. By the 1939 aerial 
photograph, several circular footprints of tanks in similar size and formation as the Union Oil Tank 
Farm are visible adjacent the southern portion of the project site. These footprints are visible in 
subsequent aerial photographs until the 1990s; however, none of the aerial images or USGS 
topographic maps show the tank farm extending on to the project parcel. It appears areas for tanks 
were prepared (graded to create circular tank pads) but not fully built before the parcel was 
acquired by Clark Field Airport.  

A 1942 USGS topographic map shows the property as being part of the Clark Field Airport and a 
runway is depicted traversing the property on a 1939 aerial photograph (U.S. Department of 
Commerce 1938). A structure can be seen in a 1939 aerial photograph and the 1942 USGS map on 
the northeastern corner of the project site, which may be related to the airfield as it is no longer 
present in later aerial photographs beginning as early as 1947. The airfield went out of use near the 
end of the 1930s when the airport was moved to its present location. 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.3-5 

b. Cultural Resources Identification 
The Cultural Resource Study (Wathen and Kidwell 2024) prepared for the project included archival 
research which consisted of a records search at the California Historical Resources Information 
System as well as historic map and other records review, pedestrian survey of the project site, 
geoarchaeological review, a Sacred Lands File search through the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC), and Native American scoping. Additionally, AB 52 consultation was initiated in 
March 2024 by the City to garner information from local tribal representatives, no responses were 
received so formal consultation did not take place. These study methods are described in Section 
4.3.2(b) and Section 4.3.3(b), below. 

Archival Research 
In July 2024, a records search of the California Historical Resources Information System - Central 
Coast Information Center was conducted at the Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History. The 
records search included the project site and a 0.25-mile radius. Additional background research 
included a review of the State Historic Property Data Files, National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP), National Register Determined Eligible Properties, California Points of Historical Interest, and 
California Office of Historic Preservation Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility (Wathen and 
Kidwell 2024). 

Of 14 previous cultural resources studies conducted within 0.25-mile of the project site, four studies 
(SL-00138, SL-01643, SL-07645, and SL-07706) overlapped portions of the project site. SL-00138 (Dill 
1975) investigated multiple non-contiguous locations throughout the city of San Luis Obispo and 
surrounding areas as part of an Interpretive Planning Map for San Luis Obispo and Environs. Dills 
surveyed a portion of the current project site as part of his investigation and found the area 
negative for cultural materials. SL-01643 (Engineering-Science, Inc 1988) consisted of drafted a 
Hazardous Waste Management Plan Environmental Impact Report for San Luis Obispo County and 
included an archeological records search and field survey including the project site both of which 
were negative for cultural resources within the current project site. Study L-07645 (Joslin 2018) 
consisted of a Phase 1 archaeological survey at 365 Prado Road for a proposed site grading and 
engineered fill project. Joslin’s survey included 100 percent of the current project area. Study L-
07706 (Joslin 2020) consisted of a Phase 1 archaeological survey for the Prado Road Business park. 
Joslin’s survey 2020 and 2018 resulted in a 100 percent survey of the current project site. No 
precontact or historic cultural materials were noted during the survey. None of these four studies 
identified cultural resources within the project site.  

The record search identified three previously recorded cultural resources within the 0.25-mile 
records search area, including an industrial complex containing archaeological and built 
environment components (CA-SLO-2617/H; Union Oil Company Tank Farm) located adjacent to the 
project site, a multi-component archaeological site (CA-SLO-2392/H; Margarita Avenue Site) located 
to the north of the project site, and a built environment resource (P-40-041164; Samuel Terra 
Property) located to the north east of the project site.  

Union Oil Company Tank Farm (CA-SLO-2617H) 
Resource CA-SLO-2617H, known as Union Oil Company Tank Farm, is an industrial complex including 
historic-era and pre-contact archaeological resources and built environment resources recorded 
adjacent the project site. The site is 340 acres and contains 6 decommissioned oil reservoirs, 9 
tanks, 57 historic refuse scatters and deposits, one (1) precontact shell scatter, and 279 historic and 
8 precontact isolates. Several site features represent temporary worker camps and ranching 
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activities that occurred prior to the tank farm construction in 1910. The tank farm was in use from 
1910 to the 1970s. The site was first recorded in 2007 and oil storage tank ruins, berms, refuse 
deposits, structural remnants, and historic-era artifacts were noted. The site was revisited three 
times between 2010 and 2014 during which survey, testing, and evaluations were conducted and 
detailed recordings of select features and isolates on the property were noted. In 2017, additional 
testing and excavations of features at the site were conducted (Letter and Kirstine 2017). In 2011, 
Garcia and Associates (Denardo and Greenlee 2012) completed subsurface testing and evaluated 22 
features and their relationship to historical events. Two features were evaluated as eligible for 
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) because of the association with a 
significant event (Criterion 1) and two features were found to have the potential to yield 
information important to the potential ranching use of the property before the Tank Farm 
construction (Criterion 4). The remaining 18 features had disturbed soils and had no intact deposits, 
appeared to be either secondary deposits or shallow, sheet deposits with little integrity, the oil 
reservoirs and storage tanks also were found to lack cultural integrity and did not show any 
association with the 1926 fire.  

Garcia and Associates (Denardo and Ciani 2015) conducted additional subsurface testing and 
evaluation of 17 historic-period features (13 of which were excavated) and data recovery 
excavations of one feature that was previously recommended eligible for listing in the CRHR under 
Criterion 4. All 17 historic-period features presented were recommended ineligible for listing in the 
CRHR in 2015. 

The Union Oil Company Tank Farm industrial complex as a whole was recommended as eligible in 
2015 under Criterion 1 for its role in the early development of California’s oil industry, one of the 
most important events in the State’s economic history. The period of significance in the 
development of the petroleum industry is 1910–1950. This resource was also recommended as 
eligible for listing in the CRHR because of its association with the theme of early ranching and 
agriculture; the period of significance for this theme is 1870–1910. Since archaeological deposits 
dating to this period have the potential to yield important information regarding this theme, the site 
was recommended as eligible under Criteria 1 and 4 within this context. 

Only two of the historic-period features within CA-SLO-2617/H were located adjacent to the project 
site (approximately 10 feet south of the southern project boundary). The two features consisted of 
structural debris. The two features were mechanically removed in 2016. Removal operations were 
monitored by an archaeologist and a representative of the Yak tityu yak tilhini - Northern Chumash 
Tribe (Letter and Kirstine 2017). 

Margarita Avenue Site (CA-SLO-2392/H) 
Resource CA-SLO-2392/H, known as the Margarita Avenue Site, is a low-density multi-component 
archaeological site. The site was first recorded in 2005 as consisting of shell and stone tools as well 
as bottle glass. The multicomponent site was interpreted as a small, specialized camp site with a 
twentieth century glass deposit (Conway 2005). This resource has not been evaluated for listing in 
the NRHP or CRHR. Since 2005 the site has been disturbed and is likely no longer intact due to the 
development of a residential community north and south of Margarita Avenue. 

Samuel Terra Property  

Resource P-40-041164, known as the Samuel Terra Property (408 Prado Road), is a residence that 
was likely constructed between 1910 and 1920 and has two associated outbuildings. The property 
was evaluated in 2005 and was recommend as ineligible for listing on the City of San Luis Obispo’s 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.3-7 

Contributing Properties within Historical Preservation Districts and the CRHR (Bertrando 2005). The 
residence was demolished between 2009 and 2012 due to development of a planned residential 
community between Margarita and Prado roads. 

Pedestrian Survey 
A pedestrian survey of the project site was conducted in August 2024 by Applied Earthworks, Inc. 
Ground visibility was poor and no cultural resources were identified as a result of the survey 
(Wathen and Kidwell 2024). 

Geoarchaeological Review 
The surficial geologic unit within the project site has been mapped as a mixture of alluvial fan 
derived from Mesozoic plutonic rock and floodplain/overbank deposits from what is now San Luis 
Obispo Creek and other tributaries (California Department of Conservation 2022; Chipping 2016). 
This indicates there is no potential for deeply buried cultural deposits, as the surficial landform 
within the site is mapped as Mesozoic ultramafic plutonic rock, predating the arrival of humans in 
the Americas. However, the project area is within a valley reworked by stream flow and fluvial 
processes, and may be capped with younger sediments. The project site is underlain Xererts-Xerolls-
Urban land complex (a Mediterranean Vertisol), Marimel sandy clay loam, and Cropley clay 
(Ernstrom 1984). Soils in the project area would require the presence of a buried A horizon (i.e., 
buried stable surface) that could harbor archaeological materials. The Xererts-Xerolls-Urban land 
complex, Marimel sandy clay loam, and Cropley clay within the project site lack buried A horizons.  

Historical map review and background research indicate soils within the project site have been 
significantly altered through decades of agricultural practices, such as grading, disking, tilling for the 
planting of trees and row crops, as well as by the channelization of the surrounding tributaries 
across the valley. In addition, the majority of the 19.3-acre project site was graded in 2018 with 
placement of 47,610 cubic yards of engineered fill material on 17.2 acres of the project site under a 
City of San Luis Obispo issued Early Grading Building Permit (GRAD-3835-2016, dated December 14, 
2018. The extent of grading and depths of fill are unknown. 

Pedestrian survey of the project site did not identify any cultural material on the ground surface or 
within rodent back dirt. The lack of pedogenic development and absence of buried A horizons 
combined with the landscape modifications caused by farming, initial tank farm preparations, 
airfield uses, and recent grading, suggest a low potential for discovering intact buried archaeological 
resources in the project site. 

Native American Scoping 
As part of the Cultural Resource Study prepared by Applied Earthworks (Wathen and Kidwell 2024), 
a search of the NAHC Sacred Lands File was conducted. The Sacred Lands File was positive for Native 
American traditional sites/places in the vicinity. The NAHC provided a contact list of local Native 
American individuals and groups and suggested additional information from these contacts be 
requested. This tribal outreach was completed by Applied Earthworks (Wathen and Kidwell 2024) 
and was not part of the AB 52 or SB 18 consultation efforts described below in Section 4.3.1(c), 
Assembly Bill 52 and Senate Bill 18 Tribal Consultation. Notification letters were mailed and emailed 
by Applied Earthworks on August 9, 2024 to individuals on the NAHC list informing them of the 
nature and intent of the project and soliciting comments or concerns. Follow-up phones calls were 
initiated by Applied Earthworks on August 20, 2024. Most contacts did not respond. The following 
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tribes and representatives did not provide comments as part of the Cultural Resource Study 
prepared by Applied Earthworks (Wathen and Kidwell 2024): 

 Chumash Council of Bakersfield – Julio Quair (letter sent; email undeliverable; phone 
disconnected) 

 Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation – Gabe Frausto (letter sent; voicemail left; no response) 
 Salinan Tribe of Monterey & San Luis Obispo Counties – Robert Piatti (letter sent; voicemail left; 

no response) 
 Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians  
 Nakia Zavalla (no response) 
 Sam Cohen (no response) 
 Crystal Mendoza (deferred to another contact; no further response) 

 Tule River Indian Tribe  
 Neil Peyron (letter sent; voicemail left; no response) 
 Joey Garfield (letter sent; unable to leave message) 
 Kerri Vera (letter sent; unable to leave message) 

The Northern Chumash Tribal Council and the Yak tityu yak tilhini provided the following responses: 

 Violet Walker from the Northern Chumash Tribal Council and Mona Tucker of the Yak tityu yak 
tilhini - Northern Chumash Tribe expressed a concern for cultural materials within the project 
site. Ms. Walker requested equal share in cultural resource monitoring during earth-disturbing 
work.  

c. Assembly Bill 52 and Senate Bill 18 Tribal Consultation 
The City of San Luis Obispo initiated formal Native American consultation pursuant to the 
requirements of Assembly Bill (AB) 52 (PRC Section 21080.3.1) and Senate Bill (SB) 18 (Government 
Code 655352.3).  

Under AB 52, the City contacted 12 tribal representatives who had previously requested notification 
for all CEQA projects within the City’s jurisdiction, including the representatives of the Northern 
Chumash Tribal Council and Yak tityu tityu yak tiłhini who responded to the informal Native 
American scoping efforts conducted as a part of the Cultural Resource Study prepared for the 
project by Applied EarthWorks in November of 2024 (Wathen and Kidwell 2024) and described in 
Section 4.3.1(b), Cultural Resources Identification. These tribes were identified by the City for 
outreach using the NAHC contact list specific to San Luis Obispo County. Letters were sent by the 
City of San Luis Obispo Community Development Department on March 26, 2025, offering an 
opportunity to consult on the potential effects of the project on tribal cultural resources. Tribal 
representatives were provided 30 days from receipt of the City’s letter to request consultation. 

The following tribes were contacted under AB 52: 

 Barbareño/Ventureño Band of Mission Indians 
 Chumash Council of Bakersfield 
 Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation 
 Northern Chumash Tribal Council 
 Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San Luis Obispo Counties (Robert Piatti) 
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 Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San Luis Obispo Counties (Patti Dunton) 
 Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (Nakia Zavalla, Kelsie Shroll, Sam Cohen, Wendy Teeter) 
 Tule River Indian Tribe (Neil Peyron) 
 Yak tityu tityu yak tiłhini – Northern Chumash Tribe 

Separately, and in accordance with SB 18, the City consulted the SB 18-specific NAHC contact list 
which includes tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area. This list is distinct 
from the AB 52 list and is used for General Plan and land use policy updates.  

Letters were sent by the City of San Luis Obispo Community Development Department to the tribes 
listed in the SB 18 contact list on May 26, 2025, initiating consultation regarding potential impacts to 
tribal cultural places. In accordance with Government Code Section 65352.3, tribal representatives 
were provided 90 days from the date of receipt of the City’s letter to respond and request 
consultation. 

Letters were sent to the following tribes: 

 Chumash Council of Bakersfield (Julio Quair) 
 Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation (Gabe Frausto) 
 Northern Chumash Tribal Council (Violet Walker) 
 Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San Luis Obispo Counties (Robert Piatti, Patti Dunton) 
 Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (Wendy Teeter, Sam Cohen, Nakia Zavalla, Crystal 

Mendoza) 
 Tule River Indian Tribe (Kerri Vera, Neil Peyron, Joey Garfield) 
 Yak tityu tityu yak tiłhini – Northern Chumash Tribe (Mona Tucker) 

No responses were received from any of the 12 individuals and/or groups contacted. No further 
consultation ensued due to lack of response.  

4.3.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal Regulations 

National Register of Historic Places 
The NRHP was established by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as “an authoritative 
guide to be used by federal, state, and local governments, private groups, and citizens to identify 
the nation’s cultural resources and to indicate what properties should be considered for protection 
from destruction or impairment” (Code of Federal Regulations 36 and 60.2). The NRHP recognizes 
properties that are significant at the national, state, and local levels. To be eligible for listing in the 
NRHP, a resource must be significant in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, or 
culture. Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects of potential significance must also possess 
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. A property is 
eligible for the NRHP if it is significant under one or more of the following criteria: 

Criterion A:  It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history 

Criterion B: It is associated with the lives of persons who are significant in our past 
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Criterion C: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, 
or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction 

Criterion D:  It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history 

b. State Regulations 

California Environmental Quality Act 
Under CEQA, a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an  
historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment (Pub. Res.  

Code §21084.1). As defined in the CEQA Guidelines, “historical resources” include the following: 

(1)  A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources 
Commission, for listing in the CRHR (Pub. Res. Code §5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et 
seq.). 

(2)  A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 5020.1(k) 
of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical resource survey 
meeting the requirements section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, shall be 
presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must treat any such 
resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not 
historically or culturally significant. 

(3)  Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency 
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, 
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of 
California may be considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency’s 
determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a 
resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the 
resource meets the criteria for listing on the CRHR (Pub. Res. Code, § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, 
Section 4852). 

The fact that a resource does not meet the three criteria outlined above does not preclude the lead 
agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in Public 
Resources Code §5020.1(j) or §5024.1.  

If a CEQA lead agency determines that an archaeological site is a historical resource, the provisions 
of Section 21084.1 of CEQA and Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines apply. If a project may 
cause a substantial adverse change (defined as physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or 
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical 
resource would be materially impaired) in the significance of an historical resource, the lead agency 
must identify potentially feasible measures to mitigate these effects (CEQA Guidelines 
§§15064.5[b][1], 15064.5[b][4]).  

If an archaeological site does not meet the criteria for a historical resource contained in the CEQA 
Guidelines, then the site may be treated in accordance with the provisions of CEQA Section 21083 
for a unique archaeological resource. As defined in Section 21083.2 a “unique” archaeological 
resource is an archaeological artifact, object, or site, about which it can be clearly demonstrated 
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that without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it 
meets any of the following criteria: 

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and 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  

3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or 
person. 

If an archaeological site meets the criteria for a unique archaeological resource as defined in Section 
21083.2, then the site is to be treated in accordance with the provisions of Section 21083.2, which 
states that if the lead agency determines that a project would have a significant effect on unique 
archaeological resources, the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or 
all of these resources to be preserved in place (Pub. Res. Code §21083.1[a]). If preservation in place 
is not feasible, mitigation measures shall be required.  

The CEQA Guidelines note that if an archaeological resource is neither a unique archaeological nor a 
historical resource, the effects of the project on those resources shall not be considered a significant 
effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5[c][4]). 

California Register of Historical Resources 
The CRHR is “an authoritative listing and guide to be used by State and local agencies, private 
groups, and citizens in identifying the existing historical resources of the State and to indicate which 
resources should be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse 
change” (Pub. Res. Code §5024.1[a]). The criteria for eligibility for the CRHR are based upon NRHP 
criteria (Pub. Res. Code §5024.1[b]).  

Certain resources are determined by the statute to be included automatically in the CRHR , including 
California properties formally determined eligible for, or listed in, the NRHP. To be eligible for the 
CRHR, a prehistoric or historical-period property must be significant at the local, state, and/or 
Federal level under one or more of the following four criteria: 

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

Criterion 2:  Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

Criterion 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 

Criterion 4:  Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

A resource eligible for the CRHR must meet one of the criteria of significance described above and 
retain enough of its historic character or appearance (integrity) to be recognizable as a historical 
resource and to convey the reason for its significance. It is possible that a historic resource may not 
retain sufficient integrity to meet the criteria for listing in the NRHP, but it may still be eligible for 
listing in the CRHR. 
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Additionally, the CRHR consists of resources that are listed automatically and those that must be 
nominated through an application and public hearing process. The CRHR automatically includes the 
following:  

 California properties listed on the NRHP and those formally determined eligible for the NRHP; 
 California Registered Historical Landmarks from No. 770 onward; and  
 Those California Points of Historical Interest that have been evaluated by the Office of Historic 

Preservation and have been recommended to the State Historical Commission for inclusion on 
the CRHR. 

Other resources that may be nominated to the CRHR include: 

 Historical resources with a significance rating of Category 3 through 5 (those properties 
identified as eligible for listing in the NRHP, the CRHR, and/or a local jurisdiction register); 

 Individual historical resources; 
 Historical resources contributing to historic districts; and 
 Historical resources designated or listed as local landmarks, or designated under any local 

ordinance, such as an historic preservation overlay zone. 

Assembly Bill 52 
As discussed in Section 4.3.1(c), tribal consultation took place consistent with the requirements of 
AB 52. AB 52 specifies that any project that may affect or cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource would require a lead agency to “begin consultation with a 
California Native American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic 
area of the proposed project.” According to the legislative intent for AB 52, “tribes may have 
knowledge about land and cultural resources that should be included in the environmental analysis 
for projects that may have a significant impact on those resources.” Section 21074 of AB 52 also 
defines a new category of resources under CEQA called “tribal cultural resources.” Tribal cultural 
resources are defined in California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21074 as: 

 Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a 
California Native American tribe that are either: (a) included or determined eligible for inclusion 
on the CRHR, or (b) included in a local register of historical resources 

 A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant tribal cultural resources. 

In recognition of California Native American tribal sovereignty and the unique relationship of 
California local governments and public agencies with California Native American tribal 
governments and with respect to the interests and roles of project proponents, it is the intent AB 52 
to accomplish the following: 

 Recognize that California Native American prehistoric, historic, archaeological, cultural, and 
sacred places are essential elements in tribal cultural traditions, heritages, and identities. 

 Establish a new category of resources in CEQA called “tribal cultural resources” that considers 
the tribal cultural values in addition to the scientific and archaeological values when 
determining impacts and mitigation. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

1. 

2. 

1. 

2. 
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 Establish examples of mitigation measures for tribal cultural resources that uphold the existing 
mitigation preference for historical and archaeological resources of preservation in place, if 
feasible. 

 Recognize that California Native American tribes may have expertise with regard to their tribal 
history and practices, which concern the tribal cultural resources with which they are 
traditionally and culturally affiliated (Because CEQA calls for a sufficient degree of analysis, tribal 
knowledge about the land and tribal cultural resources at issue should be included in 
environmental assessments for projects that may have a significant impact on those resources). 

 In recognition of their governmental status, establish a meaningful consultation process 
between California Native American tribal governments and lead agencies, respecting the 
interests and roles of all California Native American tribes and project proponents, and the level 
of required confidentiality concerning tribal cultural resources, early in the CEQA environmental 
review process, so that tribal cultural resources can be identified, and culturally appropriate 
mitigation and mitigation monitoring programs can be considered by the decision-making body 
of the lead agency. 

 Recognize the unique history of California Native American tribes and uphold existing rights of 
all California Native American tribes to participate in, and contribute their knowledge to, the 
environmental review process pursuant to CEQA. 

 Ensure that local and tribal governments, public agencies, and project proponents have 
information available, early in CEQA environmental review process, for purposes of identifying 
and addressing potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources and to reduce the 
potential for delay and conflicts in the environmental review process. 

 Enable California Native American tribes to manage and accept conveyances of, and act as 
caretakers of, tribal cultural resources. 

 Establish that a substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural resource has a significant effect 
on the environment. 

Senate Bill 18 
As discussed in Section 4.3.1(c), tribal consultation took place, consistent with the parameters of SB 
18. SB 18 requires cities and counties to consult with Native American tribes to help protect 
traditional tribal cultural places through the land use planning process. Unlike AB 52, SB 18 is not an 
amendment to, or otherwise associated with, CEQA. Instead, SB 18 requires cities and counties to 
consult with Native American tribes early during broad land use planning efforts on both public and 
private lands, prior to site- and project-specific land use decisions. The bill applies to general plan 
adoption or amendments and to specific plan adoption or amendments. 

A Native American tribe is defined as “a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a 
non-federally recognized California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by 
the Native American Heritage Commission” consistent with PRC Section 21073. Traditional tribal 
cultural places are defined in PRC Sections 5097.9 and 5097.993 to include sanctified cemeteries, 
places of worship, religious or ceremonial sites, or sacred shrines, or any historic, cultural, or sacred 
site that is listed on or eligible for the CRHR including any historic or prehistoric ruins, burial 
grounds, or archaeological site.  

Under SB 18, cities and counties must notify the appropriate Native American tribe(s) of intended 
adoption or amendments to general plans or specific plans and offer the opportunity for the tribe(s) 
to consult regarding traditional tribal cultural places within the proposed plan area. Consultation is 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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intended to encourage preservation and protection of traditional tribal cultural places by developing 
treatment and management plans that might include incorporating the cultural places into 
designated open spaces.  

Codes Governing Human Remains 
The disposition of human remains is governed by Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and PRC 
Sections 5097.94 and 5097.98 and falls within the jurisdiction of the NAHC. If human remains are 
discovered, the County Coroner must be notified within 48 hours and there should be no further 
disturbance to the site where the remains were found. If the remains are determined by the 
coroner to be Native American, the coroner is responsible for contacting the NAHC within 24 hours. 
The NAHC, pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98, will immediately notify those persons it believes to be 
most likely descended from the deceased Native Americans so they can inspect the burial site and 
make recommendations for treatment or disposal. 

c. Local Regulations 

City of San Luis Obispo Archaeological Resource Preservation Program 
Guidelines 
The City of San Luis Obispo Archaeological Resource Preservation Program Guidelines provide 
direction for the identification, evaluation, and treatment of archaeological resources and Native 
American sacred places and cultural landscapes within the City. The Guidelines describe the 
preparation of Archaeological Resource Inventory (i.e., a Phase 1 archaeological investigation), 
Subsurface Archaeological Resource Evaluation (i.e., a Phase 2 archaeological excavation), 
Determination of Impacts, and Archaeological Resource Impact Mitigation.  

Additionally, Section 4.40.3.3 provides the following guidelines regarding the discovery of human 
remains:  

If human remains are exposed, there shall be no further excavation or site disturbance in the area 
likely to contain human remains until:  

 The County Coroner has been informed and determined that no investigation of cause of death 
is required; and  

 If remains are likely to be of Native American origin, the Coroner has contacted the NAHC, 
which will designate a Most Likely Descendant (MLD). The MLD may recommend the most 
appropriate disposition of the human remains and associated grave goods to the landowner or 
other responsible party, as provided in Health and Safety Code Section 7052 and 7050.5, and as 
provided in PRC Section 5097.98 and Section 15064.5(e) of the CEQA Guidelines.  

 Remains and grave goods uncovered must be documented as required by state law, or to the 
approval of the Director.  

 Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or authorized representative shall rebury 
the Native American human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on 
the property in a location not subject further subsurface disturbance:  
i. The NAHC is unable to identify a MLD, or the MLD failed to make a recommendation within 

24 hours after being notified by the NAHC;  
ii. The MLD identified fails to make a recommendation; or  
iii. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the MLD and 

mediation by the NAHC fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner. 
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City of San Luis Obispo Historic Preservation Ordinance and Guidelines 
The City of San Luis Obispo Historic Preservation Ordinance (San Luis Obispo Municipal Code 
Chapter 14.01), most recently updated in January 2026, establishes the regulatory framework for 
the identification, evaluation, designation, protection, and treatment of historic resources within 
the City. The ordinance implements General Plan historic preservation policies and fulfills the City’s 
responsibilities as a Certified Local Government under state and federal historic preservation 
programs. 

Chapter 14.01 recognizes three primary categories of locally designated historic resources: 
Landmarks, Local Register Resources, and Historic Districts, inclusive of their contributing resources:  

 Landmarks represent the highest level of local designation and may be significant at the local, 
state, or national level.  

 Local Register Resources are individually designated properties significant at the local level.  
 Historic Districts are geographically defined areas that contain a concentration of contributing 

historic resources that collectively convey historic significance.  

All locally designated resources are included in the City’s Inventory of Historic Resources. 

To be eligible for local designation, a historic resource must be at least 50 years old (unless 
demonstrated to be of exceptional importance), demonstrate significance under at least one 
adopted criterion, and retain sufficient integrity to convey that significance. Chapter 14.01 includes 
significance criteria aligned with the California Register of Historical Resources and National Register 
of Historic Places, including association with significant events or persons, architectural merit, or 
information potential. Integrity is evaluated through consideration of location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 

Chapter 14.01 establishes procedures for designation, modification, relocation, and demolition of 
listed or eligible historic resources. Proposed alterations, demolition, or relocation of designated or 
eligible historic resources are subject to discretionary review by the City, with advisory input from 
the Cultural Heritage Committee and decision-making authority vested in the Community 
Development Director or City Council, depending on the action. Demolition of listed or eligible 
historic resources requires specific findings and may be approved only where preservation is 
infeasible due to public safety concerns or economic hardship, in addition to compliance with CEQA. 

For purposes of CEQA, historic resources include properties listed in or eligible for listing in the City’s 
Inventory of Historic Resources, the California Register of Historical Resources, or the National 
Register of Historic Places. The ordinance establishes local criteria and procedures used by the City 
to determine historic significance and to evaluate whether a discretionary project could result in a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5. 

Implementation of Chapter 14.01 is supported by the City of San Luis Obispo Historic Preservation 
Program Guidelines, which provide additional technical guidance regarding evaluation methods, 
treatment standards, and review procedures. The Guidelines incorporate the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and are used by City staff, reviewing 
bodies, applicants, and consultants in the review of projects affecting historic resources. 
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City of San Luis Obispo General Plan 
Proposed projects are evaluated for consistency with the City’s following adopted goals and policies 
relating to cultural resources. The Conservation and Open Space Element (COSE) of the General Plan 
addresses Historic and Architectural Resources with multiple goals and policies. The goals and 
policies discussed below focus on those relevant to cultural resources in the vicinity of the project 
site.  

Goal COSE 3.2 Historic and Architectural Resources. The City will expand community 
understanding, appreciation, and support for historic and architectural resource preservation to 
ensure long-term protection of cultural resources. 

Policy COSE 3.3.1 Historic Preservation. Significant historic and architectural resources 
should be identified, preserved, and rehabilitated. 

Policy COSE 3.3.3 Historical Documentation. Buildings and other cultural features that are 
not historically significant, but which have historical or architectural value should be 
preserved or relocated where feasible. Where preservation or relocation is not feasible, the 
resources shall be documented, and the information retained in a secure but publicly 
accessible location. An acknowledgement of the resources should be incorporated within 
the site through historic signage and the reuse or display of historic material and artifacts. 

Goal COSE 3.4 Archaeological Resources. The City will expand community understanding, 
appreciation, and support for archaeological resource preservation. 

Policy COSE 3.5.1 Archaeological Resource Protection. The City shall provide for the 
protection of both known and potential archaeological resources. To avoid significant 
damage to important archaeological sites, all available measures, including purchase of the 
property in fee or easement, shall be explored at the time of a development proposal. 
Where such measures are not feasible, and development would adversely affect identified 
archaeological or paleontological resources, mitigation shall be required pursuant to the 
Archaeological Resource Preservation Program Guidelines. 

Policy COES 3.5.2 Native American Sites. All Native American cultural and archaeological 
sites shall be protected as open space wherever possible. 

Policy COSE 3.5.4 Archaeological Sensitive Areas. Development within an archaeologically 
sensitive area shall require a preliminary site survey by a qualified archaeologist 
knowledgeable in Native American cultures, prior to a determination of the potential 
environmental impacts of the project. 

Policy COSE 3.5.5 Archaeological Resources Present. Where a preliminary site survey finds 
substantial archaeological resources, before permitting construction, the City shall require a 
mitigation plan to protect the resources. Possible mitigation measures include: presence of 
a qualified professional during initial grading or trenching; project redesign; covering with a 
layer of fill; excavation removal and curation in an appropriate facility under the direction of 
a qualified professional. 

Policy COSE 3.5.6. Qualified Archaeologist Present. Where substantial archaeological 
resources are discovered during construction or grading activities, all such activities in the 
immediate area of the find shall cease until a qualified archaeologist knowledgeable in 
Native American cultures can determine the significance of the resource and recommend 
alternative mitigation measures. 
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Policy COSE 3.5.7 Native American Participant. Native American participation shall be 
included in the City’s Guidelines for resource assessment and impact mitigation. Native 
American representatives should be present during archaeological excavation and during 
construction in an area likely to contain cultural resources. The Native American community 
shall be consulted as knowledge of cultural resources expands and as the City considered 
updates or significant changes to its General Plan. 

Policy COSE 3.5.8 Protection of Native American Cultural Sites. The City will ensure the 
protection of archaeological sites that may be culturally significant to Native Americans, 
even if they have lost their scientific or archaeological integrity through previous 
disturbance; sites that may have religious value, even though no artifacts are present; and 
sites that contain artifacts which may have intrinsic value, even though their archaeological 
context has been disturbed.  

4.3.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Significance Thresholds 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides the following significance thresholds to determine if a project 
would have a potentially significant impact on cultural resources. Cultural resources as defined in 
the PRC Section 15064.5 include historical and archaeological resources as well as what is meant by 
“human remains.”  

Impacts to cultural resources would result in a significant adverse impact if it would:  

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5; 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5; or 

 Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries. 

Impacts to tribal cultural resources would be significant if the project would: 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
PRC Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 
i. Listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, or in a local register of historical resources as 

defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k), or 
ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 

evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1, the lead 
agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Methodology 
This analysis evaluates potential impacts to cultural and tribal cultural resources associated with the 
project’s implementation, based on the Cultural Resource Study prepared by Applied Earthworks 
(Wathen and Kidwell 2024). The Cultural Resource Study included a records search of the Central 

a. 

b. 

C. 

a. 
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Coast Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System to identify 
previously recorded cultural resources and previous cultural resources studies within the 20-acre 
project site and a 0.25-mile radius. This search was supplemented by archival research and a Sacred 
Lands File request submitted to the NAHC. Background research included a review of historical 
maps, aerial photographs, and archival materials to identify potential locations of historic-era 
structures or archaeological deposits. A pedestrian archaeological survey of the project site was 
conducted on August 14, 2024. Additionally, a geoarchaeological review was conducted to assess 
the sensitivity of the project site for subsurface archaeological resources using geologic maps, soil 
data, and LiDAR-derived terrain models. 

Rincon Consultants, Inc. reviewed the Cultural Resource Study and assessed the potential for direct 
and indirect impacts resulting from project implementation. Where impacts were identified, 
appropriate mitigation measures were developed to reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant 
level. 

b. Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures 

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

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

Impact CUL-1 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WOULD INVOLVE GROUND DISTURBING ACTIVITIES INCLUDING 
GRADING AND SURFACE EXCAVATION, WHICH HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO UNEARTH OR ADVERSELY IMPACT 
PREVIOUSLY UNIDENTIFIED HISTORICAL OR ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION. 

No cultural resources were identified as a result of archival research and pedestrian survey within 
the project site as reported in the Cultural Resource Study prepared by Applied Earthworks (Wathen 
and Kidwell 2024). Therefore, no known resources qualifying as historical resources or unique 
archaeological resources under CEQA would be impacted by the project. The Cultural Resource 
Study did identify three resources within the 0.25-mile CHRIS records search radius, including two 
archaeological resources (CA-SLO-2617/H and CA-SLO-2392/H) and one built environment resource 
(P-40-041164). Potential impacts to each of these resources are described below. 

 Resource CA-SLO-2617/H (Union Oil Company Tank Farm) is an industrial complex containing 
historic and pre-contact archaeological features and built environment resources located near 
but not on the project site. All features associated with CA-SLO-2617/H adjacent the project site 
were mechanically removed in 2016, no elements of the historic or archaeological resource 
remains near the project site. Resource CA-SLO-2617/H has been previously evaluated and 
recommended eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and D and the CRHR under 
Criteria 1 and 4. Therefore, CA-SLO-2617/H qualifies as a historical resource under CEQA. 
Because it qualifies as a historical resource under CEQA, it does not qualify as a unique 
archaeological resource. Although this resource is located nearby, it is outside the project site 
and would not be impacted by project activities.  

 Resource CA-SLO-2392/H (Margarita Avenue Site) is a multicomponent (pre-contact and historic 
period) archaeological site and has not been previously evaluated for its eligibility for listing in 
the CRHR. As such, it may qualify as a historical resource or as a unique archaeological resource 
under CEQA. The resource may have also been disturbed since 2005 due to residential 
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development and may no longer be intact. Nonetheless, CA-SLO-2392/H is located some 
distance north of the project site and would not be impacted by project activities. 

 One built environment resource (P-40-041164; Samuel Terra Property) located to northeast of 
the project site was previously evaluated and recommended ineligible for listing in the CRHR 
and was subsequently demolished. As this resource no longer exists, no impacts consideration is 
necessary with regard to this resource. 

Geoarchaeological review indicates the geologic unit mapped within the project site is Mesozoic 
ultramafic plutonic rock which predates the arrival of humans in the Americas and, therefore, the 
project site is not sensitive for deeply buried archaeological resources. The project site is located 
approximately 0.4 mile from San Luis Obispo Creek and may be overlain by surficial Quaternary-age 
sediments, which coincide with human occupation of the area. However, given historic land use 
patterns including agricultural uses, initial tank farm preparation, airfield uses, and recent grading, , 
the project site is heavily disturbed. In 2018 47,610 cubic feet of engineered fill was imported and 
placed on the project site. Although Quaternary sediments could contain archaeological resources, 
historic and recent disturbances to these sediments would reduce the likelihood of encountering in 
tact pre-contact or historic-period resources. Additionally, engineered fill would be devoid of 
archaeological resources. Given these factors, project activities have a low potential for 
encountering archaeological materials.  

The Sacred Lands File search revealed positive results for sites/places of traditional/cultural value to 
tribes. Although no cultural resources within the project site were identified through outreach 
conducted for the Cultural Resource Study or the AB 52 and SB 18 notifications, one tribe did 
indicate through outreach conducted for the Cultural Resources Study that the project site is 
sensitive and requested monitoring of ground disturbing activities.  

No known historical or archaeological resources are located within the project site. Although project 
site conditions (i.e., past disturbances) suggest the likelihood is low for encountering previously 
unknown archaeological sites, the SLF search was positive for sites/places of traditional/cultural 
value, and the general project area is culturally sensitive as is evidenced by two multi-component 
archaeological sites, (CA-SLO-2617/H [Union Oil Company Tank Farm] and CA-SLO-2392/H 
[Margarita Avenue Site]) previously recorded nearby. In addition, there is limited understanding of 
the depth and extent of previous disturbances or the depth of placed engineered fill. As a result, 
ground disturbing activities associated with the project could result in substantial adverse change in 
the significance of unknown historical and archaeological resources encountered during 
construction, which would be a potentially significant impact. As such, mitigation is required to 
minimize the potential for significant impacts to previously unknown historical or archaeological 
resources through retention of a Qualified Archaeologist and preparation of a Cultural Resources 
Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, implementation of a worker environmental awareness program, 
and implementation of inadvertent discovery provisions.  

Mitigation Measures 

CUL-1(a) Retention of a Qualified Archaeologist and Preparation of a Cultural 
Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Plan 

Prior to approval of a grading permit, a Qualified Archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 61) shall 
be retained to oversee all cultural resources work required for the project and shall prepare a 
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Cultural Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (Plan). The Plan shall be developed based on 
available geotechnical or other soils condition information and project grading and excavation plans 
provided to the Qualified Archaeologist by the project applicant. The Plan shall be consistent with 
Archaeological Resources Preservation Program Guidelines and shall include, but not be limited to 
the following: 

 Provisions for Tribal monitoring during ground disturbing activities; 
 List of personnel involved in monitoring activities and notification tree; 
 Description of how Tribal monitoring shall occur; 
 Description of the frequency and locations of Tribal monitoring (e.g. full time, part time, spot 

checking) as supported by the available geotechnical or other soil information and project plans; 
 Description of the types of resources that may be encountered (pre-contact, tribal, historic-

period); 
 Description of circumstances that would result in the halting of work at the project site; 
 Description of discovery procedures including halting work, temporary avoidance and 

protection requirements, and notification procedures; 
 Description of procedures to evaluate the significance of any resource discoveries by the 

Qualified Archaeologist in consultation with the Community Development Director, and Native 
American representatives if the resource is Native American in origin;  

 Provisions for mitigating impacts to significant resources including avoidance and preservation 
in place; data recovery; or other collection, interpretive, or educational mitigations; 

 Description of monitoring reporting procedures; 
 Thresholds for reducing and/or discontinuing monitoring based on the recommendation of the 

Qualified Archaeologist in consultation with the Tribal monitor and the Community 
Development Director. 

 Provisions for archaeological monitoring in the event of resource discovery, if recommended by 
the Qualified Archaeologist in coordination with the Community Development Director. 

The Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Community Development Director prior to the 
issuance of a project grading permit.  

CUL-1(b) Worker Environmental Awareness Program 
The Qualified Archaeologist shall prepare a worker environmental awareness program prior to 
ground disturbance for the project. The Qualified Archaeologist, or their designated cultural 
specialist, shall conduct training that presents information regarding the types of artifacts and 
resources that could be found in the project site and procedures to follow should such resources be 
encountered during earthwork and construction. The training shall also include a discussion of 
confidentiality and applicable laws and penalties for removal or disturbance of artifacts found on 
site. The training shall provide instructions to workers for procedures to follow in the event of a 
discovery, including reporting procedures, and shall provide contact information for the Qualified 
Archaeologist. 

The training shall take place prior to the commencement of any ground disturbing activities. The 
sign-in sheet from the training shall be provided to the Community Development Director as 
evidence that the training took place. A printout of the information covered at the training shall also 
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be provided to the Community Development Director to ensure compliance with applicable state 
and local policies and regulations.  

CUL-1(c) Inadvertent Historical or Archaeological Resource Discovery 
In the event pre-contact or historic-period archaeological materials are encountered during 
construction-related ground disturbances, ground-disturbing activities within 50 feet of the 
discovery shall be halted and the Qualified Archaeologist shall be contacted to determine if 
materials are isolated finds or part of a larger archaeological deposit. If the discovery is pre-contact 
in nature, a Native American representative(s) shall participate in the evaluation of the discovery. 
The Community Development Director shall also be notified. A standard inadvertent discovery 
clause shall be included in every grading and construction contract to inform contractors of this 
requirement. 

Pre-contact materials may include chert flaked stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives, scrapers) 
or toolmaking debris; culturally darkened soil (midden) containing artifacts or shellfish remains; and 
stone milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones). Historic-period materials might include 
stone, concrete, wood or adobe building foundations, corrals, and walls; filled wells or privies; 
mining features; oil or other related industrial features; and deposits of metal, glass, and/or ceramic 
refuse.  

Any previously unidentified resources found during construction-related ground disturbances shall 
be recorded by the Qualified Archaeologist on appropriate California Department of Parks and 
Recreation 523 forms and evaluated for significance according to the California Environmental 
Quality Act. If the resource is determined significant under the California Environmental Quality Act, 
avoidance and preservation in place shall be the preferred manner of mitigating impacts to the 
resource. If avoidance is determined to be infeasible by the City, the Qualified Archaeologist shall 
prepare and implement a research design and archaeological treatment and data recovery plan, in 
conjunction with Native American representative(s) for resources of Native American origin, that 
will address the characteristics for which the site is significant. The Qualified Archaeologist shall also 
perform appropriate technical analysis in accordance with the City’s Archaeological Resource 
Preservation Program Guidelines and Historic Preservation Ordinance and Guidelines, prepare a 
comprehensive report, and provide for the permanent disposition of the recovered materials. 

Significance After Mitigation 
With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1(a) through CUL-1(c), which require 
retention of a Qualified Archaeologist and preparation of a Cultural Resources Monitoring and 
Mitigation Plan, a workers environmental awareness program, and steps to follow in the event of an 
inadvertent discovery, construction of the proposed project would not result in the substantial 
adverse change of a historical or archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 
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Threshold c: Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

Impact CUL-2 CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT WOULD INVOLVE GROUND DISTURBING ACTIVITIES 
INCLUDING GRADING AND SURFACE EXCAVATION, WHICH HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO UNEARTH OR DISTURB 
HUMAN REMAINS, INCLUDING THOSE INTERRED OUTSIDE OF FORMAL CEMETERIES. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT DUE TO MANDATORY COMPLIANCE WITH STATE LAWS REQUIRING WORK STOPPAGE AND 
APPROPRIATE PROCEDURES IF REMAINS ARE FOUND. 

No human remains or burial sites were identified as a result of the Cultural Resource Study (Wathen 
and Kidwell 2024). However, the potential for encountering previously undiscovered remains cannot 
be entirely ruled out due to the cultural sensitivity of the region and the presence of known cultural 
resources in the surrounding area. 

The treatment of human remains is governed by California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
and Public Resources Code Sections 5097.94 and 5097.98. These laws require that, in the event of a 
discovery, all work in the vicinity must stop, the County Coroner must be notified, and, if the 
remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the NAHC must be contacted to identify 
the Most Likely Descendant to provide recommendations for treatment and disposition. 

Compliance with these existing legal requirements would ensure that any discovery of human 
remains would be handled appropriately and respectfully. Therefore, the project’s potential to 
impact human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemetery, would be less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

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

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

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

IMPACT CUL-3 GROUND DISTURBING ACTIVITIES SUCH AS GRADING AND SURFACE EXCAVATION HAVE 
THE POTENTIAL TO UNEARTH OR ADVERSELY IMPACT PREVIOUSLY UNIDENTIFIED TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. 
THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION. 

The NAHC Sacred Lands File search conducted for the project was positive for Native American 
traditional sites/places. All statutorily required tribal consultation under AB 52 and SB 18 has been 
completed and tribal representatives were informed of the positive Sacred Lands File search. No 
tribal representatives indicated that any tribal cultural resources are present on the project site, and 
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the City did not receive any formal requests for consultation. However, as part of the informal 
outreach by Applied Earthworks in 2024, representatives from the Yak tityu yak tilhini - Northern 
Chumash Tribe and the Northern Chumash Tribal Council noted the proximity of the site to a 
previously identified cultural resource (CA-SLO-2392/H [Margarita Avenue Site]), and thereby the 
potential for previously unidentified cultural materials within the project site and requested Native 
American monitoring during construction. Compliance with General Plan Policy COSE 3.5.7, 
requiring a Native American representative be present during archaeological excavation and during 
construction in an area likely to contain cultural resources, would reduce impacts related to 
unanticipated discovery of tribal cultural resources on the project site.  

Although the project site has been subject to historic and recent disturbances, the SLF search was 
positive for sites/places of traditional/cultural value, and the general project area is culturally 
sensitive as is evidenced by two archaeological sites, (CA-SLO-2617/H [Union Oil Company Tank 
Farm] and CA-SLO-2392/H [Margarita Avenue Site], previously recorded nearby, both containing 
pre-contact components. In addition, there is limited understanding of the depth and extent of 
previous disturbances or the depth of placed engineered fill. As a result, ground disturbing activities 
associated with the project could result in substantial adverse change in the significance of tribal 
cultural resources. As a result, ground disturbing activities associated with the project could result in 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, if encountered during 
construction, which would be a potentially significant impact. As such, mitigation is required to 
minimize the potential for significant impacts to previously unknown tribal cultural resources 
through implementation of Native American monitoring and implementation of inadvertent 
discovery provisions.  

Mitigation Measures  

CUL-3 Native American Monitoring and Inadvertent Resource Discovery 

The project applicant shall retain a Native American monitor from a locally affiliated Tribe to 
observe ground-disturbing activities within the project site. Tribal monitoring shall be implemented 
consistent with the Cultural Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (CUL-1a). If potential tribal 
cultural resources are encountered, the Tribal monitor will have the authority to redirect ground 
disturbing activities within 50 feet of the discovery until the Qualified Archaeologist has inspected 
the resource in consultation with the Tribal monitor and its significance evaluated in accordance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act. If the resource is significant, a Mitigation Plan shall be 
prepared by the Qualified Archaeologist in consultation with the City and Native American 
representative(s).. Mitigation for tribal cultural resources may include, but is not limited to 
avoidance and preservation in place, protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource, 
protecting traditional use of the resource, protecting the confidentiality of the resource, application 
of a conservation easement, or other protections. 

If avoidance is determined to be infeasible by the City, the Qualified Archaeologist shall prepare and 
implement a recovery plan, in conjunction with locally affiliated Native American representative(s), 
that will address the characteristics for which the tribal cultural resource is significant. The Qualified 
Archaeologist shall also perform appropriate technical analysis in accordance with the City’s 
Archaeological Resource Preservation Program Guidelines and Historic Preservation Ordinance and 
Guidelines, prepare a comprehensive report, and provide for the permanent disposition of the 
recovered resource. 
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Significance After Mitigation 
With the implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-3, which requires Native American monitoring 
and steps to follow in the event of an inadvertent discovery, impacts to tribal cultural resources 
would be less than significant with mitigation. 

4.3.4 Cumulative Impacts 
A project’s environmental impacts are “cumulatively considerable” if the “incremental effects of an 
individual project would be significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15065[a][3]). The general approach to cumulative impact analysis used in this EIR is 
discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental Setting. Development that is considered part of the 
cumulative analysis includes planned and pending projects in the City of San Luis Obispo, listed in 
Table 3-1 of that chapter. 

Historical and Archaeological Resources 
The geographic scope for cumulative historical and archaeological impacts is based on the 
ethnographic use patterns of the project site and surrounding region. For the ethnographic period, 
the geographic extent includes the entire traditional Chumash and Salinan territory. This geographic 
scope is appropriate because increases in growth in previously undisturbed areas of the city can 
contribute to regional impacts on existing and previously undisturbed and undiscovered historical 
and archaeological resources in a cumulative manner.  

The California State Archaeological Task Force has estimated that a large percentage of 
archaeological sites in the state have been destroyed (Moratto 1973). Cumulative development in 
the City of San Luis Obispo and regionally would continue to disturb areas that may potentially 
contain historical and archaeological resources and contribute to the loss of cultural resources from 
the landscape. Due to the cultural sensitivity of the region, the loss of cultural resources is a 
potentially significant cumulative impact of regional development.  

Compliance with existing City of San Luis Obispo General Plan policies requiring historical and 
archaeological resource preservation, documentation, coordination with Native American tribes, 
and compliance with requirements of the City’s Archaeological Resource Preservation Program 
Guidelines and Historic Preservation Ordinance and Guidelines implemented by project applicants 
and associated contractors would typically protect or mitigate impacts to any unknown resources 
that might be uncovered in the course of project development. Individual development proposals 
are reviewed separately by the City and undergo environmental review when it is determined that 
the potential for significant impacts exists.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1(a), CUL-1(b), and CUL-1(c) would reduce the project’s 
potential impacts to historical and archaeological resources to a less than significant level. It can be 
reasonably assumed that similar measures would be required for cumulative development projects 
in the City of San Luis Obispo and regionally. Therefore, although cumulative projects may result in 
significant cumulative impacts to historical and archaeological resources, project-specific mitigation 
for cumulative development would minimize these impacts, and implementation of Mitigation 
Measures CUL-1(a), CUL-1(b), and CUL-1(c), would ensure that the project would not have a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to historical and 
archaeological resources.  
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Tribal Cultural Resources 
The geographic scope for cumulative tribal cultural resources impacts includes the entire traditional 
Chumash and Salinan territory. This geographic scope is appropriate because increases in growth in 
previously undisturbed areas of the city can contribute to regional impacts on existing and 
previously undisturbed and undiscovered resources in a cumulative manner.  

The project in conjunction with other nearby past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects within the traditional Chumash and Salinan territory could involve the cumulative 
disturbance of areas that may contain tribal cultural resources, resulting in a potentially significant 
cumulative impact.  

Compliance with existing City of San Luis Obispo General Plan policies requiring cultural resource 
preservation, documentation, coordination with Native American tribes, and compliance with 
requirements of the City’s Archaeological Resource Preservation Program Guidelines and Historic 
Preservation Ordinance and Guidelines implemented by project applicants and associated 
contractors would typically protect or mitigate impacts to any unknown tribal cultural resources 
that might be uncovered in the course of project development. Individual development proposals 
are reviewed separately by the City and undergo environmental review when it is determined that 
the potential for significant impacts exists.  

Furthermore, compliance with the provisions of AB 52 would ensure that any known or potential 
tribal cultural resources are treated in consultation with local Native American groups. Compliance 
with AB 52, implementation of project-specific measures to protect tribal cultural resources on a 
case-by-case basis, and continued involvement by local Native American groups in regional planning 
would generally limit the destruction of tribal cultural resources. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-3 would reduce the project’s potential impacts to tribal 
cultural resources to a less than significant level. It can be reasonably assumed that similar 
measures would be required for cumulative development projects in the City of San Luis Obispo and 
regionally. Cumulative development projects are also subject to State regulations regarding the 
treatment of tribal cultural resources. Therefore, although cumulative projects may result in 
significant cumulative impacts to tribal cultural resources, project-specific mitigation for cumulative 
development and compliance with State regulations would minimize these impacts, and 
implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-3, would ensure that the project would not have a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to tribal cultural 
resources. 
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4.4 Noise 

This section describes existing conditions and regulatory setting for noise and evaluates potential 
noise impacts from construction, groundborne vibration, traffic, on-site equipment, and aircraft 
overflights associated with the 365 Prado Road Mixed-Use Project. The analysis below is based on 
the Noise Impact Assessment prepared by AMBIENT Air Quality and Noise Consulting on March 25, 
2025 (Appendix D). 

4.4.1 Setting 

a. Overview of Noise and Vibration 

Noise 
Sound is a vibratory disturbance created by a moving or vibrating source, which is capable of being 
detected by hearing organs (e.g., the human ear). Noise is defined as sound, which is loud, 
unpleasant, unexpected, or undesired and may therefore be classified as a more specific group of 
sounds. The effects of noise on people can include general annoyance, interference with speech 
communication, sleep disturbance, and, in the extreme, hearing impairment (California Department 
of Transportation [Caltrans] 2013). 

Noise levels are commonly measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level 
(dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound pressure levels to be consistent 
with the human hearing response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around 4,000 Hertz (Hz) 
and less sensitive to frequencies around and below 100 Hz (Kinsler et al. 1999). Decibels are 
measured on a logarithmic scale, which quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to the Richter 
scale used to measure earthquake magnitudes. A doubling of the energy of a noise source, such as a 
doubling of traffic volume, would increase the noise level by 3 dBA; similarly, dividing the energy in 
half would result in a decrease of 3 dBA (Crocker 2007). 

Human perception of noise has no simple correlation with sound energy; the perception of sound is 
not linear in terms of dBA or in terms of sound energy. Two sources do not “sound twice as loud” as 
one source. It is widely accepted the average healthy ear can barely perceive an increase (or 
decrease) of up to 3 dBA in noise levels (i.e., twice [or half] the sound energy); a change of 5 dBA is 
readily perceptible; and an increase (or decrease) of 10 dBA sounds twice (or half) as loud (Crocker 
2007). 

Sound changes in both level and frequency spectrum as it travels from the source to the receiver. 
The most obvious change is the decrease in sound level as the distance from the source increases. 
The manner by which noise reduces with distance depends on factors such as the type of noise 
source (e.g., point or line), the path the sound will travel, site conditions, and obstructions. Noise 
levels from a point source (e.g., construction, industrial machinery, ventilation units) typically 
attenuate, or drop off, at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance. Noise from a line source (e.g., 
roadway, pipeline, railroad) typically attenuates at about 3 dBA per doubling of distance (Caltrans 
2013). 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 substantially alter noise levels. Generally, any large structure blocking line 
of sight will provide at least a 5-dBA reduction in source noise levels at the receiver (Federal 
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Highway Administration [FHWA] 2011). Structures can substantially reduce occupants’ exposure to 
noise as well. The FHWA’s guidelines indicate modern building construction generally provides an 
exterior-to-interior noise level reduction of 20 to 35 dBA with closed windows. 

The time of day when noise occurs and the duration of the noise are also important. Most noise 
lasting for more than a few seconds is variable in its intensity. Consequently, a variety of noise 
descriptors have been developed. One of the most frequently used noise metrics is the equivalent 
noise level (Leq), which considers both duration and sound power level. Leq is defined as the single 
steady A-weighted level equivalent to the same amount of energy contained in the actual fluctuating 
levels over a period of time (essentially, the average noise level). Typically, Leq is summed over a one-
hour period (1H). 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 
(Crocker 2007). Normal conversational levels are in the 60 to 65 dBA Leq range; ambient noise levels 
greater than 65 dBA Leq can interrupt conversations (Federal Transit Administration [FTA] 2018). 

Noise occurring at night tends to be more disturbing than noise occurring during the day. 
Community noise is usually measured using Day-Night Average Level (Ldn), which is the 24-hour 
average noise level with a +10 dBA penalty for noise occurring during nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m.). Community noise can also be measured using Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), 
which is the 24-hour average noise level with a +5 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 
10:00 p.m. and a +10 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (Caltrans 2013). 
Noise levels described by Ldn and CNEL usually differ by about 1 dBA. Quiet suburban areas typically 
have CNEL noise levels in the range of 40 to 50 CNEL, while areas near arterial streets are in the 50 
to 60+ CNEL range. 

Vibration 
Groundborne vibration of concern in environmental analysis consists of the oscillatory waves that 
move from a source through the ground to adjacent structures. The number of cycles per second of 
oscillation makes up the vibration frequency, described in terms of Hz. The frequency of a vibrating 
object describes how rapidly it oscillates. The normal frequency range of most groundborne 
vibration that can be felt by the human body starts from a low frequency of less than 1 Hz and goes 
to a high of about 200 Hz (Crocker 2007). 

While people have varying sensitivities to vibrations at different frequencies, in general they are 
most sensitive to low-frequency vibration. Vibration in buildings, such as from nearby construction 
activities, may cause windows, items on shelves, and pictures on walls to rattle. Vibration of building 
components can also take the form of an audible low-frequency rumbling noise, 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 Hz), or when 
foundations or utilities, such as sewer and water pipes, physically connect the structure and the 
vibration source (FTA 2018). Although groundborne vibration is sometimes noticeable in outdoor 
environments, it is almost never annoying to people who are outdoors. The primary concern of 
vibration is that it can be intrusive and annoying to building occupants and vibration-sensitive land 
uses. 

Vibration energy spreads out as it travels through the ground, causing the vibration level to diminish 
with distance away from the source. High-frequency vibrations diminish much more rapidly than 
low frequencies, so low frequencies tend to dominate the spectrum at large distances from the 
source. Discontinuities in the soil strata can also cause diffractions or channeling effects that affect 
the propagation of vibration over long distances (Caltrans 2020). When a building is impacted by 
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vibration, a ground-to-foundation coupling loss will usually reduce the overall vibration level. 
However, under rare circumstances, the ground-to-foundation coupling may actually amplify the 
vibration level due to structural resonances of the floors and walls. 

Vibration amplitudes are usually expressed in peak particle velocity (PPV) or RMS vibration velocity. 
The PPV and RMS velocity are normally described in inches per second. PPV is defined as the 
maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of a vibration signal (Caltrans 2020). There are no 
federal, state, or local regulatory standards for groundborne vibration. However, the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has developed vibration criteria based on potential 
structural damage risks and human annoyance. Caltrans-recommended criteria for the evaluation of 
groundborne vibration levels, with regard to structural damage and human annoyance, are 
summarized in Table 4.4-1. The criteria apply to continuous vibration sources, which include vehicle 
traffic and most construction activities. All damage criteria for buildings are in terms of ground 
motion at the buildings’ foundations. No allowance is included for the amplifying effects of 
structural components (Caltrans 2020). 

Table 4.4-1 Criteria for Vibration Damage Potential 
Building Category PPV (in/sec) 

I. Reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.5 

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 

III. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 

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

Source: FTA 2018 

As indicated in Table 4.4-1, the threshold at which there is a risk to normal structures from 
continuous events is 0.3 in/sec PPV for older residential structures and 0.5 in/sec PPV for newer 
building construction. With regard to human perception, vibration levels would begin to become 
distinctly perceptible at levels of 0.04 in/sec PPV for continuous events. Continuous vibration levels 
are considered potentially annoying for people in buildings at levels of 0.2 in/sec PPV. 

b. Noise-Sensitive Land Uses/Sensitive Receivers 
Noise-sensitive land uses are generally defined as locations where people reside or where the 
presence of unwanted sounds could adversely affect the use of the land. Places where people live, 
sleep, recreate, worship, and study generally are considered to be sensitive to noise because intrusive 
noise can be disruptive to these activities. When community noise interferes with human activities or 
contributes to stress, public annoyance with the noise sources increases, and the acceptability of the 
environment for people decreases. The San Luis Obispo General Plan Noise Element identifies the 
following land uses as noise-sensitive: residences, hotels, motels, hospitals, nursing homes, theaters, 
auditoriums, music halls, churches, meeting halls, office buildings, mortuaries, schools, libraries, 
museums, neighborhood parks, and playgrounds (City of San Luis Obispo 1996). 

Vibration-sensitive receivers, which are similar to noise-sensitive receivers, include residences and 
institutional uses, such as schools, churches, and hospitals. However, vibration-sensitive receivers 
also include fragile/historic-era buildings and buildings where vibrations may interfere with sensitive 
equipment that is affected by vibration levels that may be well below those associated with human 
annoyance (e.g., recording studies or medical facilities with sensitive equipment). 
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Noise-sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the project site consist predominantly of residential land 
uses. The nearest residential land uses are located approximately 115 feet north of the project site, 
across Prado Road. 

c. Existing Ambient Noise Environment 
To document the existing noise environment in the project vicinity, two short-term measurements 
and one continuous long-term (i.e., 24-hour) noise measurement were conducted on January 29 
and January 30, 2025. Noise measurement locations are depicted in Figure 4.4-1. Short-term 
measurements are summarized in Table 4.4-2. 

As noted in Table 4.4-2, measured average-hourly noise levels ranged from approximately 58 dBA 
Leq to 59 dBA Leq and measured max noise levels range from approximately 68 dBA Lmax to 69 dBA 
Lmax. Noise levels are predominantly influenced by vehicle traffic on Prado Road. Ambient noise 
levels along the eastern boundary of the project site (LT-1, depicted in Figure 4.4-1) are also 
influenced by dogs barking at the nearby dog kennel, located adjacent to the project site’s eastern 
boundary, south of Prado Road. To a lesser extent, distant industrial (e.g., material handling 
activities) and occasional aircraft overflights also contributed to the ambient noise environment at 
the project site on an intermittent basis. Average hourly noise levels at the project site’s 
northeastern boundary ranged from approximately 40 dBA Leq during the nighttime hours to 
approximately 68 dBA Leq during the daytime hours (additional ambient noise data is available in 
Appendix D). The San Luis Obispo County Airport 60 dBA CNEL noise contour extends to the 
southern boundary of the project site (Appendix D). 

Table 4.4-2 Short Term Noise Measurement Data 
Measurement  Time Period Measurement Location Leq Lmax 

Short-term 
Measurement 1 

10:10-10:25 Northwestern Boundary of the Project Site Near Prado Road 58.1 68.7 

Short-term 
Measurement 2 

9:45-10:00 Northern Boundary of the Project Site Near Prado Road 59.4 69.3 

No substantial existing sources of groundborne vibration were identified in the project vicinity. 
Vehicle traffic on area roadways, particularly heavy-duty trucks, can result in increased groundborne 
vibration. However, groundborne vibration levels associated with vehicle traffic are typically 
considered minor and would not exceed applicable criteria at the project site boundaries 
(Appendix D). 

d. Aviation Noise Environment 
The San Luis Obispo County Airport is a public aviation airport located approximately 1.4 miles 
southeast of the project site. The San Luis Obispo County Airport Land Use Commission first adopted 
an Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP) in 1973 and most recently updated the ALUP in 2021. The ALUP 
establishes safety zones around the airport to protect the public from potential noise and safety 
impacts associated with aircraft operations. The ALUP also designates allowable and conditionally 
allowable land uses for the different safety zones.  
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Figure 4.4-1 Noise Measurement Locations and Nearby Land Uses 
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Imagery provided by Esri and its licensors © 2016. 

Additional data provided by the City of San Luis Obispo 2024 and the County of San Luis Obispo 2024. 
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The northern portion of the project site is not located within the safety zones, but the southern 
portion of the project site minimally overlaps with the projected 60 dBA CNEL noise contour for the 
San Luis Obispo County Airport. This portion of the project site would consist of a stormwater basin, 
which is not identified as an extremely or moderately noise-sensitive land use; thus, no 
development restrictions for noise sensitivity from the ALUP would apply. 

4.4.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal Regulations 
There are no federal noise requirements or regulations that apply directly to the implementation of 
the proposed project. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 
The Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development sets environmental criteria and 
standards in Title 24 of CFR, Part 51. New construction proposed in areas that exceed 65 dBA Ldn 
must incorporate noise attenuation features to maintain interior noise levels at 45 dBA Ldn. 
Development in areas exceeding 65 dBA Ldn requires further attenuation features. In general, these 
regulations match the California state regulations discussed below. 

Federal Transit Administration 
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 uses, the daytime noise threshold is 80 dBA Leq for an 8-hour period. 

Occupational Health and Safety Administration 
The federal government regulates occupational noise exposure common in the workplace through 
the Occupational Health and Safety Administration under the federal Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA). Noise limitations would apply to the operation of construction equipment and 
could also apply to any proposed industrial land uses. Noise exposure of this type is dependent on 
work conditions and is addressed through a facility’s Health and Safety Plan, as required under the 
Occupational Health and Safety Administration, and is not addressed further in this analysis. 

b. State Regulations 

California General Plan Guidelines 
State law requires general plans to include a Noise Element under Government Code Section 
65302(f). The California General Plan Guidelines, published by the Governor’s Office of Land Use and 
Climate Innovation, indicate acceptable, specific land use types in areas with specific noise 
exposure. The guidelines also offer adjustment factors that may be used to arrive at noise 
acceptability standards that reflect the noise control goals of the community, the community’s 
sensitivity to noise, and the community’s assessment of the relative importance of noise pollution. 
These Guidelines are advisory, and local jurisdictions have the authority to set specific noise 
standards based on local conditions. 
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California Building Code 
CCR Title 24, Building Standards Administrative Code, Part 2, Chapter 12, and the California Building 
Code codify the State noise insulation standards. These noise standards apply to new construction 
in California to control interior noise levels as they are affected by exterior noise sources and 
interior noise sources from separate areas. The regulations specify that interior noise levels shall not 
exceed 45 dB CNEL/Ldn in any habitable room, as well as specifying sound transmission class 
requirements for walls, floors, and ceilings around sleeping units. 

California Green Building Code 
The California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) (2022) Section 5.507.4, Acoustical Control, 
regulates construction of non-residential uses within the 65 dBA CNEL/Ldn contour of an airport, 
freeway, expressway, railroad, industrial noise source, or other fixed source. According to Section 
5.507.4.1.1 “buildings exposed to a noise level of 65 dB Leq (1-hr) during any hour of operation shall 
employ sound-resistant assemblies as determined by a prescriptive method (CALGreen Section 
5.507.4.1) or performance method (CALGreen Section 5.507.4.2). 

Projects may demonstrate compliance through the prescriptive method if wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies exposed to the noise source meet a composite sound transmission class (STC) rating of 
at least 50 or a composite outdoor/indoor transmission class (OITC) rating of no less than 40, with 
exterior windows of a minimum STC of 40 or OITC of 30. Projects may demonstrate compliance 
through the performance method if wall and roof-ceiling assemblies exposed to the noise source 
are constructed to provide an interior noise environment that does not exceed 50 dB Leq-1-hr in 
occupied areas during hours of operations. 

c. Local Regulations 

City of San Luis Obispo General Plan Noise Element 
The City’s General Plan Noise Element sets noise exposure standards for the determination of land 
use compatibility for new noise-sensitive land uses and establishes performance standards for new 
transportation and non-transportation noise sources. The City’s noise standards for transportation 
noise sources are summarized in Table 4.4-3. As depicted in Table 4.4-3, the noise standard for 
transportation noise sources ranges from an exterior level of 60 to 70 dBA CNEL/Ldn, depending on 
the land use. Interior noise standards for new transportation noise sources range from 35 to 45 dBA 
CNEL/Ldn. Noise generated by new transportation sources shall not exceed the noise levels 
presented in Table 4.4-3 for both outdoor areas and indoor spaces. 

The City’s General Plan noise standards for non-transportation noise sources are summarized in 
Table 4.4-4. Regarding new non-transportation noise sources, the City’s average-hourly noise 
standards are 50 dBA Leq during the daytime hours (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and 45 dBA Leq during the 
nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) Instantaneous noise level standards are 70 dBA Lmax during the 
daytime hours and 65 dBA Lmax during the nighttime hours. Impulsive noise sources, such as 
hammering, are limited to 65 dBA Lmax during the daytime hours and 60 dBA Lmax during the 
nighttime hours. (City of San Luis Obispo 1996). 
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Table 4.4-3 City of San Luis Obispo General Plan Maximum Noise Exposure for Noise-
Sensitive Uses Due to Transportation Noise Sources 

Land Use Category 
Outdoor Activity Areas 

(CNEL/Ldn)1,2 

Interior Spaces 

CNEL/Ldn2 Leq3 Lmax4 

Residences, hotels, motels, hospitals, nursing homes 60 45 – 60 

Theaters, auditoriums, music halls – – 35 60 

Churches, meeting halls, office building, mortuaries 60 – 45 – 

Schools, libraries, museums – – 45 60 

Neighborhood parks 65 – – – 

Playgrounds 70 – – – 
1 If the location of outdoor activity areas is not shown, the outdoor noise standard shall apply at the property line of the receiving land 
use. 
2 Ldn (day-night average level) is the energy-averaged sound level measured over a 24-hour period, with a 10-dB penalty assigned to 
noise events occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and a 5-dB penalty assigned to noise events occurring between 7:00 p.m. 
and 10 p.m. 
3 Leq (equivalent sound level) is the constant or single sound level containing the same total energy as a time-varying sound, over a 
certain time. If the location of outdoor activity areas is not shown, the outdoor noise standard shall apply at the property line of the 
receiving land use. 
4 Lmax indoor standard applies only to railroad noise at locations south of Orcutt Road. 
Source: City of San Luis Obispo 1996 

Table 4.4-4 City of San Luis Obispo General Plan Maximum Noise Exposure for Noise-
Sensitive Uses Due to Stationary Noise Sources 

Duration Day (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) Night (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 

Hourly (dBA Leq)1,2 50 45 

Maximum (dBA Lmax)1,2 70 65 

Impulsive (dBA Lmax)1,3 65 60 
1 As determined at the property line of the receiver. When determining the effectiveness of noise mitigation measures, the standards 
may be applied on the receptor side of noise barriers or other property-line noise mitigation measures. 
2 Sound level measurements shall be made with slow meter response. 
3 Sound level measurements shall be made with fast meter response. 
Source: City of San Luis Obispo 1996 

San Luis Obispo Municipal Code 

The City’s Noise Control Ordinance is part of the City’s Municipal Code, Chapter 9.12, Section 
9.12.050 and specifies noise standards for various categories of land use. The Municipal Code 
standards apply to existing noise sources as well as construction activities. 

The City’s maximum allowable noise levels for short-term operation of mobile equipment and long-
term operation of stationary equipment at residential properties are summarized in Table 4.4-5 and 
Table 4.4-6. These standards applied at the property line of the receiving residential land uses for 
construction activities that utilize noise-generating mobile or stationary equipment. Accordingly, 
maximum sound levels from mobile equipment are limited to 75 dBA at single-family residential, 80 
dBA at multi-family residential, and 85 dBA for mixed residential/commercial land uses. Except for 
emergency repair of public service utilities, or where an exception is issued by the City, construction 
activities are typically limited to between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. and prohibited on 
Sundays and holidays. For instantaneous noise events, the City also limits interior noise levels at 
noise-sensitive land uses to 60 dBA Lmax. 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Noise 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.4-9 

Table 4.4-5 City of San Luis Obispo Municipal Code Maximum Noise Levels for 
Nonscheduled, Intermittent, Short-Term Operation (Less than 10 Days) of Mobile 
Equipment at Residential Properties 

Zoning Category Time Period Noise Level (dBA) 

Single-Family Residential Daily 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., 
except Sundays and legal holidays 

75 

Multi-Family Residential 80 

Mixed Residential/Commercial 85 

Single-Family Residential 7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., all day 
Sunday and legal holidays 

60 

Multi-Family Residential 65 

Mixed Residential/Commercial 70 

Source: City of San Luis Obispo 2008 

Table 4.4-6 City of San Luis Obispo Municipal Code Maximum Noise Levels for 
Repetitively Scheduled, Relatively Long-Term Operation (10 Days or More) of Stationary 
Equipment at Residential Properties 

Zoning Category Time Period Noise Level (dBA) 

Single-Family Residential Daily 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., 
except Sundays and legal holidays 

60 

Multi-Family Residential 65 

Mixed Residential/Commercial 70 

Single-Family Residential 7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., all day 
Sunday and legal holidays 

50 

Multi-Family Residential 55 

Mixed Residential/Commercial 60 

Source: City of San Luis Obispo 2008 

4.4.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Significance Thresholds 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides the following significance thresholds to determine if a project 
would have a potentially significant impact on noise and vibration. For the purposes of this EIR, 
implementation of the proposed project may have a significant adverse impact if it would: 

 Generate 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; 

 Generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels; or 
 If 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, expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

1. 

2. 

3. 
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Methodology 
The specific construction equipment anticipated to be used during construction of the project has 
not yet been identified. As a result, short-term construction noise levels have been evaluated based 
on typical construction equipment noise levels associated with various construction phases (e.g., 
ground clearing, excavation, foundations, building construction, finishing) and assuming that the 
two loudest pieces of equipment associated with each phase would be operating simultaneously 
(USEPA 1971). Predicted construction noise levels at the nearest noise-sensitive land uses were 
calculated assuming a noise-attenuation rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance from the source. 
Predicted construction noise levels and assumptions are included in Appendix D. 

Long-term noise impacts associated with stationary sources, such as building mechanical 
equipment, have been evaluated based on representative noise levels for similar equipment. 
Residential use air conditioning equipment noise levels were calculated assuming an average 
operational noise level of 65 dBA Leq at 5 feet. To be conservative, operational air conditioning noise 
levels have been estimated assuming all air conditioning units operating simultaneously. 
Commercial-use mechanical equipment noise levels were calculated based on the highest 
anticipated operational noise levels of 79 dBA at 50 feet associated with the potential operation of 
emergency backup generators and assuming one generator for each of the three proposed 
commercial structures. Parking lot noise levels were calculated using the FTA’s Noise Impact 
Assessment Spreadsheet (version 1292019) based on the estimated number of parking spaces and 
assuming that all proposed on-site parking spaces would be accessed within a one-hour period. 
Noise levels were predicted based on the estimated distance from source center to the nearest 
offsite residential land uses located north of the project site, across Prado Road and an average 
noise attenuation rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance from the source. Traffic noise levels were 
calculated using the FHWA roadway noise prediction model (FHWA-RD-77-108) based on California 
vehicle reference noise levels and traffic data obtained from the traffic analysis prepared for this 
project (Appendix D). The project’s contribution to traffic noise levels along area roadways was 
determined by comparing the predicted noise levels with and without project-generated traffic. 
Refer to Appendix D for noise modeling assumptions and results. 

The nearest off-site structures are located approximately 25 feet from the nearest onsite 
construction activity areas. Ground-borne vibration levels were assessed based on representative 
vibration levels commonly associated with construction equipment at a distance of 25 feet (refer to 
Table 4.4-7). 
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Table 4.4-7 Summary of Groundborne Vibration Levels and Potential Effects 
Vibration Level 
(in/sec ppv) Human Reaction Effect on Buildings 

0.006-0.019 Threshold of perception; possibility of intrusion. Vibrations unlikely to cause damage of any type. 

0.08 Vibrations readily perceptible. Recommended upper level of the vibration to 
which ruins and ancient monuments should be 
subjected. 

0.10 Level at which continuous vibrations begin to 
annoy people. 

Virtually no risk of “architectural” damage to 
normal buildings. 

0.20 Vibrations annoying to people in buildings (this 
agrees with the levels established for people 
standing on bridges and subjected to relatively 
short periods of vibrations). 

Threshold at which there is a risk of 
“architectural” damage to fragile buildings. 

0.3-0.6 Vibrations become distinctly perceptible at 0.04 
in/sec ppv and considered unpleasant by people 
subjected to continuous vibrations and 
unacceptable to some people walking on bridges. 

Potential risk of “architectural” damage may 
occur at levels above 0.3 in/sec ppv for older 
residential structures and above 0.5 in/sec ppv 
for newer structures. 

Note: vibration levels are based on peak particle velocity in the vertical direction for continuous vibration sources, which includes most 
construction activities. 

Source: Caltrans 2020 

b. Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures 

Threshold a: Would the project generate 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? 

Impact NOI-1 PROJECT OPERATION WOULD BE SIMILAR TO EXISTING USES IN THE SURROUNDING AREA 
AND WOULD NOT RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT INCREASE OF AMBIENT NOISE. HOWEVER, PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 
WOULD TEMPORARILY INCREASE NOISE LEVELS, POTENTIALLY EXCEEDING ESTABLISHED NOISE STANDARDS AND 
AFFECTING NEARBY NOISE-SENSITIVE LAND USES. OPERATIONAL NOISE IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT. CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACTS WOULD BE POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT, REQUIRING MITIGATION. 

Construction Noise 
According to the City’s Municipal Code, areas consisting of single-family residential uses should be 
limited to a maximum construction-generated noise level of 75 dBA during the daytime hours (7:00 
a.m. to 7:00 p.m.) and 60 dBA during the nighttime hours (7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) for mobile 
equipment (i.e., equipment operated at the same location for periods of less than 10 days). For 
construction consisting of stationary equipment (i.e., equipment operated at the same location for 
periods of 10 days or more), maximum construction-generated daytime and nighttime noise limits 
are 60 and 50 dBA, respectively, at single-family residential uses. Project-generated construction 
noise levels that would exceed these limits at nearby noise-sensitive land uses would be considered 
to have a potentially significant impact. 

Construction noise typically occurs intermittently and varies depending upon the construction 
activity nature or phase (e.g., site preparation, grading and excavation, building construction). Noise 
generated by construction equipment, including earth movers, material handlers, and portable 
generators, can reach high levels. Although the initial site preparation phase tends to involve the 
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most equipment, noise ranges were found to be similar for all construction phases. As noted in 
Table 4.4-8, noise levels generated by individual pieces of construction equipment typically range 
from approximately 77 to 90 dBA Lmax at 50 feet.  

Table 4.4-8 Typical Noise Levels for Construction Equipment 

Equipment 

Noise Level (dBA at 50 feet) 

Lmax Leq 

Backhoe 78 74 

Bulldozer 82 78 

Compressor 78 74 

Crane 81 73 

Concrete Pump Truck 81 74 

Drill Rig 79 72 

Dump Truck 77 73 

Excavator 81 77 

Generator 81 78 

Gradall 83 79 

Grader 85 81 

Hydraulic Break Ram 90 80 

Front End Loader 79 75 

Pneumatic Tool 85 82 

Pump 81 78 

Roller 80 73 

Scraper 84 80 

Tractor 84 80 

Based on measured instantaneous noise levels (Lmax), average equipment usage rates, and calculated average-hourly (Leq) noise levels 
derived from the FHWA Road Construction Noise Model (FHWA 2008) 

Typical noise levels associated with residential and commercial construction by construction phase 
are summarized in Table 4.4-9.  

Table 4.4-9 Typical Noise Levels by Construction Phase 
Construction Phase Noise Level (dBA Leq) 

Ground Clearing 83-84 

Excavation 88-89 

Foundations 78-81 

Building Construction 81-87 

Paving & Finishing 84-89 

Assumes a distance of 50 feet from the nearest source to the receiver. 

Source: USEPA 1971, FTA 2018 
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As depicted in Table 4.4-9, construction noise levels can range from approximately 81 to 89 dBA Leq 
at distance of 50 feet from the project site. The nearest residential land uses are located 
approximately 115 feet north of the project site, across Prado Road. Depending on the construction 
activities conducted, equipment used, hours of use, and distance of 115 feet from the nearest 
sensitive use, predicted construction noise levels at the nearest residential land uses due to use of 
mobile equipment could reach a high of approximately 82 dBA Leq. Thus, construction-generated 
noise levels could exceed applicable City noise standards for mobile construction equipment, which 
are 75 dBA Leq during the daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.) and 60 dBA Leq during the nighttime 
hours (7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Predicted construction noise levels due to use of stationary 
equipment would reach up to 71 dBA Leq at the nearest residential land uses located 115 feet to the 
north. Based on this noise level/distance relationship, the 60 dBA noise contour associated with 
stationary construction equipment would extend approximately 425 feet from the equipment; 
therefore, single-family residential uses located within 425 feet of stationary construction 
equipment would be exposed to construction noise levels exceeding the City’s daytime construction 
noise threshold of 60 dBA for stationary equipment. Construction activities would increase ambient 
noise such that it would result in potentially significant impacts on nearby sensitive receptors and 
would conflict with City noise standards. As such, impacts would be potentially significant. 

Operational Noise 
Long-term operational noise impacts would be considered significant if the proposed project would 
result in a noticeable increase in ambient noise levels that would exceed the applicable City’s noise 
standards for transportation and stationary sources (refer to Table 4.4-3 and Table 4.4-4, 
respectively). A noticeable increase in noise levels would generally only occur with a change of 5 
dBA or more (Appendix D). 

Noise sources commonly associated with the proposed residential and commercial development 
would include occasional parking lot activities (e.g., opening and closing of vehicle doors, people 
talking), and use of onsite building equipment, such as HVAC systems. Noise levels associated with 
these noise sources are discussed in the following subsections. 

Residential Building Mechanical Equipment 
Proposed residential dwelling units would include the use of building mechanical equipment, such 
as air conditioning (AC) units and exhaust fans. The specific building mechanical equipment to be 
installed and the locations of such equipment have not yet been identified. Building mechanical 
equipment would typically be located within the residential structures, enclosed, or placed on 
rooftop areas away from direct public exposure. Exterior air conditioning units for residential land 
uses can generate noise levels of approximately 55 to 65 dBA Leq at 5 feet. 

The nearest residential land uses are located approximately 115 feet north of the project site. Based 
on a maximum operational noise level of 65 dBA Leq, and an average noise attenuation rate of 6 
dB/doubling of distance from the point source, predicted noise levels at this nearest existing 
residential land use would be approximately 43 dBA Leq. This predicted noise level assumes a total of 
21 exterior AC units associated with the nearest proposed dwellings would be operating 
simultaneously, all AC units would be located at ground level, an estimated 8 AC units could be 
located within direct line-of-sight at any given location along the nearest property line of existing 
residential land uses, and a minimum noise reduction of 5 dB for intervening structures at the 
remaining 13 AC units. Thus, the contribution of operational AC unit noise levels at the nearest 
existing residential land uses would be negligible (i.e., 1 dB, or less). In total, assuming all AC units at 
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proposed onsite structures were to be operating simultaneously, predicted noise levels at the 
nearest off-site residential land uses located north of Prado Road would be approximately 44 dBA 
Leq, or less. Predicted operational noise levels would not exceed the City of San Luis Obispo’s 
daytime or nighttime noise standards of 60 and 50 dBA Leq, respectively. As a result, ambient noise 
impacts related to residential building mechanical equipment would be less than significant. 

Commercial-Use Mechanical Equipment 

Noise sources commonly associated with commercial and retail uses may include mechanical 
equipment such as back-up power generators, trash compactors, and refrigeration condensing 
units. Noise levels associated with these types of equipment can vary depending on various factors, 
including equipment size, location, and hours of operation. According to Table 4.4-9, operational 
noise levels associated with back-up power generators can reach levels of approximately 78 dBA Leq 
at 50 feet (FTA 2018; FHWA 2008). Refrigeration condensers and trash compactors can generate 
noise levels of up to approximately 60 dBA Leq at 50 feet (Lennox 2022). 

The nearest existing residential land uses are located approximately 115 feet north of proposed 
commercial uses on the project site, across Prado Road, and would be largely shielded by 
intervening on-site structures. Based on this distance and assuming maximum operational noise 
levels of 78 dBA Leq at 50 feet, predicted operational noise levels at these nearest residential land 
uses would be approximately 40 dBA Leq, or less. Predicted operational noise levels at nearby 
existing residential land uses would not exceed the City’s daytime or nighttime noise standards of 
60 and 50 dBA Leq, respectively. As a result, ambient noise impacts related to commercial use 
mechanical equipment would be less than significant. 

Vehicle Parking Lot 

The proposed project would include the construction of various on-site parking areas. The largest 
parking areas that would likely have the largest hourly turnover rate would be located within the 
southern portion of the project site and associated with the proposed commercial uses, and would 
be largely shielded from direct line-of-sight to nearby existing residential land uses by intervening 
on-site structures. As shown in Appendix D, noise modeling was completed to estimate the 
potential noise levels from the proposed commercial parking lots on the nearest existing residential 
land uses. The distance between the commercial parking lots and existing residential land uses, 
number of spaces in each parking lot, and noise barriers, such as intervening structures, were all 
considered in evaluating potential noise exposure. Predicted hourly noise levels were projected to 
be less than 45 dBA Leq at the nearest residential property lines. Thus, predicted noise levels 
associated with on-site parking lot activities would not exceed the City of San Luis Obispo’s daytime 
or nighttime noise standards of 60 and 50 dBA Leq, respectively, at the nearest existing residential 
land uses. As a result, ambient noise impacts related to the on-site vehicle parking lots would be less 
than significant. 

Roadway Traffic Noise 
Implementation of the proposed project would result in increased traffic volumes on area roadways. 
The increase in traffic volume resulting from implementation of the proposed project would, 
therefore, contribute to increases in traffic noise levels. Predicted increases in existing and future 
cumulative traffic noise levels along area roadways are summarized in Table 4.4-10 and 
Table 4.4-11, respectively. As depicted in Table 4.4-10, implementation of the proposed project 
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would result in predicted increases in existing traffic noise levels of approximately 1.14 dBA, or less, 
along primarily affected area roadway segments. 

Perceptible changes in ambient noise levels do not typically occur at levels below 3 dBA. Based on 
the modeling conducted by AMBIENT Air Quality and Noise Consulting and included in Appendix D, 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant increase in existing traffic 
noise levels at nearby noise-sensitive land uses. Under future cumulative conditions, the proposed 
project would result in slight reductions in traffic noise levels along most area roadways, with only a 
negligible increase in traffic noise levels of 0.1 dBA CNEL occurring along a portion of Tank Farm 
Road (refer to Table 4.4-11). As a result, predicted increases in traffic noise levels associated with 
implementation of the proposed project would be considered less than significant. 

Compatibility with City of San Luis Obispo General Plan Noise Standards 
The City’s General Plan Noise Element sets noise exposure standards for the determination of land 
use compatibility for new noise-sensitive land uses. The City’s noise standards for new residential 
land uses that are exposed to transportation noise is an exterior level of 60 dBA CNEL/Ldn within 
outdoor activity areas and an interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL/Ldn. Exterior noise levels up to 
70 dBA CNEL may be allowed if noise-reduction measures have been incorporated. 

As depicted in Appendix D, predicted future cumulative traffic noise levels at the façade of the 
nearest proposed residential dwellings would be approximately 66 dBA CNEL/Ldn. Based on this 
exterior noise level and assuming an average exterior-to-interior noise reduction of 25 dBA, which is 
typical for new building construction, predicted interior noise levels at onsite residential land uses 
located nearest Prado Road would be approximately 36 dBA CNEL/Ldn, or less, and would not exceed 
the City’s interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL/Ldn. Outdoor activity areas of these nearest 
residential dwellings would be largely shielded from traffic noise emanating from Prado Road by 
intervening residential structures. As shown in Table 4.4-10, the proposed project would not 
increase ambient noise levels significantly such that it would result in conflicts with the City’s noise 
standards. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

NOI-1 Construction Noise Control Measures 
The construction contractor shall implement the following measures throughout the construction 
period: 

 Construction equipment shall be properly maintained and equipped with exhaust mufflers and 
engine shrouds in accordance with manufacturers’ recommendations. 

 Construction equipment staging areas shall be located at the furthest distance possible from 
nearby noise-sensitive land uses. 

 Stationary noise sources such as generators or pumps shall be located at the furthest distance 
possible from noise sensitive uses. 

 Stationary equipment located within 425 feet of nearby noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., 
residential dwellings) shall be shielded by use of temporary construction barriers and/or the use 
of equipment enclosures so as not to exceed the City’s noise standard of 60 dBA Leq at the 
property line of the nearest existing residential land use. Equipment barriers shall be 
constructed so that there are no visible air gaps between barrier material components or at the 
base of the barrier. 
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Table 4.4-10 Predicted Increases in Traffic Noise Levels – Existing Conditions 

Roadway 
2025 Existing 

ADT 
With Project 

ADT 

Predicted CNEL, 50 Feet 
from Near-Travel Lane 

Centerline Without Project 

Predicted CNEL, 50 Feet 
from Near-Travel Lane 
Centerline With Project 

Predicted 
Change 

Significant 
Increase? 

Higuera Street, Madonna Road to Margarita Avenue 14,900 15,420 65.46 65.61 0.15 No 

Higuera Street, Margarita Avenue to Prado Road 12,870 13,390 64.83 65.00 0.17 No 

Higuera Street, Prado Road to Tank Farm Road 16,200 16,660 65.83 65.95 0.12 No 

Higuera Street, Tank Farm Road to Suburban Road 21,100 21,430 66.97 67.04 0.07 No 

Higuera Street, Suburban Road to Los Osos Valley 
Road 

24,300 24,560 67.59 67.63 0.04 No 

Prado Road, U.S.-101 Ramps to S. Higuera Street 7,200 7,450 62.77 62.91 0.14 No 

Prado Road, S. Higuera Street to Serra Meadows 
Road 

4,270 5,560 59.92 61.06 1.14 No 

Tank Farm Road, Higuera Street to Innovation Way 17,950 18,090 68.51 68.54 0.03 No 

Tank Farm Road, Innovation Way To Santa Fe Road 14,440 14,510 68.48 68.50 0.02 No 

Tank Farm Road, Santa Fe Road to Broad Street 19,010 19,080 68.76 68.77 0.01 No 

ADT = Average Daily Traffic 

Traffic noise levels were calculated using the FHWA roadway noise prediction model (FHWA-RD-77-108) based on data obtained from the traffic analysis prepared for this project. Totals may not 
sum due to rounding. 

Source: Appendix D 
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Significance After Mitigation 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would limit the periods during which construction activities would occur 
when in the vicinity of nearby noise-sensitive land uses and would reduce the potential for noise 
exposure, including the use of alternatively powered equipment, exhaust mufflers, engine shrouds, 
and equipment enclosures for activities located in the vicinity of noise-sensitive uses. The use of 
equipment mufflers would reduce construction noise levels by approximately 10 dBA or more 
(FHWA 2017). With mitigation, predicted noise levels would be approximately 72 dBA and as such, 
would not exceed the City’s daytime construction noise standard of 75 dBA Leq at nearby existing 
noise-sensitive land uses. Following implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, construction 
noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Threshold b: Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

Impact NOI-2 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WOULD GENERATE TEMPORARY GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION; 
HOWEVER, VIBRATION LEVELS WOULD NOT EXCEED THE RECOMMENDED CRITERIA FOR STRUCTURAL DAMAGE 
OR HUMAN ANNOYANCE. NO STATIONARY SOURCES OF GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION ARE PRESENT ON THE 
PROJECT SITE, AND THE PROJECT WOULD NOT INTRODUCE NEW SOURCES OF SUBSTANTIAL GROUND VIBRATION. 
THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Groundborne vibration levels would be significant if predicted short-term construction or long-term 
operational groundborne vibration levels attributable to the proposed project would exceed the 
commonly recommended criteria for structural damage and human annoyance of 0.2 in/sec ppv 
(Table 4.4-10) at nearby existing or proposed onsite structures. 

Project construction activities would require the use of construction equipment such as tractors, 
trucks, and jackhammers that could result in intermittent increases in groundborne vibration levels. 
The use of major groundborne vibration-generating construction equipment/processes (i.e., 
blasting, pile driving) would not be requiring for construction of the proposed project. 

Groundborne vibration levels commonly associated with construction equipment are summarized in 
Table 4.4-11. As shown therein, groundborne vibration levels generated by construction equipment 
would be approximately 0.09 in/sec ppv, or less, at 25 feet. Therefore, vibration levels at the nearest 
off-site structures (115 feet) would not exceed the minimum recommended criteria for structural 
damage or human annoyance (0.2 in/sec ppv), and this impact would be less than significant. 

Table 4.4-11 Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 
Equipment 25 feet from Source 

Large Bulldozers 0.089 

Loaded Truck 0.076 

Jackhammer 0.035 

Small Bulldozers 0.003 

Source: FTA 2018, Caltrans 2020 

During operation, no major stationary sources of groundborne vibration have been identified in the 
project area that would result in the long-term exposure of proposed onsite land uses to 
unacceptable levels of ground vibration. In addition, the proposed project would not involve the use 
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of major equipment or processes that would result in potentially significant levels of ground 
vibration that would exceed these standards at nearby existing land uses. As such, long-term 
groundborne vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Threshold 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? 

Impact NOI-3 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT EXPOSE PEOPLE RESIDING OR WORKING ON THE 
PROJECT SITE TO EXCESSIVE NOISE LEVELS FROM AIRPORT LAND USE. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT. 

The nearest public-use airport is San Luis Obispo County Airport, which is located approximately 0.7 
mile southeast of the project site. No private airstrips are located within two miles of the project 
site. 

Projected noise contours for San Luis Obispo County Airport for the most recent year of available 
data (2023) are depicted in Figure 4.4-2. As shown therein, the projected 60 dBA CNEL noise contour 
for San Luis Obispo County Airport extends to the southern boundary of the project site. Proposed 
residential and commercial land uses would not be located within the projected San Luis Obispo 
County Airport 60 dBA CNEL noise contour. The proposed stormwater basin, which is not a noise-
sensitive use, would be located within the 60 dBA CNEL noise contour. Thus, the proposed project 
would not require ALUP-identified mitigation to alleviate aviation noise as stipulated by the ALUP. 
Consequently, this impact would be considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

4.4.4 Cumulative Impacts 
A project’s environmental impacts are “cumulatively considerable” if the “incremental effects of an 
individual project would be significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15065[a][3]). The general approach to cumulative impact analysis used in this EIR is 
discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental Setting. Development that is considered part of the 
cumulative analysis includes planned and pending projects in the City of San Luis Obispo, listed in 
Table 3-1 of that chapter. 
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Figure 4.4-2 Predicted San Luis Obispo County Airport Noise Contours 

 

I 
Source: San L • Ob . u,s ,spo County 2023. 
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Construction Noise 
Construction noise is localized and rapidly attenuates within an urban environment. Construction 
activities associated with cumulative projects may occur within several hundred feet of the nearest 
sensitive receptors and therefore may expose these receivers to construction noise simultaneously 
with construction noise generated from the project site. Theoretically this could result in increased 
noise exposure to the sensitive receivers from combined noise levels; however, real world 
conditions would result in less of a cumulative effect through noise direction, angles, attenuation, 
and dispersion. Accordingly, the cumulative impact analysis for noise considers impacts that would 
occur from the construction of cumulative projects within approximately 500 feet (or 0.1 mile) from 
the project site. 

The closest cumulative project to the project site is Prado Business Park (301 Prado Road), which is 
approximately 0.13 mile from the project site. Potential construction noise impacts of this project 
were evaluated as part of the project’s Supplemental Initial Study-Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(State Clearinghouse No. 2010011038) and found not to exceed City thresholds with incorporation 
of mitigation measures specified in the City’s Noise Element and Margarita Area Specific Plan. As the 
Prado Business Park project would be constructed at a similar or further distance from the nearest 
noise sensitive receivers to the north, its potential construction noise levels would be below City 
thresholds, and it would be further than 500 feet (or 0.1 mile) from the project site, the combined 
construction noise level from cumulative projects would not reasonably be expected to exceed City 
thresholds, and cumulative construction noise impact would be less than significant. 

Construction Vibration 
Similar to construction noise, construction vibration is localized and rapidly attenuates within an 
urban environment. Potential vibration from cumulative projects would occur from a different 
direction from the nearest sensitive receptor than the proposed project and thus approach different 
angles of the nearest vibration sensitive receivers, thus ensuring the vibration travels further 
distances before it could theoretically combine with the project’s vibration. As those projects would 
be constructed at a similar or further distance from the nearest sensitive receiver, their vibration 
levels would be anticipated to be below vibration limits as well. While higher vibration levels can 
occur from activities such as blasting or pile driving, construction that occurs in bedrock areas or 
involves substantial underground excavation requiring building piles would not be anticipated for 
the types of cumulative projects anticipated in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Therefore, 
the combined vibration level from cumulative projects would still be below vibration limits, and no 
cumulative construction vibration impact would occur. 

Operational Noise 
Some cumulative projects would include similar operational noise sources as the proposed project 
(e.g., on-site/point sources of mechanical equipment noise). Operational noise from these sources is 
localized and rapidly attenuates due to the effects of distance, intervening structures, and 
topography that block the line of sight. In addition, other ambient noise sources in closer proximity 
to the receptors would dominate the soundscape, effectively masking project-related noise leading 
to a cumulative increase. Therefore, the ability of on-site project noise to combine with noise from 
off-site point sources to create a substantial increase in noise levels would not occur. As such, 
cumulative noise impacts from on-site/point sources of noise would not be significant. 
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However, cumulative projects have the potential to create a significant cumulative increase in off-
site traffic noise if the cumulative increase in vehicle trips resulting from cumulative development 
would result in a 3 dBA or greater increase in traffic noise on nearby roadways. As discussed in 
Impact NOI-1, the project’s addition to traffic would not result in a noticeable off-site traffic noise 
increase. Furthermore, as shown in Table 4.4-12, the proposed project in addition to cumulative 
projects would not result in a substantial increase in noise levels. Therefore, project-generated 
traffic noise would not result in a considerable contribution to this cumulative impact. 

 



City of San Luis Obispo 
365 Prado Road Mixed-Use Project 

 
4.4-22 

Table 4.4-12 Predicted Increases in Traffic Noise Levels – Future Cumulative Conditions 

Roadway 

Without 
Project 

Cumulative 
ADT 

With Project 
Cumulative 

ADT 

Predicted CNEL, 50 Feet 
from Near-Travel Lane 

Centerline Without Project 

Predicted CNEL, 50 Feet 
from Near-Travel Lane 
Centerline With Project 

Predicted 
Change 

Significant 
Increase? 

Higuera Street, Madonna Road to Margarita Avenue 15,400 15,270 65.61 65.57 -0.04 No 

Higuera Street, Margarita Avenue to Prado Road 17,090 16,960 66.06 66.02 -0.04 No 

Higuera Street, Prado Road to Tank Farm Road 17,750 17,680 66.22 66.20 -0.02 No 

Higuera Street, Tank Farm Road to Suburban Road 21,130 21,060 66.98 66.96 -0.02 No 

Higuera Street, Suburban Road to Los Osos Valley 
Road 

24,300 24,230 67.59 67.57 -0.02 No 

Prado Road, U.S.-101 Ramps to S. Higuera Street 31,140 30,760 68.66 68.61 -0.05 No 

Prado Road, S. Higuera Street to Serra Meadows 
Road 

30,070 29,900 68.39 68.37 -0.02 No 

Tank Farm Road, Higuera Street to Innovation Way 20,400 20,450 69.06 69.07 0.01 No 

Tank Farm Road, Innovation Way To Santa Fe Road 14,440 14,440 68.48 68.48 0.00 No 

Tank Farm Road, Santa Fe Road to Broad Street 27,230 27,180 70.32 70.31 -0.01 No 

ADT = Average Daily Traffic 
Traffic noise levels were calculated using the FHWA roadway noise prediction model (FHWA-RD-77-108) based on data obtained from the traffic analysis prepared for this project. Totals may not 
sum due to rounding. Cumulative ADT is based on the 2045 cumulative conditions identified in the Multimodal Transportation Impact Study prepared by Central Coast Transportation Consulting 
(Appendix E). 
Source: Appendix D 
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4.5 Effects Found Not to be Significant 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to briefly describe any possible effects that 
have been determined not to be significant and are therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR. The 
sections below include the checklist questions listed in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and a 
brief discussion of potential environmental impacts of the 365 Prado Road Mixed-Use Project that 
have been determined to be less than significant. Potential environmental impacts not addressed in 
this section are addressed in Sections 4.1 through 4.4 of the EIR.  

The project would not result in adverse impacts to Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, 
Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public 
Services, Recreation, Transportation, Utilities and Service Systems, and Wildfire. 

4.5.1 Aesthetics 

Thresholds of Significance 
 Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 Would the project substantially damage scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, 

rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 
 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? 

 Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect 
daytime or nighttime views in the area? 

Impact Analysis 

Scenic Vistas and Public Views 
The project site’s northern frontage would be along Prado Road. Prado Road is not considered a 
scenic roadway or vista (City of San Luis Obispo 2006). As shown on Figure 11, Scenic Roadways and 
Vistas of the City’s Conservation and Open Space Element, the closest scenic roadway designated by 
the City is Tank Farm Road, located approximately 0.25 mile south of the project site (City of San 
Luis Obispo 2014a). Although the project would be visible from Tank Farm Road, it would not block 
views of scenic vistas or scenic “cones of view” as identified in the San Luis Obispo General Plan, 
Figure 11, Scenic Roadways and Vistas (City of San Luis Obispo 2014a). Therefore, the project would 
not adversely affect designated scenic views or vistas, or otherwise degrade the existing visual 
quality of the site or surroundings.  

The project site is located within the urbanized City of San Luis Obispo and would not conflict with 
General Plan policies and regulations regarding scenic quality. Consistent with Policy 9.1.1 of the 
City’s Conservation and Open Space Element, the project would incorporate building forms, 
architectural materials, and landscaping, that would respect the setting, including the historical 
pattern of development in similar settings, and avoid stark contrasts with its setting. The project 
would be visually consistent with existing residential development on the north side of Prado Road, 
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which is primarily comprised of one- and two-story homes. The project will be required to adhere to 
applicable City policies, goals and regulations that address conformity with surrounding natural and 
man-made features. Applicable General Plan policies are summarized below: 

 Conservation and Open Space Policy 9.1.1. Preserve natural and agricultural landscapes. City 
will preserve natural and agricultural landscapes not designated for urban use by ensuring that 
any permitted development is visually subordinate, avoids prominent or sensitive features, 
respects the natural and historical setting, and undergoes design review when located in highly 
visible areas. 

 Conservation and Open Space Policy 9.1.2 – Urban Development. Urban development should 
reflect its architectural context through deliberate design that respects human scale, natural 
features, and neighboring development, while being compatible with historical and architectural 
resources. 

 Conservation and Open Space Policy 9.1.3 – Utilities and Signs. Avoid clutter and obstruction of 
scenic views in public spaces; utility and traffic equipment must be discreetly placed, and new 
billboard signs are prohibited. 

 Conservation and Open Space Policy 9.1.4 – Streetscapes and Major Roadways. Promote 
visually appealing streetscapes through design standards, native landscaping, tree preservation, 
underground utilities, and pedestrian-oriented features. 

 Conservation and Open Space Policy 9.1.5 – View Protection in New Development. Evaluate 
new development for visual impacts using design guidelines, height limits, hillside standards, 
and CEQA to protect scenic views and visual quality. 

Additionally, the project would be subject to review by the City’s Architectural Review Committee 
for consistency with applicable General Plan policies related to architecture, heights, scale, and 
utility locations, prior to review and a recommendation by Planning Commission to the City Council. 
As a result, the project would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of 
the site and its surroundings, or otherwise have a significant adverse effect on aesthetic resources.  

Scenic Resources within a State Scenic Highway 

The nearest state highway to the project site is United States Highway 101 (U.S. 101), approximately 
0.75 mile west of the site. The project site is not visible from the highway because of the distance 
and because of intervening development and vegetation. The section of U.S. 101 within the City of 
San Luis Obispo is not designated as a State Scenic Highway. For these reasons, the project would 
not substantially damage scenic resources associated with a scenic highway.  

Light and Glare 

As the project site is currently vacant, there are no light sources on site. Nearby nighttime light 
sources include streetlights along Prado Road and security lighting for the nearby commercial 
operations including the San Luis Mini Storage facility and Happy Tails Kennel. The project would 
increase ambient nighttime lighting through the addition of parking lot and security/safety lighting, 
and exterior fixtures associated with residential and commercial structures. The site would also 
experience an increase of headlights and nighttime vehicle glare from vehicles accessing the site.  

The project would be required to conform to the City’s Lighting and Night Sky Preservation 
Ordinance (Section 17.70.100 of the City of San Luis Obispo Municipal Code [SLOMC]), which sets 
operation standards and requirements for lighting installations. The project would also be required 
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to comply with City General Plan policies pertaining to lighting and glare, including Policy 9.2.3, 
Outdoor Lighting, which states that outdoor lighting shall avoid operating at unnecessary locations, 
levels, and times; spillage to areas not needing or wanting illumination; glare (intense line-of-site 
contrast); and frequencies (colors) that interfere with astronomical viewing. The City’s Community 
Design Guidelines also regulate exterior lighting to ensure street lighting is downlit and directional 
and that the fixtures themselves are designed to match the area’s unique character. Pursuant to 
City’s Lighting and Night Sky Preservation Ordinance, prior to development of the project site, the 
project applicant would be required to provide an overall lighting plan demonstrating lighting or 
illuminated devices that would create glare which results in a hazard or nuisance for other 
properties would not be included in the project.  

The project would be subject to SLOMC Section 17.74.080 – Light and Glare, which requires that any 
daytime glare-producing materials or activities be shielded so that glare is not perceptible beyond 
property lines. Additionally, the SLOMC prohibits the use of highly reflective wall surfaces and 
mirror glass if visible from public rights-of-way, ensuring that building materials and design features 
minimize daytime glare exposure to surrounding areas. 

Compliance with applicable City policies and regulations would reduce the potential impact 
associated with the creation of new sources of exterior lighting and glare, such that this impact 
would be less than significant. 

Pursuant to the SLOMC Section 9.12.050, construction and demolition activities are prohibited 
between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Temporary construction lighting would not be used 
between these hours unless prior approval for nighttime work is granted by the City. Potential 
impacts related to light and glare would cease upon completion of construction activities. 
Therefore, temporary impacts due to light and glare during construction of the project would be less 
than significant. 

4.5.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources  

Thresholds of Significance 
 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? 

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

 Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 
 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? 

Impact Analysis 
The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) designates the project site as “Other 
Land” (California Department of Conservation [DOC] 2020). The property has a land use designation 
and zoning of “Business Park.” The project site is vacant of development, does not feature mature 
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trees, is not currently being used for agricultural activities and was previously graded in 2018. There 
is no agriculturally zoned land, land enrolled in a Williamson Act Contract, trees, native forests, or 
timber or forest lands on the project site (City of San Luis Obispo 2006). Therefore, the project 
would not convert agricultural land to non-agricultural use, conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, convert forest land to non-forest use, or conflict with existing zoning for forest land. 

4.5.3 Energy 

Thresholds of Significance 
 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? 

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

Impact Analysis 

Construction 
Development of the project would require site preparation and grading including hauling material 
off-site, pavement and asphalt installation, building construction, architectural coating, and 
landscaping and hardscaping. During project construction, energy would be consumed in the form 
of petroleum-based fuels used to power off-road construction vehicles and equipment on the 
project site, construction worker travel to and from the project site, and vehicles used to deliver 
materials to the site.  

Energy use during construction would be temporary, and construction equipment used would be 
typical of similar-sized construction projects in San Luis Obispo. In the interest of cost-efficiency, 
construction contractors are reasonably anticipated to avoid consuming fuel in a manner that is 
wasteful or unnecessary. Construction contractors are required to comply with the provisions of 
California Code of Regulations Title 13 Sections 2449 and 2485, which prohibit diesel-fueled 
commercial motor vehicles and off-road diesel vehicles from idling for more than five minutes and 
would minimize unnecessary fuel consumption. Construction equipment would be subject to the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Construction Equipment Fuel Efficiency Standard, 
which would minimize inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary fuel consumption. Construction activity 
would also be subject to State requirements that regulate construction waste management such as 
energy conservation requirements of the California Energy Code (CEC) (Title 24, Part 6 of the 
California Code of Regulations, California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and 
Nonresidential Buildings) and the California Green Building Standards Code (Title 24, Part 11 of the 
California Code of Regulations, also known as CALGreen), which require project construction 
contractors to divert a minimum of 65 percent of construction debris. These practices would 
minimize the potential for inefficient energy consumption during construction of the project. 
Therefore, the project would not result in inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary use of energy 
during construction. 

Operation 
Project operation would contribute to regional energy demand by consuming electricity, natural 
gas, gasoline and diesel fuels. Electricity and natural gas are typically used for heating and cooling 
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systems, lighting, appliances, and water and wastewater conveyance, among other purposes. All 
222 residential units and 75,000 square feet of the proposed commercial space are planned to be 
constructed as all-electric buildings with no natural gas plumbing. Only the 10,000 square feet of 
commercial flex space is planned to include natural gas plumbing to accommodate commercial 
kitchens and manufacturing processes. Gasoline, diesel, and electricity consumption would be 
associated with vehicle trips generated by residents, customers, and employees.  

The project would be subject to CEC and CALGreen energy conservation requirements. CEC provides 
energy conservation standards for all new and renovated buildings constructed in California. CEC 
standards apply to the building envelope, space-conditioning systems, and water heating and 
lighting systems of buildings and appliances and provide guidance on construction techniques to 
maximize energy conservation. Minimum efficiency standards are given for a variety of building 
elements including appliances, water and space heating and cooling equipment, and insulation for 
doors, pipes, walls, and ceilings. CEC emphasizes saving energy at peak periods and seasons and 
improving the quality of installation of energy efficiency measures. The project would be required to 
adhere to these energy-saving regulations. In addition, in the interest of both environmental 
awareness and cost efficiency, project residents and businesses would reasonably be expected to 
not utilize fuel in a manner that is wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary. Because energy use at the 
site is required to be consistent with state energy regulations regarding energy conservation, the 
project would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy or 
conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Additionally, 
as discussed below in Section 4.5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the City’s Climate Action Plan for 
Community Recovery has a goal of achieving carbon neutrality by 2035 and includes strategies to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from buildings and energy use, such as promoting electrification 
and energy efficiency in new development. By constructing nearly all buildings as all-electric and 
complying with state energy codes, the project would support the City’s CAP objectives to reduce 
reliance on fossil fuels and advance progress toward carbon neutrality. Overall, energy-related 
impacts would be less than significant.  

4.5.4 Geology and Soils 

Thresholds of Significance 
 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? 

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

 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? 

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

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

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

 Would the project be located on soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks 
or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
waste water? 

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

Impact Analysis 

Fault Rupture and Ground Shaking 
The nearest active fault is the Los Osos Fault, which runs northwest/southeast outside of the City 
limits, approximately 2.5-miles northwest of the project site (City of San Luis Obispo 2014b). There 
are no Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones on the project site or within two miles of the site (DOC 
2025b). Therefore, the project would not be located on an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or 
otherwise result in a substantial hazard related to fault rupture.  

While there are no active faults mapped on the project site, seismic events caused by active and 
potentially active faults in the region could result in seismic ground shaking on-site. The California 
Building Code (CBC), which incorporates the Uniform Building Code, and the California Division of 
Mines and Geology Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California, Special 
Publication 117 (revised 2008), includes design and construction requirements for fire safety and 
structural resilience against ground shaking. These standards reduce seismic impacts by requiring 
buildings to be engineered for lateral stability, energy dissipation, and safe evacuation during and 
after earthquake events. Recommendations in the Soils Engineering Report pertaining to reduced 
potential seismic impacts to footings and retaining walls would be required by the City of San Luis 
Obispo to be incorporated into the final design of the project (refer to Appendix F). Compliance with 
existing building standards and project-specific geotechnical recommendations would minimize 
potential safety hazards from seismic ground shaking, such that impacts associated with fault 
rupture and ground shaking would be less than significant.  

Liquefaction and Unstable/Expansive Soils 
The project site is identified in the Climate Adaptation and Safety Element (CASE) of the San Luis 
Obispo General Plan as being in an area of moderate liquefaction potential (City of San Luis Obispo 
2023). However, according to the Soils Engineering Report (Appendix F), due to the consistency and 
relative density of the soils on-site, the potential for seismic liquefaction of soils at the project site is 
low. 

The Soils Engineering Report identifies potential geological hazards at the project site, including 
potential for differential settlement occurring between foundations supported on a combination of 
native soil and engineered fill, migration of storm water from nearby storm chamber systems into 
adjacent utility trenches and improvements, and potential expansive material. Design 
recommendations for building pads, foundations, flatwork and retaining walls are included in the 
report to reduce potential impacts associated with these hazards. These recommendations would 
be incorporated into the final project design through required Conditions of Approval and/or permit 
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requirements. The project would be subject to CBC Sections 1803, 1809, and 1810 which require a 
geotechnical investigation to evaluate site-specific hazards and mandate implementation of 
foundation design standards, such as shallow or deep foundation systems, to address soil instability. 
The City of San Luis Obispo has adopted these provisions of the CBC through the SLOMC Section 
15.02.020. Compliance ensures structural resilience and seismic safety. As a result, the project 
would not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving strong seismic ground shaking or seismic-related ground failure (including 
liquefaction), such that impacts associated with these hazards would be less than significant.  

Landslides 
The project site is flat, without slopes, hills, or mountains that would expose people or structures to 
risks regarding landslides. As identified in the CASE of the City’s General Plan, the site is not located 
in an area identified with landslide hazards. Therefore, potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides would be less than significant. 

Erosion/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 mobilize disturbed soils, resulting in their transport offsite. On-site 
ground disturbing activities, such as earthmoving and grading associated with project construction, 
have the potential to result in loss and erosion of topsoil. Pursuant to Section 12.08.150.D, Erosion 
and Sediment Control Plan Submittal, of the SLOMC, prior to issuing a grading or building permit, 
the construction contractor shall prepare and submit an erosion and sediment control plan to be 
reviewed by City Engineering staff. An erosion and sediment control plan shall not be approved 
unless it contains, to the satisfaction of the city, appropriate site-specific construction site Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) and includes the rationale used for selecting BMPs, including 
supporting soil loss calculations, if necessary. In addition to local regulations, the project would be 
subject to a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Construction General Permit as it 
includes construction activities that disturb one or more acres of land. The Construction General 
Permit requires preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which outlines 
project-specific BMPs to control erosion and sediment release, minimizing the potential for 
discharge of pollutants from construction into storm water. Typical BMPs include, but are not 
limited to, installation of silt fences, erosion control blankets, and anti-tracking pads at site exits to 
prevent off-site transport of soil material. The project applicant would also be required to develop a 
Storm Water Control Plan (SWCP) which would describe design requirements to address the 
collection of storm water and the direction of runoff flow to on and off-site drainages. The design 
requirements in the SWCP would be incorporated into the final project design through required 
Conditions of Approval and/or permit conditions. Preparation of the required SWCP and SWPPP 
would ensure the project would not result in substantial temporary or long-term erosion or loss of 
topsoil. 

Septic Tanks 
The project would connect to the existing City sanitary sewer system through new sewer mains 
along Davis Road. The project would not require the use of septic tanks or other alternative 
wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, there would be no impact regarding soil capability for 
adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. 
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Paleontological Resources 
Significant paleontological resources include fossils or assemblages of fossils that are unique, rare, 
diagnostically important, or are common but have the potential to provide valuable scientific 
information for evaluating evolutionary patterns and geologic processes. New or unique specimens 
can provide new insights into evolutionary history; however, additional specimens of even well 
represented lineages can be equally important for studying evolutionary pattern and process and 
evolutionary rates. As such, uncommon fossils, especially vertebrates, may be scientifically 
important. 
Direct impacts to paleontological resources occur when earthwork activities, such as grading or 
trenching, cut into the geologic deposits within which fossils are buried and physically destroy the 
fossils. Since fossils are the remains of prehistoric animal and plant life, they are considered to be 
nonrenewable. Such impacts have the potential to be significant and, under the CEQA Guidelines, 
may require mitigation. Paleontological sensitivity refers to the potential for a geologic unit to 
produce scientifically significant fossils. Sensitivity is determined by rock type, past history of the 
geologic unit in producing significant fossils, and fossil localities recorded from that unit. 
Paleontological sensitivity is derived from the known fossil data collected from the entire geologic 
unit, not just from a specific survey. According to the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology 2010) classification system, geologic units can be assigned a high, low, 
undetermined, or no potential for containing scientifically significant nonrenewable paleontological 
resources. 
The geology of the project site is mapped by Wiegers (2010, 2011), which shows a single geologic 
unit, Quaternary young alluvial valley deposits, underlying the project site. Quaternary young 
alluvial valley deposits consist of Holocene-aged sediments, which are generally considered too 
young (i.e., less than 5,000 years old; Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 2010) to contain fossilized 
material. As a result, Quaternary young alluvial valley deposits are considered to have low 
paleontological sensitivity.  
The project would not require excessive grading or earthwork that would reach depths at which the 
Holocene-aged Quaternary young alluvial valley deposits increase in age to a point where they may 
be considered high-sensitivity. In the event an unknown paleontological resource is identified on-
site during construction of the project, the construction contractor would be required to comply 
with Public Resources Code Section 5097.5, which prohibits the removal or disturbance of 
paleontological resources without permission of the jurisdictional agency. Based on required 
compliance with the Public Resources Code, the project would not disturb unique or otherwise 
significant paleontological resources; therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

4.5.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Thresholds of Significance 
 Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 

have a significant impact on the environment? 

 Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
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Impact Analysis 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The project would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions during both construction and 
operation. These emissions were estimated in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Analysis report prepared by Padre Associates in May 2025 (Appendix B) using the California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), which incorporates the latest emission factors and load 
data for estimating GHG emissions from new land use development.  

During project construction, GHGs would be generated as petroleum-based fuels are combusted by 
off-road construction vehicles and equipment on the project site, construction worker travel to and 
from the project site, and from vehicles used to deliver materials to the site. The project’s estimated 
construction emissions would be temporary and are averaged over the project’s 30-year lifetime to 
produce an annual estimate that can be combined with the project’s estimated annual operational 
emissions. Operational emissions primarily result from vehicle emissions, though these are expected 
to decline as California transitions to zero-emission vehicles by 2035.  

To assess the potential significance of a project’s GHG emissions as described in the City’s Climate 
Action Plan, the project’s estimated emissions are compared to the GHG emissions scenario 
evaluated in the City’s Climate Action Plan for the existing Business Park land use. The City of San 
Luis Obispo Climate Action Plan Update and CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds provides efficiency 
thresholds which are applicable to projects anticipated to be operational pre-2030. These efficiency 
thresholds are expressed in metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per service population. 
Accordingly, to assess the potential significance of the project’s GHG emissions as described in the 
City’s Climate Action Plan, the project’s estimated emissions per service population are compared to 
the GHG emissions per service population scenario evaluated in the City’s Climate Action Plan for 
the existing Business Park land use. This methodology is consistent with the approach utilized in the 
City’s Climate Action Plan.  

As shown in Table 4.5-1, the project would produce lower emissions per service population 
compared to the existing planned business park scenario. This confirms that the project’s potential 
GHG emissions would not exceed the GHG emissions scenario evaluated in the City’s Climate Action 
Plan, meaning the project would not generate GHG emissions that would have a significant impact 
on the environment. 

Table 4.5-1 Estimated Business Park Operational GHG Emissions Compared to Project 
Operational GHG Emissions  

Emission Source 
MTCO2E / year 
Business Park 

MTCO2E / year 
Project 

Averaged Construction Emissions (25 Years) 421 369 

Operational Emissions 506 1,149 

Area 24.4 12.2 

Energy 12.1 7.7 

Mobile 419 1,082 

Soild Waste 49.3 46.7 

Water 1.83 0.115 

Total MTCO2E per Year 928 1,517 

Service Population 300 619 

Total MTCO2E per Service Population per Year 3.1 2.4 
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Consistency with Plans, Policies and Regulations 
The proposed project is evaluated against the City’s Climate Action Plan consistency checklist to 
confirm alignment with its goals, ensuring that it contributes to the City’s long-term sustainability 
objectives while maintaining regulatory compliance. The project demonstrates consistency with all 
nine criteria in the City’s CEQA Checklist for Climate Action Plan compliance. As discussed in the 
previous subsection, the project would be less GHG-intensive than the existing business park 
designation, which was a scenario evaluated in the Climate Action Plan. 

The project would be served by Central Coast Community Energy (CCCE), a public agency which 
provides electricity from carbon-free and low-carbon sources such as solar, wind, geothermal, and 
hydropower (CCCE 2025a). Participation in CCCE supports California’s renewable energy targets and 
helps reduce greenhouse gas emissions associated with the project’s electricity demand. CCCE 
power mix, sourced from carbon-free or low-carbon sources, is significantly cleaner than the 
statewide average, and the agency is on track to deliver 100% clean and renewable electricity by 
2030, fifteen years ahead of California’s statewide goal (CCCE 2025b). All 222 residential units and 
90000 square feet of the proposed commercial space would be constructed as all-electric buildings 
with no natural gas plumbing. Only the 10,000 square feet of commercial flex space would include 
natural gas plumbing to accommodate commercial kitchens and manufacturing processes. Because 
the project’s electricity demand would be met by CCCE’s low-carbon portfolio, its contribution to 
greenhouse gas emissions would be substantially reduced, aligning with the City’s General Plan and 
Climate Action goals. 

All structures would comply with the City’s Energy Reach Code, and the project would fully comply 
with SLOMC requirements for bicycle facilities, electric vehicle charging stations, and tree planting. 
The project also incorporates comprehensive transportation and waste management features, 
including bicycle parking within multi-family units, bicycle infrastructure per the Active 
Transportation Program, and walking paths and greenbelts, and organic waste pickup service 
through San Luis Garbage Company. As discussed in detail in Section 4.5.13, Transportation, the 
project would result in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) within the City’s adopted thresholds. Based on 
the project’s consistency with the City’s Climate Action Plan and its contribution to reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions through measures such as clean energy sourcing and energy-efficient 
design, the project would not generate greenhouse gas emissions that would have a significant 
impact on the environment. 

4.5.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

Thresholds of Significance 
 Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 

routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 
 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? 

 Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?  

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

 Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

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

Impact Analysis 

Hazardous Materials Transport, Use, Release, and Disposal 
Small quantities of potentially hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, and solvents would be 
used during project construction. The transport, use, and storage of hazardous materials during 
construction is subject to a comprehensive federal and State regulatory framework that ensures 
public and environmental safety. Compliance with the Hazardous Material Transportation Act and 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act requires proper classification, packaging, labeling, and 
documentation of hazardous materials, as well as emergency response planning and cradle-to-grave 
waste tracking. The California Hazardous Materials Management Act mandates preparation of a 
Hazardous Materials Business Plan, inventory reporting, and emergency response coordination with 
local agencies. California Code of Regulations Title 22 regulates the handling, treatment, and 
disposal of hazardous waste, including requirements for storage containers, employee training, and 
facility safety standards. Together, these laws and regulations reduce the risk of accidental releases, 
exposure, and contamination by requiring best practices in hazardous materials management 
throughout the construction process.  

Construction activities that involve hazardous materials would also be required to transport such 
materials along roadways designated for that purpose in the City, limiting risk of upset during 
transportation and potential hazards to the public or the environment. Program 9.6 of the City’s 
CASE states that the City shall ensure that transportation of hazardous materials follows Caltrans-
approved routes, and that all necessary safety precautions are taken to prevent hazardous material 
spills. 

Residential developments do not typically involve the use or storage of large quantities of hazardous 
materials, other than those used for typical household and landscape activities and vehicular 
operation. The project also includes 100,000 square feet of commercial development, including 
90,000 square feet of mini storage uses in a two-story building and 10,000 square feet of flex space 
intended for neighborhood serving restaurant or retail uses, and/or office space in a one-story 
building. Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 17.10, Use Regulations, of the City’s Zoning 
Regulations, allowable non-residential uses in the Service Commercial (C-S) zoning district include 
laundry and dry-cleaning facilities, medical laboratory facilities, and photo and film processing. 
These uses may involve the use or storage of hazardous materials. If these specific commercial uses 
were to operate on-site, the use of associated hazardous materials would be regulated by federal, 
State, and local laws. Municipal Code Section 17.70.130.D.4 (Limitations on Use) prohibits specific 
uses within any mixed-use development where there is a possibility of affecting the health or safety 
of mixed-use development residents due to the potential for the use to create dust, glare, heat, 
noise, noxious gases, odor, smoke, traffic, vibration, or other impacts, or would be hazardous 
because of materials, processes, products, or wastes. Non-residential uses on the project site would 
also be required to adhere to the policies in the City of San Luis Obispo CASE, which discuss safety 
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and reducing the risks of hazardous material exposure. These include Policies 5.2, Minimizing 
Hazardous Materials Exposure, and 5.3, Hazardous Materials in City Operations, both of which 
require the use of hazardous materials to be minimized to the maximum extent feasible.  

The project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment through the routine 
use, transport, or potential accidental release of hazardous materials, as construction and future 
operations would comply with federal, State, and local regulations, including the Hazardous 
Materials Transportation Act, California Code of Regulations Title 22, and the City’s CASE policies. 
This impact would be less than significant. 

Schools 
There are no schools within 0.25 mile of the project site. The nearest school to the site is the 
Hawthorne Elementary School, located approximately 1.2 miles to the north. According to the 
National Hazardous Materials Route Registry, there are no roads within the city limits for which the 
transportation of hazardous materials is prohibited. Although, U.S. 101 is designated as a route 
where non-radioactive hazardous materials must be transported, no schools exist within 0.25 mile 
of U.S. 101 in the southern half of the city, where the project site is located (Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration 2025). The nearest school to this portion of U.S. 101 is the Montessori School 
on South Higuera, which is approximately 1,655 feet away from U.S. 101. As no schools are located 
within 0.25 mile of the project site and no sensitive receptors exist along designated hazardous 
materials transport routes near the site, the project would not result in substantial hazards to 
schools from the routine transport, use, or potential accidental release of hazardous substances.  

Hazardous Materials Site 

There are five sites within the City of San Luis Obispo that are identified on the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control’s Cortese List as being hazardous waste and substance sites (Department of 
Toxic Substances Control 2025). The State Water Resources Control Board’s GeoTracker database 
contains a list of hazardous sites that underwent or are undergoing environmental remediation. 
Examples of sites on this list include leaking underground storage tanks or sites that have 
experienced a hazardous waste spill. Some sites are determined to be hazardous based on the 
current or historical uses on-site, including military sites, landfills, composting operations, confined 
animal facilities and oil and gas monitoring sites. The closest hazardous waste site to the project is 
located at 267 Tank Farm Road, directly south of the project site (Department of Toxic Substances 
Control 2025; State Water Resources Control Board 2025). The Tank Farm Road property is currently 
undergoing restoration and remediation under oversight by the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control and State Water Resources Control Board as it was previously used as an oil storage facility 
(State Water Resources Control Board 2025). The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared 
for the project included a review of historical records, regulatory databases, and a site 
reconnaissance to identify potential environmental concerns. The assessment found no evidence of 
current, historical or controlled recognized environmental conditions on the property. The Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment concluded that the potential risk of contamination from adjacent 
hazardous waste sites is minimal due to ongoing remediation and restoration at the nearby 
contaminated site. Based on these findings, no further investigation was warranted.  

Although the adjacent Tank Farm Road property is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, the project site itself is not. As described 
in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the project, proximity of the Chevron 
Tank Farm would not create a significant hazard for the proposed project at 365 Prado Road (Sierra 
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Delta Consultants 2024; Appendix G). As such, development of the proposed project would not 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment due to its presence on a hazardous 
materials site. This impact would be less than significant. 

 Airport Land Use Plan 
The San Luis Obispo County Regional Airport provides commuter, charter, and private aviation 
service to the area. The primary hazard associated with land uses near the airport is the risk of 
aircraft incidents on approach and takeoff. The San Luis Obispo County Regional Airport Land Use 
Plan (ALUP) establishes airport safety zones, which are based on the California Airport Land Use 
Planning Handbook’s safety zone guidance (County of San Luis Obispo 2021). As shown in Figure 2-2 
in Chapter 2, Project Description, the southern portion of the project site is located within San Luis 
Obispo County Regional Airport Land Use Plan Safety Zone 2. The remainder of the project site is 
within Safety Zone 6. The portion of the property within Zone 6 has no restriction on residential 
density. However, the portion of the property in Zone 2 is limited to residential development of less 
than 0.1 dwelling unit per acre, and mixed-use development to less than 53 persons per acre with 
an Airport Compatible Open Space Plan. Since the project lies within the ALUP area, the project 
requires review by the San Luis Obispo County Airport Land Use Commission, to determine 
consistency with the ALUP, or impose any conditions required to ensure consistency with the ALUP. 

Within the Zone 2 area, the project would include 90,000 square feet of mini storage uses in a two-
story building and 10,000 square feet of flex space intended for neighborhood serving restaurant or 
retail uses, and/or office space in a one-story building. Because the proposed uses in the portion of 
the project site within Zone 2 are consistent with the density restrictions in the ALUP, the project 
would not pose a significant safety hazard to people residing or working in the project area. 

The project site is located outside of the noise contours shown in Figure 4-1: San Luis Obispo County 
Regional Airport Noise Contours of the ALUP. The project site is not identified as potentially 
experiencing harmful noise due to the airport or air traffic. Therefore, the project would not result 
in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area; this impact 
would be less than significant.  

Emergency Evacuation and Response 
Construction of new residential and mixed-use structures on the project site would not impair 
implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan, including the 
San Luis Obispo County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 2025-2030, which includes 
emergency services and evacuation goals that prioritize maintaining safe and reliable emergency 
access and evacuation routes during hazard events, as well as transportation and lifeline 
infrastructure strategies that emphasize keeping roadways functional for emergency 
response(County of San Luis Obispo 2025). The project would be required to comply with San Luis 
Obispo Fire Department specifications within Section 15.04.090 of the SLOMC and Chapter 5 of the 
California Fire Code, which collectively ensure that emergency response and evacuation procedures 
are not impeded. These provisions mandate features such as adequate fire apparatus access roads, 
clear building identification, and unobstructed emergency egress routes, all of which facilitate rapid 
response and safe evacuation. Specifically, Section 503 of the Fire Code requires access roads to 
extend within 150 feet of all portions of the building, unless equipped with automatic sprinklers, 
and authorizes the Fire Code Official to require additional access points if terrain or congestion 
could impair emergency operations. In addition, the project must comply with Appendix D of the 
California Fire Code, which provides detailed specifications for emergency access, including 
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minimum road widths of 20 feet, vertical clearance of 13 feet 6 inches, and turnaround 
requirements for dead-end roads exceeding 150 feet in length. Compliance with these standards 
would ensure that fire personnel would be able to reach and evacuate the site efficiently, reducing 
potential risks to life safety.  

CASE Policy OP-7.1 establishes a response-time objective of four minutes for fire and emergency 
medical services. The Fire Department’s Master Plan recommends that a three-person engine 
company, with paramedic, meet this standard 90 percent of the time. The project site is located in 
the southern area of the City, outside of the currently mapped four-minute fire response time 
coverage area. To support and advance the City’s efforts to achieve this objective, the City and the 
project applicant are negotiating a Development Agreement for the proposed project. A 
Development Agreement is a voluntary contract between a local jurisdiction and a developer that 
establishes the rules, regulations, and policies governing the development of a property for a 
specified period of time. The Project Development Agreement would include provisions under 
which the project applicant would contribute funding toward two fire service initiatives to improve 
fire response time: (1) the upgrade of the planned Avila Ranch interim fire station from a two-
person station to a three-person facility, which would enable the station to operate a three-person 
engine company rather than being limited to medical response; and (2) the City’s update of its fire 
impact fee nexus study. The specific terms of these contributions, along with other provisions of the 
Development Agreement, will be established through the ongoing negotiation process and are 
subject to approval by the City Council. These contributions would support and advance the City’s 
ability to enhance fire and emergency response capabilities in the southern portion of the City, 
consistent with CASE Policy OP-7.1A. Access to the project site is currently only available from Prado 
Road. The project includes construction of a portion of a road (Davis Road), which would connect 
the western portion of the project site with Prado Road. The planned new roadway and 
improvements would be required to comply with the City’s current Engineering Standards, which 
would ensure new roadways and infrastructure are designed to accommodate traffic and 
emergency response vehicles. Compliance with SLOMC Section 15.04.090, the California Fire Code 
Chapter 5 and Appendix D would ensure that the project maintains adequate emergency access and 
egress routes, thereby avoiding interference with any adopted emergency response or evacuation 
plans. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. 

Wildland Fires 
As identified by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), the site is 
located in a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone in a Local Responsibility Area (CAL FIRE 2025). The 
nearest State Responsibility Area Fire Hazard Severity Zone is located approximately one mile south 
of the project site, and the nearest High Fire Hazard Severity Zone is located approximately one mile 
to the northwest. The project site and surrounding parcels do not contain wildlands, forests, or 
dense vegetation that would expose the project to wildfire risk. In addition, the project would be 
required to adhere to the full standards of the 2025 CBC, California Fire Code, and the adopted 
California Wildland-Urban Interface Code, including Chapter 5, which mandates comprehensive 
home hardening measures for communities at risk of wildfire exposure. These codes include 
regulations and standards which require Class A fire rated roof assemblies, flame and ember 
intrusion resistant vents, and non-combustible building side materials. Compliance with State 
requirements and existing building standards would ensure the project would not expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires. This impact would be 
less than significant. 
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4.5.7 Hydrology and Water Quality  

Thresholds of Significance 
 Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 

otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 
 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? 

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

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

Impact Analysis  

Water Quality Standards and Risk of Pollutant Release due to Inundation 

CONSTRUCTION 
The project site is located 0.15 mile north of wetland habitat identified in in the City’s Conservation 
and Open Space Element as well as the National Wetlands Inventory (City of San Luis Obispo 2006; 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 2025). Construction activities, such as grading and soil movement, have 
the potential to impact water quality of the nearby wetland habitat from storm water runoff or 
erosion. The project would be required to comply with all State and federal requirements pertaining 
to the preservation of water quality. A National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General 
Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities is required when a 
project involves clearing, grading, disturbances to the ground (such as stockpiling), or excavation 
that would result in soil disturbances of one or more acres of total land area. Coverage under the 
General Permit must also be obtained prior to construction and the project would be subject to 
these requirements. Under the conditions of the General Permit, the developer would be required 
to eliminate or reduce non-storm water discharges to waters of the nation, develop and implement 
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the project construction activities, and 
perform inspections of the storm water pollution prevention measures and control practices to 
ensure conformance with the site SWPPP. The General Permit prohibits the discharge of materials, 
other than storm water discharges, and prohibits all discharges that contain a hazardous substance 
in excess of reportable quantities established at 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 117.3 or 40 
CFR 302.4. The General Permit also specifies that construction activities must meet all applicable 
provisions of Sections 30 and 402 of the Clean Water Act. Conformance with Section 402 of the 
Clean Water Act would ensure that the project would not impact the nearby wetland habitat or 
violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.  

OPERATION 
The project would be required to comply with City and Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) Post-Construction Storm Water Management Requirements for Development 
Projects in the Central Coast Region (Resolution R3-2013-0032), which requires central coast 
projects to implement Post Construction Requirements to comply with the Statewide Phase II 
Municipal General Permit. The General Permit requires Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems 
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(MS4s), which are conveyance systems that are separate from sanitary sewers and not processed 
through a treatment plant, to develop and implement Best Management Practices (described in the 
SLOMC Section 12.08 – Stormwater Quality Ordinance) to reduce the discharge of pollutants and 
protect water quality. Required BMPs control the volume, rate, and potential pollutant load of 
storm water runoff from newly developed properties and public improvements. Based on required 
compliance with these existing State and local regulations, the project would not violate water 
quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or substantially degrade surface or groundwater 
quality, and potential water quality impacts would be less than significant.  

Groundwater 
Water service to the project would be provided by the City, which supplies potable water from 
surface water sources including Whale Rock Reservoir, Salinas Reservoir, and Nacimiento Reservoir, 
none of which rely on groundwater. Because the City transitioned away from using groundwater for 
drinking water in 2015 and currently relies on surface water and recycled water, the project would 
not directly or indirectly affect groundwater resources under this threshold (City of San Luis Obispo 
2025b). However, the City is implementing a groundwater extraction and treatment project near 
the Water Resource Recovery Facility (WRRF), which includes two wells designed to pump and treat 
tetrachloroethylene-contaminated groundwater and transmit the treated water into the potable 
distribution system, thereby restoring groundwater as a viable supplemental supply source in 
addition to the surface water sources and production of recycled water (California State Water 
Resources Control Board 2024). The project includes open space permeable vegetated areas, 
bioswales, and would use an existing on-site retention basin, which would aid in groundwater 
recharge. Therefore, the project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies and would 
not interfere with groundwater recharge. 

Flooding/Inundation 
Elevations across the project site range from approximately 139 and 121 feet above mean sea level, 
generally sloping downwards towards Tank Farm Road to the south. The nearest large body of water 
capable of generating tsunami or seiche conditions is the Pacific Ocean, located approximately six 
miles southwest of the project site. Due to the site’s elevation and inland location, the potential for 
tsunami or seiche-related impacts is negligible. Furthermore, according to the City’s Safety Element, 
the City is not located in a dam inundation area or tsunami inundation zone.  

The nearest creek to the project site is Tank Farm Creek, approximately 800 feet south of the 
project site. The site is located within Flood Zone X, as identified on the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency’s National Flood Hazard Map. Flood Zone X designates areas of minimal flood 
risk, outside of the 100-year floodplain (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2025). Therefore, 
the potential risk of release of pollutants due to project inundation would be less than significant.  

Water Quality Control Plan  

The San Luis Obispo Groundwater Basin has been identified as a high priority basin under the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (Department of Water Resources 2019). The project site 
is under the jurisdiction of the Central Coast RWQCB, who provide permits for projects that may 
affect surface waters and groundwater locally and is responsible for preparing the Water Quality 
Control Plan for the Central Coast Basin (Basin Plan). The Basin Plan serves as the basis for the 
Central Coast RWQCB’s regulatory programs and incorporates an implementation plan for achieving 
water quality objectives (State Water Resources Control Board 2024).  
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The project applicant would be required to submit a final SWCP at the building permit stage that 
addresses requirements within the City’s Engineering Standards.1 With approval of the final SWCP, 
the project would not interfere with the objectives and goals in the Basin Plan.  

Sustainable Groundwater Management Plan 
A Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) was adopted in October 2021 (City of San Luis Obispo and 
County of San Luis Obispo 2021). As mentioned above under the Groundwater section, while the 
City of San Luis Obispo is not currently drawing groundwater for potable purposes, the City is 
currently implementing a groundwater treatment and extraction project, which will be monitored 
and operated in compliance with the adopted GSP. Further, the project would include open space 
permeable vegetated areas, bioswales, and an existing on-site retention basin, which would aid in 
groundwater recharge. Therefore, the project would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge. The project would include storm water treatment and 
retention facilities and would comply with City and Central Coast RWQCB Post-Construction Storm 
Water Management Requirements for Development Projects. The project would not conflict with 
the Basin Plan, or any other local or regional plan or policy adopted for the purpose of managing 
sustainable groundwater, including the City of San Luis Obispo General Plan Conservation and Open 
Space Element policies (Section 10.1) that promote efficient water use, protect water quality in 
aquifers and surface waters, and preserve groundwater recharge areas through sustainable design 
and best management practices. Impacts would be less than significant. 

4.5.8 Land Use and Planning  

Thresholds of Significance 
 Would the project physically divide an established community? 
 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? 

Impact Analysis  

Physically Dividing an Established Community 
The vacant project site is on the south side of Prado Road with various surrounding land uses. To the 
north across Prado Road lies the Serra Meadows single-family residential subdivision. To the east 
are developed dog kennel and storage facilities, while to the west is a vacant property at 301 Prado 
Road that has approved plans for approximately 160,000 square feet of office and industrial space. 
The southern border of the project site, which follows the San Luis Obispo City limit line, abuts the 
Chevron Tank Farm property, a vacant site undergoing remediation to address hazards from its 
former use as an oil storage facility. This property lies in unincorporated San Luis Obispo County and 
is designated for Industrial and Recreational land use.  

The proposed mix of residential and commercial space on the project site would be compatible with 
the surrounding uses. The project would not physically divide or inhibit travel between existing 
residential areas in the project vicinity. The project includes a new roadway, Davis Road, which 
would connect the western portion of the project site with Prado Road. A new bicycle path is 

 
1 The current Engineering Standards for the City include requirements relevant to water quality. These include but are not limited to 
compliance with the Waterways Management Plan and approval of a SWCP. 
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proposed to enhance alternative transportation options and connectivity. The bicycle path would 
connect the project site to Innovation Way, located southwest of the site. The planned 
improvements, including the construction of a portion of a road within the project site (Davis Road) 
and ingress and egress onto Prado Road, would not separate or impact connections to different 
areas of the city and are planned improvements identified in the General Plan Circulation Element 
and shown in the Margarita Area Specific Plan (MASP). The project would not impact access to other 
adjacent properties or areas of the city, divide an established community or place pressure on 
adjacent properties to induce future development. Therefore, the project would not result in 
significant impacts under the CEQA threshold related to dividing an established community. 

Conflicts with Land Use Plan, Policy, or Regulation 
A brief, general discussion of the project’s consistency with applicable land use plans and code 
requirements adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects is included 
below. Consistency with additional resource‑specific policies, standards, and regulations is 
addressed in the applicable sections of this EIR. 

GENERAL PLAN  
The City’s General Plan includes several policies intended to encourage the development of housing 
in close proximity to services to promote walkability, more housing units (meet the RHNA), and 
neighborhood compatibility, safety, and environmental quality: 

 Housing Element Policies: 
 5.1 - Encourage mixed-use residential/commercial projects in all commercial zones, 

especially those close to activity centers where compatible with existing and planned 
surrounding development. 

 6.8 - To help meet the 6th cycle RHNA production targets, the City will support residential 
infill development and promote higher residential density where appropriate. 

 7.3 - New residential developments should incorporate pedestrian and bicycle linkages that 
provide direct, convenient and safe access to adjacent neighborhoods, schools, parks, and 
shopping areas. 

 7.6 - The physical design of neighborhoods and dwellings should promote walking and 
bicycling and preserve open spaces and views. 

 Land Use Element Policies: 
 2.3.11 Residential Project Objectives – Provide buffers from hazardous materials transport 

routes, as recommended by the City Fire Department.  
 3.8.5 Mixed Uses - The City encourages compatible mixed uses in commercial districts. 
 6.6.5–6.6.8 Creek and Floodplain Protection – Require runoff reduction, groundwater 

recharge, and erosion control to reduce flood hazards. 
 10.1 Neighborhood Access – Ensure residences are near essential services like food outlets 

and community gardens. 
 10.4 Encouraging Walkability – Promote projects that enhance pedestrian, bicycle, and 

transit access. 
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 Conservation and Open Space Policies: 
 2.2.4 Promote Walking, Biking, and Transit – Reduce dependency on motor vehicles. 
 4.4.1 Pedestrian- and Bicycle-Friendly Design – Integrate active transportation into 

development design. 

 Circulation Element Policies: 
 15.1.2 Development Along Scenic Routes – Requires street lighting to be low-scale, focused 

at intersections, and compliant with the City’s Night Sky Preservation Ordinance. 

 Climate Adaptation and Safety Element Policies: 
 OP-7.1 Emergency Preparedness and Response – Identifies the Fire Department has a 

response time objective of four minutes. (The Fire Department’s Master Plan recommends 
that a three-person engine company, with paramedic, meet this standard 90 percent of the 
time.) 

The project would add mixed-use residential near commercial uses, employment locations, and 
parks, consistent with the policies established in the General Plan. The project includes one 
entrance directly from Prado Road and two planned entrances from Davis Road on the west side of 
the project site. Internal roadways on the project site would provide access to residential and 
commercial development at the project site and would be designed to support vehicular circulation 
and emergency access. The project would also include internal roadways, as well as central 
walkways and sidewalks to provide pedestrian access to the public park space and adjacent 
residential and commercial areas. All proposed street lighting would be designed to comply with the 
City’s Night Sky Preservation Ordinance. 

As detailed in Section 4.5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 4.5.1, Aesthetics, Section 4.2, 
Biological Resources, and Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, the project would be consistent with 
applicable General Plan policies intended to minimize environmental effects to resources such as 
water quality, scenic quality, archaeological resource protection, and biological habitat protection. 
As noted in the Project Description, the City and the project applicant are negotiating a 
Development Agreement for the proposed project which will include provisions to ensure the 
project advances CASE Policy OP-7.1, which sets a response-time objective of four minutes for fire 
and emergency medical services. The project site is located in the southern area of the City, outside 
of the currently mapped four-minute fire response time objective coverage area. Through the 
Development Agreement, the project would be required to provide a funding commitment to 
improve the City’s ability to meet the Fire Department’s response time objective in the southern 
portion of the City both in the near term and in the future. Accordingly, the Project Development 
Agreement would include provisions under which the project applicant would contribute funding 
toward two fire service initiatives to improve fire response time: (1) the upgrade of the planned 
Avila Ranch interim fire station from a two-person station to a three-person facility, which would 
enable the station to operate a three-person engine company capable of responding to fire 
emergencies rather than being limited to medical response; and (2) the City’s update of its fire 
impact fee nexus study. The specific terms of these contributions, along with other provisions of the 
Development Agreement, will be established through the ongoing negotiation process and are 
subject to approval by the City Council. These contributions would support and advance the City’s 
ability to enhance fire and emergency response capabilities in the southern portion of the City, 
consistent with CASE Policy OP-7.1A, by providing a funding commitment intended to improve the 
City’s ability to meet the Fire Department’s response time objective in the southern portion of the 
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City both in the near term and in the future. Therefore, the project would not conflict with an 
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation, this impact would be less than significant. 

AIRPORT LAND USE PLAN 
As mentioned above in Section 4.5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the majority of the project 
site is within Zone 6 (Traffic Pattern Zone), with the southwest portion of the site in Zone 2 (Inner 
Approach/Departure Zone) of the Airport Safety Zones. Consistent with the ALUP, the project has 
been designed to locate residential development in Zone 6, which does not restrict residential 
density, and commercial development in Zone 2, which identifies retail and offices as conditionally 
compatible uses and warehouses and storage units as compatible uses. The proposed development 
complies with the density standards outlined in the ALUP, indicating consistency with the plan 
(County of San Luis Obispo 2021); however, the Airport Land Use Commission would make the final 
determination of consistency during its review. 

CITY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO MUNICIPAL CODE  
As discussed above in Section 4.5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would comply with 
Municipal Code Section 12.08, Stormwater Quality Ordinance, by implementing BMPs and erosion 
control measures to reduce the discharge of pollutants and protect water quality. In addition, as 
discussed in Section 4.4, Noise, the project would comply with the City’s noise standards in SLOMC 
Chapter 9.12, which regulate construction activities and operational noise levels to avoid 
disturbances to nearby receptors. The planned road improvements would be required to be 
reviewed and approved by the City Engineer to ensure consistency with applicable local and State 
regulations and engineering standards.  

MARGARITA AREA SPECIFIC PLAN  
The project site is located within the MASP and has a land use designation of Business Park (BP). The 
project site currently has a zoning of Business Park with a Specific Plan overlay (BP-SP). The current 
land use designations and zoning within the MASP were based on the land use restrictions 
established in the 2005 ALUP for the San Luis Obispo County Regional Airport. In 2021, San Luis 
Obispo County updated the ALUP, which updated the Airport Safety Zones, potentially allowing 
mixed-use development on 13.4 acres in the northern portion of the project site. The project 
includes a Specific Plan Amendment, which would change the project site’s zoning district from BP 
to Service Commercial with the Specific Plan overlay (C-S-SP). The C-S-SP zoning would allow for 
commercial service/office uses as well as residential uses as part of a mixed-use project. The 
proposed mixed-use development would be consistent with the type and density of development 
allowed by the updated C-S-SP designation. With the recent update to the ALUP, the potential for 
mixed-use development would result in additional housing units than previously anticipated. The 
Specific Plan Amendment includes an increase in approved dwelling units under the MASP to allow 
for consistency between the MASP and the updated ALUP. The project would be subject to the 
design standards, including lighting, landscaping and architectural styles, within the MASP and the 
City’s Community Design Guidelines to minimize potential impacts related to aesthetics and visual 
resources. With the approval of the proposed Specific Plan Amendment, the project would be 
consistent with applicable MASP policies and regulations.  
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4.5.9 Mineral Resources  

Thresholds of Significance 
 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? 
 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? 

Impact Analysis 
The project site is not located in a designated mineral resource zone (Busch and Miller 2011). The 
Department of Conservation’s Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources Well Finder does not 
identify any oil or gas wells or fields on or within two miles of the project site (DOC 2025a). While 
portions of southern San Luis Obispo historically supported oil field operations, these activities 
ceased many years ago and no active wells remain in the vicinity. The project does not entail the 
exploration or harvesting of oil or gas resources. Due to the absence of identified significant mineral 
resources in the project site vicinity, there would be no impact on available mineral resources.  

4.5.10 Population and Housing  

Thresholds of Significance 
 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)? 

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

Impact Analysis 
The project would add 222 new mixed-use residential units to the city. In addition, Accessory 
Dwelling Units (ADUs) could potentially be constructed on-site consistent with Section 65852.2 of 
the California Government Code. Using the most recent California Department of Finance (DOF) 
population estimates, the City’s average household size is 2.22 persons per residence (DOF 2024). 
Therefore, the project could result in approximately 493 new residents. Land Use Element Policy 
1.11.2, Residential Growth Rate, requires the City to manage the growth of the housing supply so 
that it does not exceed one percent per year on average based on thresholds established in Land 
Use Element Table 3.2 As shown in Land Use Element Table 3, the anticipated number of housing 
units in the city in 2035 would be 25,762. According to the 2020 Housing Element, the City’s 
population is projected to grow to 50,659 by 2035 (City of San Luis Obispo 2020a). The DOF 
estimates the current population for the City of San Luis Obispo is 49,534 (DOF 2025), The City’s 
2035 projected population, which would represent a 3.2% total increase over 11 years (averaging 
less than 1 percent annually) is in alignment with the One Percent Growth Policy (Policy 1.13.2) in 
the Land Use Element. The project’s additional 493 residents would increase the existing estimated 
population from 49,534 residents to 50,027, this increase would fall within the 2020 Housing 

 
2 The thresholds are the based on approximate number of dwellings and residents which would result from the one percent maximum 
average annual growth rate over the planning period, which extends to 2035. 
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Element’s population projection. Therefore, the project aligns with the City’s planned growth and 
would not result in s substantial unplanned population increase. 

In addition, while the project would involve the extension of roads and utility infrastructure to serve 
the site, these improvements are consistent with the City’s adopted land use and infrastructure 
plans and are intended to support planned development within the urban growth boundary (City of 
San Luis Obispo 2014a). The infrastructure extensions would not encourage or enable development 
in undeveloped areas beyond those already designated for growth and therefore would not 
indirectly induce substantial unplanned population growth in the region. Therefore, the project 
would not induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, and this impact would be 
less than significant. 

The project site does not include any existing residences or businesses. Therefore, the project would 
not displace existing people or housing. There would be no impact.  

4.5.11 Public Services  

Thresholds of Significance 
 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: 
 Fire protection? 
 Police protection? 
 Schools? 
 Parks? 
 Other Public Facilities? 

Impact Analysis  

Fire Protection 

The project site is within the existing service area of the San Luis Obispo Fire Department. The 
closest fire station to the project site is City Fire Station 1, located at 2160 Santa Barbara Avenue, 
approximately 2.4 miles northeast of the project site. In addition to the existing City Fire Station 1, 
the project will also be served by an interim Fire Station which will be constructed at the corner of 
Earthwood and Cessna (APN 053-290-007, 155 Cessna Court) within the Avila Ranch development. 
The future interim fire station was evaluated with the Avila Ranch Final EIR (State Clearinghouse 
#2015081034), and is required to be constructed by the 361st residential unit within Avila Ranch, 
which is expected in year 2028. The Avila Ranch interim fire station will be approximately 1.8 miles 
south of the project site. New development would be subject to the City Fire Department standards 
and California Fire Code in all buildings, including installation of fire hydrants, building sprinklers, 
provision of adequate water supply and pressure, placement of fire extinguishers, provision of 
adequate fire access to buildings, and other requirements.  
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The project site is within the southern city limits and would increase demand on Fire Department 
resources to outer areas of the City. Implementation of the project would not directly require the 
construction of a new fire station in the southern area of the city, as that demand already exists.3 
The project would be required to pay standard City development impact fees for fire protection 
services. Section 4.5.8, Land Use and Planning, discusses the project’s Development Agreement 
funding commitment to improve the City’s ability to meet the Fire Department’s response time 
objective in the southern portion of the City both in the near term and in the future. This funding 
commitment would improve staffing levels in the southern portion of the City, improving the City’s 
ability to meet the CASE emergency response time objective and the NFPA 17.10 standard of four 
minutes or less for 90 percent of all emergencies (refer to discussion in Section 4.5.8, Land Use and 
Planning). As the project would utilize existing and already planned facilities, and would contribute 
both standard fees and supplemental funding contributions to support fire protection services, 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in adverse environmental impacts 
associated with the construction or physical alteration of fire protection facilities. This impact would 
be less than significant. 

Police Protection 

The project site is within the existing service area of the San Luis Obispo Police Department. The 
closest police station to the project site is located at 1042 Walnut Street, approximately 2.2 miles 
north of the project site. The project site is currently served by existing police services, and 
residential development of the project site would be subject to payment of City-required Capital 
Facilities Fees and contribute its fair share to the cost which funds City police services prior to 
issuance of building permits. As discussed in Section 4.5.10, Population and Housing, the project’s 
estimated population increase fits within the City’s 2035 growth projections outlined in the 2020 
Draft Housing Element. The San Luis Obispo Police Department’s existing staffing levels and service 
capacity are designed to accommodate full buildout of the City’s General Plan. As such, the project 
is consistent with planned public safety resources and would not place unexpected strain on police 
resources in a manner that would require new or physically altered police protection facilities. 
Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

Schools 
The project site is located in the existing services area of the City’s schools, parks, and other public 
facilities. The project would introduce approximately 75 new students4 to San Luis Coastal Unified 
School District (San Luis Unified School District 2022). According to the January 2022 Demographic 
Analysis & Enrollment Projections Report, the San Luis Coastal Unified School District has sufficient 
capacity at each school level to accommodate current and projected enrollment. With target 
capacities of 5,596 for elementary schools, 2,477 for middle schools, and 3,950 for high schools, and 
peak projected enrollments below those thresholds, the addition of approximately 75 students from 
the proposed project would not exceed the District’s capacity. Consistent with the requirements of 
Senate Bill 50, the project would be required to pay a school impact fee (Government Code Section 
65970) to San Luis Coastal Unified School District. Because current and projected enrollment levels 
remain below the San Luis Coastal Unified School District’s target capacities, the addition of 

 
3 The Avila Ranch Development project was required to provide its fair share of funding toward a future permanent fifth fire station, as 
specified in Mitigation Measure PS-2 of the project’s Final EIR (State Clearinghouse #2015081034), certified by the City of San Luis Obispo 
in September 2017. 
4 The San Luis Coastal Unified School District estimated 0.338 new students (k-12) per single family dwelling. The project would result in 
the development of 222 new residential units; therefore, the estimate based on the school districts assumptions would be 75 students 
(San Luis Unified School District 2022) 
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approximately 75 students from the proposed project would not exceed existing capacity, and with 
the payment of SB 50 school impact fees to support facilities and service levels, school-related 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Parks 
In accordance with SLOMC Chapter 16, Subdivision Dedications land developers are required to 
either dedicate land for park and recreational purposes or pay an in-lieu fee equivalent to the cost 
of acquiring the required parkland. As described in Section 16.22.050 of the SLOMC, the City’s 
parkland dedication standard for subdivisions is a minimum of 5 acres per 1,000 residents. Section 
16.22.050 of the SLOMC also states that in some subdivisions additional parkland dedication may be 
required as a discretionary action if a nexus between the subdivision and the need for additional 
parkland is justified, but in no case shall the requirement exceed 10 acres per 1,000 residents. In 
addition, the City’s General Plan Parks and Recreation Element Policy 1.2 states that the City of San 
Luis Obispo shall continue to develop a park system at the rate of 10 acres of parkland per 1,000 
residents, including community parks, neighborhood parks, and recreation facilities. The Margarita 
Area Specific Plan reflects General Plan Parks and Recreation Element Policy 1.2, and also requires 
10 acres of parkland to be constructed per 1,000 residents added within the Specific Plan area.  

The project would increase the City’s population by approximately 493 residents, based on the most 
recent household size estimate of 2.22 persons per household (DOF 2025). This would equate to a 
requirement of approximately 4.94 acres of parkland (493 ÷ 1,000 × 10 acres). This increase would 
generate a proportional demand for park facilities, which would be addressed through compliance 
with the City’s parkland dedication requirements by a combination of the construction of the 
proposed 1.29 acre park within the project and payment of parkland dedication and parkland 
improvement impact fees. Therefore, the project would not result in the need for new or physically 
altered park facilities beyond what is already planned. This impact would be less than significant. 

Other Public Facilities 
As discussed in Section 4.5.10, Population and Housing, the projected population increase would not 
exceed the City’s one percent annual growth policy (Policy LU 1.11.2 - Residential Growth Rate) and 
would not result in unanticipated demand on other public services such as library services or 
emergency medical response. Since the project would not require new or expanded facilities to 
maintain acceptable service levels, it would not result in adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered public facilities. Impacts to other public services would 
therefore be less than significant. 

4.5.12 Recreation  

Thresholds of Significance 
 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? 

 Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 
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Impact Analysis 
As discussed in Section 4.5.10, Population and Housing, the project has the potential to increase the 
population of San Luis Obispo by approximately 493 persons. The project would include private 
recreational opportunities in the southwest portion of the project site for residents of the 365 Prado 
Road subdivision, including an amenity building, common areas, and open space. However, new 
residents would likely also use existing City recreational facilities and areas, including the nearby 
Damon-Garcia Sports Complex, which is available by reservation, and E.A. French Park, which is 
open to the public from dawn until dusk.  

As described in Section 4.5.11, Public Services, SLOMC Section 16.22.050 (Subdivision Dedications), 
General Plan Parks and Recreation Element Policy 1.2, and the Margarita Area Specific Plan require 
developers to either dedicate land for park and recreational purposes or pay an in-lieu fee to the 
City equivalent to the cost of acquiring the required parkland for the project. A 1.29 acre public park 
would be constructed as part of the proposed project. The payment of required in-lieu fees would 
ensure the project contributes its fair share toward maintaining adequate public recreational 
facilities. As a result, park-related impacts would be less than significant.  

The project would not result in the deterioration of existing neighborhood or regional parks and 
would not result in the need for new recreational facilities, the development of which could cause 
an adverse environmental impact associated with the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities. This impact would be less than significant. 

4.5.13 Transportation 

Thresholds of Significance 
 Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 

system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 
 Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 

b)?  
 Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
 Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Impact Analysis 
Prior to July 2020, most agencies in California, including the City of San Luis Obispo, used level of 
service (LOS) as the primary metric for evaluating potential transportation impacts. LOS 
predominantly measures the amount of delay or congestion experienced by drivers at intersections 
and roadways. In 2013, the State of California passed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which mandates that 
jurisdictions can no longer use LOS or other measures of automobile delay/congestion to evaluate 
transportation impacts. The State then issued guidelines identifying VMT, which measures the total 
amount of driving over a given area, as the primary metric to be used for CEQA analysis of 
transportation impacts, with these changes becoming mandatory on July 1, 2020. The City of San 
Luis Obispo formally adopted VMT impact thresholds in June 2020, and these thresholds are applied 
within this EIR as the primary metric for evaluating potential project impacts. To assess 
transportation effects, a Multimodal Transportation Impact Study was prepared by Central Coast 
Transportation Consulting, evaluating the potential traffic implications of the project (Appendix E). 
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The Multimodal Transportation Impact Study includes an evaluation of the project’s effect on local 
LOS standards; however, the LOS/delay analysis is not included in the project’s environmental 
review consistent with the requirements of SB 743. The City still evaluates LOS for local policy 
conformity and may apply conditions of approval to the project to address local policy deficiencies 
outside of the CEQA process. 

Consistency with City Circulation Programs, Plans, Ordinances, and Policies 

The General Plan Circulation Element, MASP, and Active Transportation Plan establish policies for 
multimodal circulation in the project vicinity. The project has been designed to provide substantial 
conformance with these plans and policies. 

These adopted City planning documents plan for Prado Road to develop as a four-lane regional 
highway with two lanes each direction, on-street Class II bike lanes, and Class I shared-use side 
paths on both sides from Serra Meadows eastward. The Circulation Element and MASP plan for the 
ultimate extension of Prado Road east to Broad Street. The project’s frontage along Prado Road is 
designed to accommodate these plans, and the project would be required to pay a fair-share 
financial contribution through impact fees towards future construction by others; however, the 
extension of Prado Road eastward is not warranted at this time or constructed by this project. The 
project’s on-site circulation and connections to the City’s existing circulation network have been 
designed to integrate with and support existing multi-modal facilities serving nearby residential and 
commercial land uses along Prado Road.  

By connecting directly to the City’s established circulation network, which incorporates State and 
local standards for safe multi-modal transportation, the project would enhance access for all travel 
modes and contribute to a more connected and efficient transportation system. In addition, the 
project would provide a fair-share financial contribution toward future multimodal infrastructure 
improvements planned in the vicinity through payment of required transportation impact fees, 
supporting projects such as the Prado Creek Bridge Replacement (including reconstruction of the 
Higuera/Prado intersection), the Prado Road/US 101 Interchange Project, and Tank Farm Road 
Corridor Widening. The City would also include a conditions of approval requiring the project to (a) 
provide a temporary sidewalk on the south side of Prado Road between the project site and the 
existing sidewalk to address a pedestrian connectivity gap, and (b) install buffered or protected on-
street bicycle lanes on Prado Road between Higuera Street and Serra Meadows Road/Davis Road (if 
not already completed by the City as planned with the planned Prado Creed Bridge Replacement 
Project). Furthermore, significant bicycle and pedestrian safety enhancements are planned in the 
project vicinity as part of the Higuera Complete Streets Project and Prado Road Bridge Replacement 
Project, scheduled for construction in 2026 and 2027, respectively. The City would include a 
condition of approval requiring the development project to install portions of these planned 
improvements if they have not yet been completed by the City prior to construction of the 
development. These improvements would include striping bike lanes on Prado Road (between 
Higuera and Serra Meadows) and installing green bike lane markings and high-visibility pedestrian 
crossing markings at the Higuera Street/Prado Road intersection. 

The MASP identifies Davis Road as new local commercial street, forming south leg of Prado 
Road/Serra Meadows Roundabout. The project includes construction of a portion of Davis Road 
along the western project site boundary and the final leg of the Prado Road/Serra Meadows 
Roundabout. The Active Transportation Plan and MASP envision Davis Road with on-street Class II 
bike lanes and no on-street parking. The project proposes alternate design for Davis Road with on-
street parking on east side and Class I shared-use path in lieu of on-street Class II bike lanes. City 
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Public Works staff have reviewed this proposed change and found it to be in substantial 
conformance with the Airport Area Specific Plan and Active Transportation Plan. 

The MASP calls for future transit service in project vicinity, identifying a goal of providing transit 
routes within ¼ mile of existing residential dwellings; the nearest transit stops are on Higuera Street, 
which is more than ¼ mile from the project site. As a required Condition of Approval, the project 
would install a bus turnout along Prado Road for future transit service or provide fees to be used 
towards similar transit infrastructure or service improvements within the MASP. 

The project driveways, frontage improvements on Prado Road, and construction of Davis Road 
would not introduce new safety hazards or worsen any existing design feature. These aspects of the 
development would be required to comply with the Circulation Element, specifically policies: 

 Policy 8.1.4 – Neighborhood Traffic Management 
Neighborhood traffic management projects shall provide for adequate response conditions 
for emergency vehicles. 

 Policy 9.1.1 – Street Network Changes 
Require new development to assume its fair share of responsibility for constructing new 
streets, bike lanes, sidewalks, pedestrian paths, and bus turn-outs or reconstructing existing 
facilities. 

Project improvements would be required to conform to City engineering standards, and project-
specific off-site improvements and fair share contribution requirements would be designed in 
compliance with the City’s local transportation policies. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 
The City’s Travel Demand Model was used to estimate VMT with and without the project as 
described in the City’s 2020 Transportation Impact Study Guidelines. The Transportation Impact 
Study Guidelines describe thresholds and approaches to evaluate a variety of project types, 
including a residential project threshold of 15 percent below the baseline regional average 
residential VMT per capita. This threshold is 14.25 VMT per capita (City of San Luis Obispo 2020b).  

Guidance from the Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation notes that mixed-use 
projects can be evaluated as individual uses or just the dominant use can be analyzed for the 
purposes of evaluating VMT impacts. The residential components of the project generate over two-
thirds of the gross daily vehicle trips (approximately 1,700 trips per day) and are therefore the 
dominant use and the focus of the VMT analysis. The flex space and mini-storage uses are expected 
to serve the local area and would generate approximately 783 trips per day.  

Table 4.5-2 presents the regional VMT with and without the project under 2023 (baseline) and 2045 
(cumulative) conditions. The 2023 scenario reflects no development on the project site consistent 
with the existing conditions, and the 2023 Plus Project scenario adds the full project to the model. 
The 2045 scenario reflects conditions with the previously approved zoning on the project site 
(160,000 square feet of office and 30,000 square feet of service uses) and the 2045 Plus Project 
scenario adds the full project to the model as a replacement for the existing office and service land 
uses. 
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Table 4.5-2 Regional Vehicle Miles Traveled Summary  
Scenario1 Total Regional VMT Residential VMT Commute VMT 

20232 9,024,732 4,751,467 1,989,807 

2023 Plus Project 9,025,655 4,750,307 1,991,455 

Project Change 923 -1,160 1,648 

2045 10,235,903 5,163,059 2,190,876 

2045 Plus Project 10,221,773 5,150,805 2,185,090 

Project Change -14,130 - 12,254 - 5,786 
1 2023 Plus Project adds the full project, while 2045 Plus Project adds the full project and eliminates 160,000 sf of office and 30,000 sf 
service uses which was the buildout consistent with previously approved zoning. 
2 The 2023 baseline is used for the VMT analysis as it is the most recent available baseline scenario in the City’s Travel Demand Model.  

sf= square foot 

Source: Appendix E 

Table 4.5-3 Residential Vehicle Miles Traveled Summary  
Residential VMT Persons Residential VMT per Capita Impact?1 

4,674 506 9.24 No 
1 Residential VMT per capita threshold is 14.25. 

Source: Appendix E 

As shown in Table 4.5-2, the project would increase in total regional VMT under 2023 Plus Project 
conditions. However, as shown in Table 4.5-3, the project would reduce residential VMT under 2023 
Plus Project conditions, and would also reduce regional overall VMT, residential VMT, and commute 
VMT under 2045 Plus Project conditions. On a per capita basis, the project would produce 9.24 VMT 
per capita. 

As noted previously, the applicable threshold is 14.25 VMT per capita. The project would produce 
9.24 residential VMT per capita, below the City’s impact threshold. As a result, the project would 
not exceed applicable VMT thresholds under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) and would 
therefore have a less than significant impact on VMT. 

Transportation Safety 

Per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project may result in an unacceptable impact on 
transportation safety if it would substantially increase hazards due to geometric design features 
(e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses, such as introducing farm 
equipment in near schools or other areas with high pedestrian activity without adequate pedestrian 
infrastructure. The project driveways and frontage improvements would not introduce new safety 
hazards or worsen existing unsafe design features. Transportation infrastructure improvements 
constructed by the project, which include installation of new pedestrian and bicycle facilities and 
streetlighting, would conform to applicable Federal, State and local engineering standards and the 
project would not increase hazards due to geometric design features. The project would add 
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic to multiple off-site corridors and intersections that currently 
experience high collision rates. However, the project is compatible with surrounding land uses and 
would connect to the existing circulation network consistent with City engineering standards and 
state-of-the-practice multimodal design. Planned safety improvements identified in the City’s Draft 
Vision Zero Action Plan within the vicinity of the project, such as protected bike lanes, enhanced 
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crosswalks, and signal upgrades, are underway or programmed for these corridors as part of the 
forthcoming Higuera Complete Streets Project, Prado Road Creek Bridge Replacement Project, and 
US 101/Prado Road Interchange Project. As noted previously, several of these improvements are 
expected to be completed prior to occupancy of the proposed project and the project will provide a 
fair share financial contribution towards many of these improvements through payment of City 
transportation impact fees (City of San Luis Obispo 2025d). 

Emergency Access 

CASE Policy OP-7.1 establishes a response-time objective of four minutes for fire and emergency 
medical services to reduce risks to life and property through emergency access and maintenance of 
evacuation routes. The Fire Department’s Master Plan recommends that a three-person engine 
company, with paramedic, meet this standard 90 percent of the time. The project site is located in 
the southern area of the City, outside of the currently mapped four-minute fire response time 
objective coverage area. The City and the project applicant are negotiating a Development 
Agreement, which will, in relevant part, support and advance the City’s efforts to achieve this 
objective in the southern part of the City. The Project Development Agreement would include 
provisions under which the project applicant would contribute funding toward two fire service 
initiatives to improve fire response time in the southern portion of the City: (1) the upgrade of the 
planned Avila Ranch interim fire station from a two-person station to a three-person facility, which 
would enable the station to operate a three-person engine company rather than being limited to 
medical response; and (2) the City’s update of its fire impact fee nexus study. The specific terms of 
these contributions, along with other provisions of the Development Agreement, will be established 
through the ongoing negotiation process and are subject to approval by the City Council. These 
contributions would support and advance the City’s ability to enhance fire and emergency response 
capabilities in the southern portion of the City, consistent with CASE Policy OP-7.1A. The project 
would incorporate site design and circulation features that support emergency response and 
evacuation efficiency. Compliance with San Luis Obispo Fire Department specifications within 
Chapter 5 of the California Fire Code would further ensure that emergency response and evacuation 
procedures are not impeded. The project would include three driveways, two with full access on the 
proposed Davis Road and one right-in-right-out only driveway on Prado Road. An additional 
potential future access point from the property to the east of the new portion of a road constructed 
within the project site would connect to that property if that adjacent property is redeveloped in 
the future. This potential future access road would be subject to the same policies listed above 
under the Consistency with City Circulation Programs, Plans, Ordinances, and Policies heading which 
would require adequate response conditions for emergency vehicles. 

Site driveway, frontage, and on-site circulation design features would be required to be designed 
consistent with applicable City engineering standards and emergency vehicle access design 
requirements as a part of final building permit and public improvement plan preparation. Final site 
access and internal circulation plans for the project would be subject to review and approval by City 
staff, including the San Luis Obispo Fire Department, which serves as the fire code official under the 
SLOMC (Section 15.04.090). This review ensures that emergency vehicle access, fire lane 
dimensions, and circulation routes meet applicable fire safety standards. Because emergency access 
would be verified through this formal review process, confirming no on-site hazards or inadequate 
emergency access is constructed, the project would not impair an adopted emergency response or 
evacuation plan, and impacts to emergency access would be less than significant. 
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4.5.14 Utilities and Service Systems  

Thresholds of Significance 
 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? 

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

 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? 

 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? 

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

Impact Analysis  

Water Supply 
The City transitioned away from using groundwater for drinking water in 2015 and currently relies 
on surface water and recycled water (San Luis Obispo 2025b). Although not currently operational, 
the City is implementing a groundwater extraction and treatment project near the WRRF, thereby 
restoring groundwater as a viable supplemental supply source (California State Water Resources 
Control Board 2024).  

Currently, the City obtains water from multiple sources: Salinas Reservoir, Whale Rock Reservoir, 
and Nacimiento Reservoir (San Luis Obispo 2021a). The City’s water supplies from these sources are 
conveyed to the City’s water treatment plant located on Stenner Creek Road before distribution 
throughout the city. Recycled water produced at the City’s WRRF is used for landscape irrigation and 
construction needs (i.e., dust suppression). 

Potable water for proposed residential and non-residential uses on the project site would be served 
by new and existing water infrastructure. The project would include installation of new water mains 
along Davis Road. The water system would be interconnected throughout the site in the public 
streets. Water infrastructure would be required to comply with all applicable conditions of approval 
described in the November 3, 2009 final approval for Vesting Tentative Tract Map #3011 
(Application No. TR/ER 112-07; Council Resolution No. 10124 [2009 Series]). The conditions of 
approval for Vesting Tentative Tract Map #3011 encompass a wide range of requirements intended 
to ensure that project design, infrastructure, and operations comply with City standards and 
environmental protection policies. These include detailed submittals for utility infrastructure and 
sustainable water use both reinforcing orderly development and minimizing public service and 
environmental impacts. 
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The City’s Urban Water Management Plan and General Plan both anticipate a population of 57,2005 
by 2035, which reflects full buildout of the City’s General Plan and adopted specific plans, including 
the Margarita Area Specific Plan. As discussed in Section 4.5.10, Population and Housing, once built 
and fully occupied, the project would have the potential to increase the City’s population to 
approximately 50,027 (San Luis Obispo 2021b). With the addition of the project’s estimated 
population, the total population would remain below the estimated General Plan buildout and 
service population anticipated in the Urban Water Management Plan. Therefore, the City’s Urban 
Water Management Plan confirms that sufficient water supplies are available to serve the project. 
The Margarita Area Specific Plan notes that while some water is available for allocation, full buildout 
of the area will require a combination of citywide water conservation, retrofit offset credits, 
reclaimed water use, and additional supply from projects such as the Nacimiento Pipeline. These 
strategies are accounted for in the Urban Water Management Plan. Therefore, the project would 
not require the construction of new or expanded water facilities (with the exception of water 
distribution infrastructure included in the project description). This impact would be less than 
significant. 

Wastewater Service 

The City’s Utilities Branch manages the City’s wastewater collection system (sewer) and the WRRF. 
The WRRF treats wastewater generated by customers within the City limits, as well as Cal Poly and 
the San Luis Obispo County Regional Airport. The project would include installation of new sewer 
mains along Davis Road. The wastewater system would be interconnected throughout the site via 
public streets. The project would include installation of new sewer infrastructure to serve the site. 
During the first phase of project construction, the project would connect to the existing Prado Road 
sewer main. A subsequent phase of development would include construction of a new 12-inch 
sewer main along the western boundary of the property, crossing several properties before 
interconnecting the project to the Tank Farm Lift Station (refer to Figure 2-5 in Chapter 2, Project 
Description). Wastewater infrastructure would be required to comply with all applicable conditions 
of approval described in the January 2020 final approval for Vesting Tentative Tract Map #3011 (or 
as modified upon consideration of the project entitlements). Additional conditions may apply 
related to other properties potentially affected by this off-site improvement. These conditions 
would require the project to connect to the City’s wastewater system, demonstrate available 
treatment capacity, install on-site sewer infrastructure, and comply with applicable utility standards 
and fees. 

Wastewater from the project would be conveyed to the WRRF, located at 35 Prado Road near U.S. 
101, and either recycled or discharged into the adjacent San Luis Obispo Creek following treatment. 
Wastewater generated by the project’s new residential and commercial uses was estimated in a 
Water and Sewer Capacity Study prepared by Wallace Group using wastewater generation factors 
from the City’s Wastewater Collection System Infrastructure Renewal Strategy (Appendix H). As 
shown in Table 4.5-4, the project would generate an estimated 21,508 gallons per day (gpd) of 
wastewater.  

The WRRF treats 4.5 million gallons of wastewater daily, and is designed for an average dry-weather 
flow of 5.1 mgd and treated an average of 2.9 mgd during 2020 (2.75 mgd during dry weather) (San 
Luis Obispo 2025a; San Luis Obispo 2021c). The overall treatment capacity of the WRRF is 5.4 mgd, 

 
5 The projected population from the City’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan is 57,200 by 2035, the project population within their 
2020 Housing Element is 50,695 by 2035. Although the projections are inconsistent, the project’s added population would be below both 
projected population numbers.  
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which is designed to accommodate wastewater flows in the City under full the 2035 build-out 
population identified in the Land Use Element (City of San Luis Obispo 2019). As discussed in Section 
4.5.10, Population and Housing, the project’s estimated population increase would be within the 
City’s 2035 growth projections reflected in the General Plan buildout. Therefore, wastewater from 
the project would result in an exceedance of the design capacity of the WRRF.  

Table 4.5-4 Projected Wastewater Generation 

Unit Size Amount 1 Generation Rate 2 
Projected Wastewater 

Generation 

Residential 222 units 
 

18,508 gpd 

1 Bed 39 units 73.5 gpd/unit 2,867 gpd 

2 Bed 61 units 76.0 gpd/unit 4,637 gpd 

3 Bed 104 units 84.0 gpd/unit 8,736 gpd 

4 Bed 18 units 126.0 gpd/unit 2,268 gpd 

Light Industrial (Mini-Storage)  90,000 sf 10 gpd/ksf 900 gpd 

Flex Space: Food/Beverage/Office 10,000 sf 210 gpd/ksf 2,100 gpd 

Total 21,508 gpd  

sf= square foot; ksf = 1,000 sf; gpd = gallons per day 
1 Number of units in each size range estimated conservatively, based on proposed unit sizes in Table 2-1, Proposed Residential 
Development, in Section 2, Project Description. 
2 Wastewater generation rates based on Water and Sewer Capacity Study prepared by Wallace Group (Appendix H) 

In accordance with Water and Wastewater Element (WWE) Policy B 2.2.3 (Wastewater Service for 
New Development), the project would be required to pay its proportionate share of costs for 
expanded treatment and collection system upgrades, ensuring equitable contributions toward long-
term wastewater infrastructure needs. By requiring the project to pay its proportionate share of 
costs for expanded treatment and collection system upgrades, the policy ensures that infrastructure 
improvements are planned and funded in alignment with long-term capacity needs, avoiding 
unanticipated expansions or environmental impacts. Therefore, the project would not require new 
or expanded wastewater systems, beyond those required to connect the proposed development on 
the project site to the City’s existing wastewater system (described in Chapter 2, Project 
Description), as the City’s existing wastewater treatment facility has adequate capacity to serve the 
project, additionally the project would comply with applicable regulations. This impact would be less 
than significant. 

Storm Water Drainage 
The project would create approximately 451,250 square feet of new impervious surface, 
necessitating on-site storm water infrastructure to manage and treat runoff. Treatment and 
retention basins located throughout the site, including in the park and at the northwest corner, 
would be designed to capture and biologically treat runoff from a 95th percentile storm event in 
accordance with City requirements. In addition, drainage from adjacent properties and roadways 
would be routed to existing regional basins, consistent with approved improvement plans.  

To implement the required project improvements, the project would be required to submit a 
grading and drainage plan to the City prior to obtaining a discretionary development permit (SLOMC 
Section 17.78.040.C.1.c). The project would be designed to control the flow rate of on-site runoff to 
not exceed predevelopment conditions. All on-site storm water management design features would 
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be required to be consistent with the City of San Luis Obispo standards and specifications and would 
be approved by the City Engineer. As documented in the project’s Preliminary Drainage and SWCP 
Report (Appendix I), storm water infrastructure would be able to treat and retain runoff from a 95th 
percentile storm event and would comply with the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control 
Board post-construction requirements for storm water. 

SLOMC Chapter 12.08 (Urban Stormwater Quality Management and Discharge Control) would 
require the project applicant to submit a SWPPP and obtain a Construction Storm Water General 
Permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. This review process would ensure 
compliance with state and local regulations regarding minimizing storm water runoff. The project 
would not result in the construction or relocation of storm water facilities that could cause 
significant environmental effects. Therefore, impacts related to storm water drainage would be less 
than significant. 

Other Public Utilities 
As discussed above in Section 4.5.3, Energy, the project would increase electricity demand. The 
project would also result in an increased demand for natural gas, although only the 10,000 square 
feet of commercial flex space is planned to include natural gas plumbing to accommodate 
commercial kitchens and manufacturing processes. However, the project’s nominal increase in 
electricity and gas demand, relative to the utilities’ existing demand, would not require additional 
electricity substations or natural gas infrastructure beyond those currently serving the San Luis 
Obispo area generally or the project site specifically.  

Telecommunications lines are co-located with electricity transmission lines along Prado Road. The 
project would connect to these existing telecommunication lines and would not require new or 
expanded facilities to provide telecommunications services. The project would not necessitate the 
relocation or construction of new or expanded electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities. Therefore, because the project would not require the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities that could cause significant 
environmental effects, potential impacts to other public utilities would be less than significant. 

Solid Waste Service 
San Luis Garbage provides solid waste service to the City of San Luis Obispo. Solid waste is disposed 
at the Cold Canyon Landfill located at 2268 Carpenter Canyon Road, in the unincorporated area of 
San Luis Obispo County (Facility # 40-AA-0004; Waste Connections 2025). Cold Canyon Landfill has a 
remaining capacity of 13,000,000 cubic yards (CalRecycle 2025a). 

The project site is currently vacant, such that no demolition is required, and there would be no 
demolition debris. Construction of the project would be required to comply with local and state 
regulations regarding solid waste including CALGreen Code Section 5.408.1, which requires 
developers to recycle and/or salvage for reuse a minimum of 65 percent of the non-hazardous 
construction waste. This would reduce the amount of construction debris disposed at the Cold 
Canyon Landfill.  

As shown in Table 4.5-5, the project would generate approximately 805 tons of solid waste per year. 
As a standard City requirement, the project would provide for three waste streams (trash, recycling, 
and organics). Project-generated solid waste would represent an incremental increase in annual 
solid waste generation in San Luis Obispo, and would be within the maximum daily and annual 
permitted capacity of Cold Canyon Landfill (1,650 tons per day, or 602,250 tons per year). Therefore, 
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the project would not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards or the capacity of 
local infrastructure, impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals, or conflict with federal, 
State, or local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste. This 
impact would be less than significant. 

Table 4.5-5 Estimated Solid Waste Generation 

Land Use Size 
Generation 

Factor1 
Daily Total 
(lbs/day) 

Annual Total 
(tons/year) 

Residential Units (Multi-family) 222 du 8.6 lbs/du/day 1,909 348.4 

Non-Residential Space 100,000 sf 25 lbs/1,000 sf/day 2,500 456.3 

Total   4,409 804.7 

Notes: lbs = pounds; du = dwelling unit; sf = square feet 
1 CalRecycle Waste Generation Rates, available at https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteCharacterization/General/Rates 

4.5.15 Wildfire 

Thresholds of Significance 
 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? 

 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? 

 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? 

 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? 

Impact Analysis  
As identified by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), the site is 
located in a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone in a Local Responsibility Area (CAL FIRE 2025). The 
nearest State Responsibility Area Fire Hazard Severity Zone is located approximately 1 mile south of 
the project site, and the nearest High Fire Hazard Severity Zone is located approximately 1 mile to 
the northwest. The project site and surrounding parcels do not contain wildlands, forests, or dense 
vegetation that would expose people or structures to wildfire risk. The site and surrounding area 
lack steep slopes, streams, or rivers, reducing risks related to downslope flooding, landslides, or 
post-fire instability. The project does not involve uses that could contribute to increased wildfire 
risks, and all fire protection measures would conform to the California Fire Code and California 
Health and Safety Code in effect at the time of building permit application.  

https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___https:/www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteCharacterization/General/Rates___.YXAzOnJpbmNvbmNvbnN1bHRhbnRzaW5jOmM6b2ZmaWNlMzY1X2VtYWlsc19hdHRhY2htZW50Ojc2ZTYyYjk5YzEyYmMxZjUyZjYwZjAyM2M2MTlkMzVjOjc6YTMzNjozYTI5NWY0ZGZmNWFjYWIzYjhiMGY2NTQwNjQ2NDc5NjA1NjIxNzAzMTZkYTQ5YzJjYjZkMDM3ZGVlOTdhODMyOnA6VDpG
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Because the project is located within an urbanized area, it is already served by existing 
infrastructure, including roads, utilities, and emergency services, eliminating the need for new fire-
related infrastructure that might exacerbate wildfire risks. Furthermore, prior to the issuance of 
building permits for the project, the City would be required to review and approve final site plans to 
ensure fire safety compliance, confirming that no aspects of the project would introduce temporary 
or ongoing fire hazards. Given characteristics of the existing site and vicinity and required 
conformance of project construction with the California Fire Code and California Health and Safety 
Code, potential wildfire-related impacts would be less than significant.  
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5 Other CEQA Required Discussions 

This section discusses other issues for which the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
requires analysis in addition to the specific issue areas discussed in Chapter 4, Environmental Impact 
Analysis, of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR). These additional issues include the potential for 
growth inducement, including through population or economic growth, precedent setting action, 
development or encroachment into open space or vacant land, and/or the removal of obstacles to 
growth. This chapter also discusses the potential for the project to result in significant and 
unavoidable or significant irreversible impacts on the environment.  

5.1 Growth Inducement 
Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that EIRs discuss the potential for projects to 
induce population or economic growth, either directly or indirectly. CEQA also requires a discussion 
of ways in which a project may remove obstacles to growth. 

Generally, a project may be considered growth inducing if it results in one of the five conditions 
identified below: 

 Induces population growth. 
 Induces economic expansion. 
 Establishes a precedent setting action (e.g., an innovation, a radical change in zoning or general 

plan designation). 
 Results in development or encroachment in an isolated or adjacent area of open space (i.e., 

being distinct from “infill” development). 
 Removes an impediment to growth (e.g., the establishment of an essential public service or the 

provision of new access to an area). 

Growth-inducing effects are not to be construed as necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little 
significance to the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2[e]). This issue is presented to 
provide additional information on ways in which the project could contribute to significant changes 
in the environment beyond the direct consequences of developing the proposed project as 
described in earlier sections of this EIR. 

5.1.1 Population Growth 
As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed project would allow for up to 222 
residential units; and, 100,000 square feet of commercial development including 90,000 square feet 
of mini storage uses in a two-story building and 10,000 square feet of flex space intended for 
neighborhood serving restaurant or retail uses, and/or office space in a one-story building. Using the 
most recent California Department of Finance (DOF) household size of 2.22 persons per household, 
the project could result in approximately 493 new residents to the city (DOF 2025). However, this is 
a conservative estimate as many of the units would be studio or one-bedroom and would be 
expected to house fewer persons per household than the city average. When added to the City’s 
existing estimated population of 49,534 (DOF 2025), the city’s total population with the project 
would be approximately 50,027 persons.  

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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The City of San Luis Obispo General Plan Land Use Element Policy 1.11.2, Residential Growth Rate, 
states that the City shall manage the growth of the City's housing supply so that it does not exceed 
one percent per year on average based on thresholds established in Land Use Element Table 3. The 
thresholds are the approximate number of dwellings and residents which would result from the one 
percent maximum average annual growth rate over the planning period, which extends to 2035. 
According to Land Use Element Table 3, the anticipated number of housing units in the City in 2035 
is 25,762. According to the City of San Luis Obispo 2020 Housing Element, the city’s population is 
projected to grow to 57,200 by 2035 (City of San Luis Obispo 2020). The addition of 222 residential 
units and 493 new residents would be within the projected growth as estimated by the City’s 2020 
Housing Element.  

During the first phase of project construction, the project would connect to the existing Prado Road 
sewer main. A subsequent phase of development would include construction of a new 12-inch 
sewer main along the western boundary of the property, crossing several properties before 
interconnecting the project to the Tank Farm Lift Station. In addition, the City’s Water Resource 
Recovery Facility recently underwent upgrades to recover resources traditionally classified as waste. 
The upgrades also improve the plant’s efficiency while helping reduce dependence on reservoir and 
groundwater supplies (City of San Luis Obispo 2024). 

The proposed project would result in more residences than currently anticipated under the 
Margarita Area Specific Plan (MASP), due to the proposed land use change. Table 6 in the MASP 
shows the estimated number of residential units within the MASP area. As described in the MASP, 
the Margarita Area, once fully developed, is expected to include approximately 868 residential units 
in addition to 69 acres of business park and 3 acres of neighborhood commercial. The City’s recent 
inventory of housing units in the MASP showed 387 existing units with the potential for 493 for a 
total of 880 within the MASP area. The project would add 222 units to the buildout potential within 
the MASP, for a total of 1,102 units.  

The buildout potential of 880 total units within the MASP area estimate during the recent inventory 
of housing units was based of the restrictions due to the proximity to the San Luis Obispo Airport 
and San Luis Obispo County’s 2005 Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP). The proposed Specific Plan 
Amendment includes an increase in approved dwelling units under the MASP to allow for 
consistency between the MASP and the updated ALUP. In addition to the number of housing units 
within the specific plan, the project site’s current land use designation, Business Park (BP), and 
zoning, Business Park with a Specific Plan overlay (BP-SP), were based on the land use restrictions 
established in 2005 ALUP. In 2021, San Luis Obispo County updated the ALUP, which updated the 
Airport Safety Zones, potentially allowing mixed-use development on 13.4 acres in the northern 
portion of the project site. With this update to the ALUP, the potential for mixed-use development 
would result in additional housing units than previously anticipated in the MASP. The proposed 
project includes a General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation of the project site 
from Business Park (BP) to Services & Manufacturing (SM) and a Specific Plan Amendment to change 
the land use designation of the project site from Business Park (BP) to Service Commercial (C-S). 
Therefore, with the approval of the proposed amendment to increase the approved dwelling units 
under the MASP to allow for consistency between the MASP and the updated ALUP, potential 
impacts would be less than significant from a growth-inducement perspective. 

5.1.2 Economic Growth 
In addition to residential development, the project would also include 100,000 square feet of 
commercial development including 90,000 square feet of mini storage uses in a two-story building 
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and 10,000 square feet of flex space intended for neighborhood serving restaurant or retail uses, 
and/or office space in a one-story building. Based on employment generation rates for retail uses 
from the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (2012) and the 
U.S. Green Building Council (2025), the potential new commercial floor area under the proposed 
project would result in a net increase of approximately 22 new employees (US Green Building 
Council 2025)1. Although the project would generate new employees, the majority of new 
employees would be expected to come from the existing population in the City or region and would 
not significantly contribute to new population growth. 

5.1.3 Precedent Setting Action 
The project site is included in the MASP area and is identified in the City’s General Plan Land Use 
Element for future development. Development in the MASP is required to meet performance 
standards prescribed in the General Plan Land Use Element and MASP, including minimum and 
maximum density requirements. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project includes 
a General Plan Map Amendment and MASP Amendment that would change the project site’s land 
use designation from Business Park to Service Commercial, which would allow a mixed-use project 
providing up to 222 residential units and 100,000 square feet of commercial space. The project site 
was already identified for development in the General Plan and MASP and would provide needed 
residential options as detailed in the Project Objectives in Chapter 2, Project Description. The 
inclusion of commercial space would be consistent with the Service Commercial land use 
designation. A detailed discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with the General Plan and 
MASP is provided in Section 4.5, Effects Found Not to be Significant. The proposed project would 
introduce mixed-use residential near commercial uses, employment locations, and parks, consistent 
with General Plan policies that encourage development of more housing in close proximity to 
services to promote walkability. Therefore, development of the project site would result in urban 
development anticipated in the General Plan Land Use Element and MASP.  

The proposed project would require the following discretionary and legislative approvals from the 
City: 

 Phased Vesting Tentative Tract Map for subdivision; 
 Development Agreement; 
 Major Development Review Entitlement; 
 Density Bonus Application (including requested waivers and concessions); 
 Specific Plan Amendment including a zone change from Business Park (BP) to Service 

Commercial (C-S) and modifications to the text and graphics in the MASP to accommodate the 
project; 

 General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation from Business Park (BP) to Service 
and Manufacturing (SM) 

 General Plan and Zoning Map Amendments 

Approval of these entitlements and legislative amendments would allow a final Development Plan, 
including grading permits, improvement plans and building permits to be handled by the City as 
ministerial approvals.  

 
1 90,000 square feet of warehouse/storage space divided by 20,000 square feet per employee = 4.5 employees. 10,000 square feet 
divided by 600 square feet per employee = 17 employees. 4.5 employees + 17 employees = 21.5 employees. Rounded up to 22 
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The MASP, as a long-term land use plan, is intended to reduce the potential for uncontrolled growth 
from specific development proposals and associated environmental impacts of such growth. While 
the project would change the site’s land use designation from BP to C-S, the project would involve a 
mixed-use development on a site designated for urban development within the MASP and General 
Plan. As such, the project would focus development within already urban-designated areas, such 
that implementation of the project would reduce urban spawl growth pressure by providing 
additional housing opportunities within the City limits. As detailed in Section 4.5.8, Land Use and 
Planning, of Section 4.8, Effects Found Not to be Significant, the proposed SM land use would allow 
for residential development as a part of a mixed-use project. The project would not exceed the 
residential density allowed in the SM land use pursuant to the General Plan. The rezone from BP-SP 
to the C-S-SP zone within the MASP would allow for mixed-use projects. The project would be 
reviewed by the Planning Commission and then by the City Council for final review. Growth 
inducement from the proposed actions would occur within what is envisioned for the site in the 
General Plan. 

The project involves a mixed-use development on a site designated for urban development within 
the MASP and General Plan. As such, the project would focus development within already urban-
designated areas, such that implementation of the project would reduce growth pressure in 
undeveloped areas at the periphery of the City and in the adjacent San Luis Obispo County and help 
meet the housing development numbers required by the State and City of San Luis Obispo Housing 
Element. The project would be constructed in two phases. The first phase would include 
construction of 88 residential units, followed by construction of the remaining residential units and 
commercial development in a second phase (refer to Section 2.5.6, Construction Phasing). This 
method could be considered precedent setting for development of mixed-use projects; however, 
the proposed phasing plan for the project is anticipated to be addressed in the Development 
Agreement and phasing of the project does not contribute to any significant environmental impacts 
identified in this EIR. As discussed in the impact analysis sections (Sections 4.1 through 4.5), the 
phased implementation would not result in additional or different environmental impacts beyond 
those already evaluated. Each impact area evaluated in this EIR considers the full project buildout, 
including anticipated construction activities. The potential impacts identified during construction of 
the project would not become significant whether the project is built all at once or in phases, as the 
nature, intensity, and duration of construction activities would remain consistent with the 
assumptions used in the environmental analysis. 

5.1.4 Development of Open Space/Vacant Land 
Development of open space is generally considered growth-inducing when it occurs outside urban 
boundaries or in isolated locations instead of infill areas. The project site is located within the City 
limits and within an area designated for urban development. Although the site is near the southern 
edge of the City, it is surrounded by existing and planned urban uses, including an existing 
residential subdivision to the north, a planned business park project to the west and existing 
commercial development to the east (refer to Chapter 2, Project Description, Figures 2-1 and 2-2). 
The proposed project would develop vacant land within a planned growth area of the City and 
would be consistent with existing and planned development patterns in the surrounding area. The 
project would not extend development beyond established City limits or designated urban 
boundaries. Accordingly, the project would be developed on a vacant site designated for urban 
development and would preserve lands outside the urban boundaries as open space. 
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5.1.5 Removal of Obstacles to Growth 
The project would not result in the removal of an impediment for growth within the City of San Luis 
Obispo, as adequate access and services are already available for the adjacent and surrounding 
areas in the City. The project site is surrounded by Prado Road and the Serra Meadows single-family 
residential subdivision to the north, a developed dog kennel and storage facilities to the east, a 
vacant property which is approved for office and industrial space to the west, and vacant land 
previously used as an oil storage facility to the south. The project would involve construction of a 
mixed-use development on a site designated for urban development within the MASP and General 
Plan. As such, the project would focus development within already urban-designated areas, such 
that implementation of the project would reduce growth pressure in undeveloped areas at the 
periphery of the City and in the adjacent San Luis Obispo County. In addition, the project would 
provide additional residences, which would help meet the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
required by the State and City of San Luis Obispo’s Housing Element. This would be expected to 
reduce the potential for impacts relating to such issues as biological resources, regional traffic, and 
air quality as compared to development on lands beyond urban boundaries. Impacts related to air 
quality are discussed further in Section 4.1, Air Quality; impacts to biological resources are discussed 
further in Section 4.2, Biological Resources; and impacts related to regional traffic are discussed 
further in Section 4.5, Effects Found Not to be Significant. 

As discussed under transportation in Section 4.5, Effects Found Not to be Significant, the project 
would not extend roads or other infrastructure beyond those necessary to accommodate the 
project and planned development in the southern portion of the City. As discussed under utilities 
and service systems in Section 4.5, Effects Found Not to be Significant, minor improvements to 
water, sewer, and drainage connection infrastructure would be needed, but would be sized to 
specifically serve the proposed project. No additional utility infrastructure or facilities beyond those 
necessary to accommodate the proposed project would be implemented. Therefore, the project 
would not expand infrastructure in a manner which would lead to unanticipated growth.  

Overall, the project would not induce new development outside of the San Luis Obispo City limits or 
otherwise remove an existing impediment to growth. 

5.2 Significant Unavoidable Effects 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(b) requires that an EIR identify those significant impacts that cannot 
be reduced to a less than significant level with the application of mitigation measures. The 
implications and reasons why the project is being proposed, notwithstanding, must be described.  

As discussed in Sections 4.1 through 4.5, implementation of the proposed project would not result 
in significant, unavoidable impacts.  

5.3 Irreversible Environmental Effects 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(c) requires a discussion of significant irreversible environmental 
changes that could result from a project, should a project be implemented. This section addresses 
non-renewable resources, the commitment of future generations to the proposed uses, 
environmental accidents, and irreversible impacts associated with the project.  
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Urban development on the project site would result in the permanent conversion of undeveloped to 
residential and non-residential uses. Construction of the proposed project would also require 
building materials and energy, some of which are non-renewable resources. Consumption of these 
resources would occur with any development in the region and are not unique to the project. The 
addition of new residential units and non-residential space would irreversibly increase local demand 
for non-renewable energy resources such as petroleum and natural gas. Increasingly efficient 
building fixtures and automobile engines, as well as implementation of policies included in the City’s 
General Plan and MASP are expected to offset the demand to some degree. It is not anticipated that 
growth facilitated by the project would significantly affect local or regional energy supplies as 
project residents and businesses would reasonably be expected to not utilize fuel in a manner that is 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary. Because energy use at the site would also be consistent with 
state energy regulations regarding energy conservation, the project would not result in the 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy or conflict with or obstruct a state or 
local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. A more detailed analysis of the project’s 
expected energy use can be found in Section 4.5, Effects Found Not to be Significant. 

The project would also require a commitment of law enforcement, fire protection, water supply, 
wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal services. However, as discussed in Section 4.5, 
Effects Found not to be Significant, impacts to these service systems would be less than significant. 

CEQA requires decision makers to balance the benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable 
environmental risks in determining whether to approve a project. The analysis contained in this EIR 
concludes that the proposed project would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts.  
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6 Alternatives 

Section 15126.6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines provides guidance for 
the identification and evaluation of project alternatives in an EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.5 
states: “[a]n EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of 
the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid 
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project and evaluate the comparative 
merits of the alternatives.” This EIR examines a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed 
project that would attain most of the basic project objectives but would avoid or substantially lessen 
significant adverse impacts. 

6.1 Development of Alternatives 
Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR identify alternatives that were 
considered but rejected as infeasible and provide a brief explanation as to why such alternatives 
were not fully considered in the EIR. As required by the CEQA Guidelines, the selection of 
alternatives for this EIR included a screening process to determine a reasonable range of 
alternatives, which could reduce significant effects but also feasibly meet project objectives. 
Alternatives that do not clearly provide any environmental advantages compared to the proposed 
project, do not meet basic proposed project objectives, or are not feasible to implement have been 
eliminated from further consideration. Alternatives that were considered but rejected are discussed 
in Section 6.1.3. 

6.1.1 Project Objectives 
As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, the objectives for the proposed project are as 
follows: 

 Amend the General Plan and Margarita Area Specific Plan (MASP) to change the project site 
zoning to Service Commercial (C-S) and allow mixed-use development that is consistent with the 
amended General Plan, amended MASP, Major City Goals, and the Airport Land Use Plan. 

 Development of an economically feasible project that is consistent with, and implements, 
policies within the amended General Plan, amended MASP and Major City Goals. 

 Provide a variety of housing types including missing middle (townhomes, duplexes, apartments, 
etc.) within one neighborhood for a wide range of socioeconomic groups and affordability 
levels. 

 Establish a well-connected mixed-use community with amenities such as a private park, an 
internal network of bicycle paths and pedestrian sidewalks / paths, and commercial goods and 
services that serve the neighborhood. 

 Develop mini-storage facilities for the community while minimizing traffic impacts on the overall 
project. 

 Development of the adjacent roadway, bike path, and sewer connections.  
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6.1.2 Potentially Significant Impacts of the Project 
As discussed throughout Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, and summarized in Table ES-1 in 
the Executive Summary, the project would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts. 

The project would require mitigation to reduce potentially significant impacts related to biological 
resources, cultural resources, and noise. Mitigation measures identified in Chapter 4 would reduce 
potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels. 

6.1.3 Alternatives Considered and Rejected 
The CEQA Guidelines state that an EIR should identify alternatives that were considered by the lead 
agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons 
underlying the lead agency’s determination (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2[c]). Among the 
factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are (i) 
failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii), infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid 
significant environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[c]). Alternatives that the City 
considered but rejected are discussed in the following paragraphs within this section.  

Alternative Location 
Alternative locations within the City for the project were considered outside of the 365 Prado Road 
project site. Such sites would need to be large enough to accommodate a mixed-use project of the 
same size and density as proposed, private park space, and adjacent to planned infrastructure 
improvements, including sewer and bike path connections on Prado Road and Innovation Way and 
be undeveloped or underdeveloped. Proximity to planned improvements is integral to the project’s 
ability to feasibly meet the project’s objectives, which include establishing an internally and 
externally linked mixed-use community, providing a network of bicycle paths and pedestrian 
sidewalks, and development of adjacent roadway, bike path, and sewer connections. A majority of 
the 19.3-acre project site was graded in 2018 with placement of 47,610 cubic yards of engineered 
fill material on 17.2 acres of the project site under a City of San Luis Obispo issued Early Grading 
Building Permit (GRAD-3835-2016, dated December 14, 2018. As a result of this prior disturbance, 
the site is locally unique in that it now lacks substantial environmental constraints, as discussed in 
Sections 4.1 through 4.5 of this EIR. No alternative locations exist that provide a similar mix of 
proximity to existing planned infrastructure improvements and lack of significant environmental 
constraints. In addition, the project applicant does not own, manage, or otherwise control other 
properties or locations that could feasibly support the proposed mix of residential and commercial 
uses, infrastructure improvements, and park space. Therefore, an alternative involving the 
development of the project in an alternate location was rejected from further consideration.  

Different Land Uses  
Alternatives were considered that would involve a different land use than the mixed-use 
development proposed by the project applicant (e.g., strictly residential, commercial, or institutional 
land use). However, developing the 365 Prado Road project site with a substantially different land 
use would fail to meet most of the basic project objectives, which include establishing an internally 
and externally linked mixed-use community with a variety of housing types, commercial uses, and 
integrated open space. Residential zoning on the project site would also be considered spot zoning1 

 
1 Spot zoning refers to rezoning of a small parcel of land in a manner that is inconsistent with the surrounding area, adjacent zoning and 
the General Plan. 
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by the City, on the basis that it would be inconsistent with the City’s land use strategy, identified in 
the GP and the MASP, to promote commercial development along the south side of Prado Road An 
alternative involving more intense commercial or institutional development would also not reduce 
potential environmental impacts because such an alternative could involve greater ground 
disturbance and more substantial operational impacts from increased population and/or 
employment density, which would result in increased vehicle trips. An alternative involving 
substantially less intensive development, such as a passive recreational use, would potentially 
reduce some construction and operational impacts, but would fail to meet the basic project 
objectives. Therefore, alternatives with substantially different land use development scenarios were 
rejected from further consideration. 

6.1.4 Project Alternatives 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that “an EIR need not consider every conceivable 
alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation.” The selected 
alternatives are limited to those that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the proposed project, those that the lead agency determines to be potentially feasible, 
and those that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. This section presents 
the selected alternatives and includes an evaluation for the environmental topics addressed in 
Sections 4.1 through 4.5, although at a more general level to compare the merits of the alternatives 
to the proposed project (consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[d]). 

This analysis presents three alternatives, including the required “no project” alternative and two 
development alternatives that involve changes to the project that may reduce some of the project-
related environmental impacts as identified in this EIR. The following alternatives are evaluated in 
this EIR: 

 Alternative 1: No Project (no development) 
 Alternative 2: Business Park Buildout (development under the existing land use designation) 
 Alternative 3: Reduced Commercial Footprint  

Table 6-1 provides a summary comparison of the development characteristics of the proposed 
project and each of the alternatives considered. Detailed descriptions of the alternatives are 
included in the impact analysis for each alternative. The potential environmental impacts of each 
alternative are analyzed in Sections 6.2 through 6.4.  
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Table 6-1 Comparison of Project Alternatives’ Buildout Characteristics 

Feature Proposed Project 
Alternative 1: 
No Project 

Alternative 2:  
Business Park Buildout 

Alternative 3: 
Reduced Commercial 
Footprint  

Lot Area 19.3 Acres 19.3 Acres 19.3 Acres 19.3 Acres 

Residential Units 222 Units 0 Units 0 Units 222 Units 

Residential Floor Area 430,800 sq ft 0 sq ft 0 sq ft 430,800 sq ft 

Commercial Floor Area 100,000 sq ft 0 sq ft Up to 840,708 sq ft1 10,000 sq ft 

Required/Provided 
Parking (number of 
spaces) 

4402 0 Up to 2,8033 4054 

1Per Section 17.42.020 of the City’s Municipal Code, Business Park zoning allows a maximum of a 1.0 floor area ratio. The project site is 
840,708 square feet. Therefore, the maximum floor area for a full buildout under Alternative 2 would be 840,708 square feet of 
development. 

 2 371 Residential Spaces/69 Commercial Spaces 
3Per Section 17.72.030 of the City’s Municipal code, business and professional office land uses require 1 parking spot per 300 square 
feet of floor area. 84,708/300=2,802.36 
4371 Residential Spaces/34 Commercial Spaces 

6.2 Alternative 1: No Project Alternative 

6.2.1 Description 
The No Project Alternative assumes that the project site remains under its current General Plan land 
use designation and zoning, but that no mixed-use development or associated improvements occur. 
The project site is currently vacant and would remain vacant under this alternative. The No Project 
Alternative would not fulfill any of the project objectives, as it would forgo the opportunity to 
provide a variety of housing types and affordability levels, support a well-connected mixed-use 
community, and stimulate economic activity through the development of commercial space. 
Additionally, the No Project Alternative would not result in the implementation of key infrastructure 
improvements associated with the proposed project including roadway, bike path, and sewer 
connections. 

6.2.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Air Quality 
Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain vacant and undeveloped, and no 
construction or operational activities would occur. As a result, there would be no generation of air 
pollutants or greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from construction equipment, vehicle trips, energy 
use, or waste generation. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would not result in any increase in 
vehicle miles traveled, nor would it require infrastructure improvements that could indirectly 
contribute to emissions. Because the site would remain in its current undeveloped state, the No 
Project Alternative would not conflict with any applicable air quality plans or climate action goals. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in no impact to air quality or GHG emissions, which would 
less impactful than the proposed project. 
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b. Biological Resources 
Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain vacant and undeveloped, and no 
construction or operational activities would occur. As a result, there would be no ground 
disturbance, vegetation removal, or habitat modification that could impact special-status plant or 
animal species, jurisdictional wetlands, wildlife movement, or conflict with applicable policies or 
regulations. This alternative would not impact potential habitat for species such as vernal pool fairy 
shrimp or American badger, or impact wildlife movement. Therefore, mitigation measures required 
for the proposed project would not be required. Additionally, this alternative would not conflict 
with any local, state, or federal biological resource policies or regulations. Because no development 
would occur, the No Project Alternative would avoid the direct and indirect impacts to biological 
resources identified in the proposed project analysis. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would 
result in no impact to biological resources, and would reduce impacts when compared to the 
proposed project. 

c. Cultural Resources 
Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain vacant and undeveloped, and no 
construction or operational activities would occur. The No Project Alternative would not include any 
ground disturbance or construction. As a result, there would be no potential for impacts to 
previously unidentified archaeological or tribal cultural resources, and mitigation measures required 
for the proposed project would not be required. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result 
in no impact to cultural resources, which would be less impactful than the proposed project. 

d. Noise 
Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain vacant and undeveloped, and no 
construction or operational activities would occur. As a result, there would be no temporary 
construction-related noise or vibration impacts, such as those associated with grading, excavation, 
or building activities. Additionally, there would be no long-term operational noise from residential 
or commercial uses, including mechanical equipment, parking lot activity, or increased vehicle 
traffic. The site would not contribute to cumulative increases in ambient noise levels or expose 
nearby sensitive receptors to excessive noise or vibration. Furthermore, because no development 
would occur, the No Project Alternative would not conflict with the City of San Luis Obispo’s General 
Plan Noise Element, Municipal Code noise standards, or applicable airport land use compatibility 
policies. Therefore, implementation of the No Project Alternative would result in no impacts related 
to noise or groundborne vibration, which would be less impactful than the proposed project. 

e. Other Environmental Impacts 
Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain vacant and undeveloped, and no 
construction or operational activities would occur. Therefore, there would be no impacts to the 
resources discussed under Section 4.5, Effects Found Not to be Significant, including aesthetics, 
agriculture and forestry resources, energy, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, population and 
housing, public services, recreation, transportation, utilities and service systems, and wildfire. 
Existing, baseline conditions would continue to occur under the No Project Alternative. Accordingly, 
the No Project Alternative would not result in any of the less than significant environmental impacts 
identified in Section 4.5, Effects Found Not to be Significant, and these less than significant impacts 
would be avoided or reduced in comparison to the proposed project. 
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6.3 Alternative 2: Business Park Buildout 

6.3.1 Description 
Under the Business Park Buildout Alternative, the entire 19.3-acre project site would be developed 
in accordance with the existing Business Park land use designation and zoning, as well as the land 
use regulations established in the MASP. This alternative would eliminate the proposed residential 
and mixed-use components and instead allow for full buildout of the site with uses permitted under 
the Business Park land use designation and zoning. These uses may include office, research and 
development, light industrial, warehousing, and limited commercial services such as mini-storage 
and service-oriented retail. 

Under the Business Park Buildout Alternative, the site could support a variety of projects which 
could include up to 840,708 square feet of commercial buildings and up to 2,803 parking spaces. 
Allowed uses under the Business Park zone could involve substantially more employees, customers, 
and vehicle trips, which has the potential to result in an overall higher intensity than the proposed 
project. Business park and other commercial development under this alternative could involve a 
variety of different construction methods, building configurations, and site designs, although the 
specifics of such variations remain speculative without a defined site plan. What can be reasonably 
anticipated is that this alternative would allow for substantially higher developed square footage on 
the project site in comparison to the proposed project. The site would retain an internal circulation 
network, including roadways, sidewalks, and bicycle infrastructure, and may include landscaped 
open space or stormwater management features as required by City standards. However, the 
proposed 1.29-acre public park would not be included in this alternative, as public recreational 
space is not a required component of development under the Business Park zoning designation.  

6.3.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Air Quality 
The Business Park Buildout Alternative would introduce more intensive commercial development 
than the proposed mixed-use project, increasing traffic and operational intensity, and leading to 
greater air quality impacts compared to the proposed project. Under the Business Park Buildout 
Alternative, the site could accommodate up to 840,708 square feet of non-residential building area. 
While the residential aspect of the proposed project would be eliminated and replaced with 
commercial development, the Business Park Building Alternative would still result in an increase of 
approximately 50 percent in developed floor area in comparison to the proposed project. This 
alternative would allow for uses such as professional offices and retail/commercial businesses which 
could introduce more people onsite than the proposed project. Additionally, commercial, business, 
and retail uses typically generate more employee, customer, and service‑related vehicle trips than 
residential development, which would result in higher overall emissions relative to the proposed 
project. Therefore, the increase in onsite activity and overall larger development have the potential 
to result in higher air quality emissions than the proposed project. 

Construction emissions could increase due more intensive grading, higher volumes of truck traffic 
and equipment use to support the increased amount of development that could occur under this 
alternative. Duration of construction activity on the project site under this alternative would be 
expected to be longer than anticipated for the proposed project, due to the increase in potentially 
developable floor area. 
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Single-family residences located about 100 feet north of the project site are the nearest sensitive 
receptors to construction activities. This alternative could result in an increased duration of 
construction activity on the project site due to the increased development potential. As mentioned 
in Subsection 6.3.1, Description, without more detailed assumptions about this alternative’s site 
design, the anticipated increase in floor area has the potential to either extend the duration of 
construction activity or require more intensive construction activity within a similar schedule to the 
proposed project. Due to the increased duration or intensity of construction activity, this alternative 
has the potential to increase nearby residences’ exposure to dust and diesel emissions during 
construction. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Business Park Buildout Alternative would not introduce land 
uses typically associated with objectionable odors (such as rendering facilities, composting 
operations, or food processing plants). The MASP lists allowed uses within the Business Park zone 
including advertising, business support services, computer services, copying and printing services, 
medical and analytical laboratories and food and retail services. However, construction-related 
odors would have the potential to be more intense under this alternative due to the increased 
duration of the construction phase. 

Overall, although the Business Park Buildout Alternative has the potential to result in higher air 
pollution compared to the proposed project. Therefore, impacts to air quality under this alternative 
would be greater than the proposed project and would have the potential to exceed the San Luis 
Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD) thresholds of significance.  

b. Biological Resources 
The Business Park Buildout Alternative would be located on the same project site as the proposed 
project. As described in Section 4.2, Biological Resources, the project site is highly disturbed, 
dominated by ruderal vegetation, and contains a hydrologically isolated freshwater emergent 
wetland. Field reconnaissance surveys conducted in 2023, 2024, and 2025 did not identify special-
status plant species on the site. However, eight special-status animal species have the potential to 
occur on the project site based on the presence of suitable habitat.  

Under the Business Park Buildout Alternative, no residential and park uses would occur, but instead 
the site would be developed with commercial uses, increasing the total building floor area 
compared to the proposed project. However, the overall development footprint (area of 
disturbance) would be similar under this alternative. As a result, impacts to special-status species 
and wetland habitats would be generally comparable to those of the proposed project. Because the 
Business Park Buildout Alternative would result in similar impacts to biological resources as the 
proposed project, this alternative would be required to implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) 
through BIO-1(d) and BIO-2(a) through BIO-2(b) to reduce direct and indirect impacts to special 
status species and wetland habitats from project construction. With implementation of required 
mitigation measures, potential impacts to special-status species and wetlands under the Business 
Park Buildout Alternative would remain less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

The project site has low suitability for wildlife movement due to the existing level of development, 
disturbance, and human activity in the surrounding area. Under the Business Park Buildout 
Alternative, the proposed park space would be replaced with commercial structures that are 
compatible with Safety Zone 2, as listed in the County of San Luis Obispo’s Airport Land Use Plan, 
these could include office buildings, bars, taverns, restaurants and retail sales. This potential 
increase in buildings would result in increased impervious surfaces compared to the proposed 
project. The more intensive non-residential development could also increase traffic and human 
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activity. However, these changes would not significantly impact wildlife movement as the site lacks 
corridor functionality. Therefore, potential impacts to wildlife movement would remain less than 
significant, similar to the proposed project.  

Although the Business Park Buildout Alternative would involve larger scale development, 
implementation of required Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) through BIO-1(d) and BIO-2(a) through 
BIO-2(b) would ensure this alternative would not conflict with applicable local, state, and federal 
biological resources policies or regulations. Overall, the Business Park Buildout Alternative would 
result in biological resource impacts that are generally similar to the proposed project but slightly 
higher due to the larger scale development. However, with implementation of required mitigation 
measures, these impacts would remain less than significant. 

c. Cultural Resources 
The Business Park Buildout Alternative would be located on the same project site as the proposed 
project. As described in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, the project site is currently vacant and does 
not contain any structures or buildings that could be eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or as a City-designated historic resource. 
Therefore, the Business Park Buildout Alternative would not result in significant impacts to historical 
resources. 

Under the Business Park Buildout Alternative, the site would be developed with more non-
residential development compared to the proposed mixed-use project, replacing the proposed 
residential and park components with office, light industrial, warehousing, and service-oriented 
commercial uses. However, because the project site has been previously disturbed, the more 
intensive development associated with this alternative would not increase impacts to cultural 
resources. Similar to the proposed project, the Business Park Buildout Alternative would involve 
substantial grading and excavation, which has the potential to impact previously unidentified 
archaeological and tribal cultural resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1(a), CUL-
1(b), CUL-1(c), and CUL-3 would be required to reduce these potential impacts to a less than 
significant level.  

Impacts related to the potential for human remains to be encountered during construction would 
be less than significant with required compliance with existing State regulations (California Health 
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98), similar to the 
proposed project. Overall, potential cultural resource impacts under the Business Park Buildout 
Alternative would be generally similar to the proposed project and would remain less than 
significant with mitigation.  

d. Noise 
The increase in commercial development under the Business Park Buildout Alternative has the 
potential to result in greater structural massing and more overall square footage compared to the 
proposed project. This higher intensity of development could lead to an increase in construction 
activity, including a longer construction duration, more extensive grading, and a higher volume of 
heavy-duty equipment and truck trips. As a result, short-term construction noise levels would likely 
be higher than those associated with the proposed project. Although equipment types and phases 
would remain similar, the increased square footage would extend construction and require more 
equipment, potentially resulting in more frequent or prolonged exceedances of the City’s 
construction noise thresholds (75 dBA Leq during daytime hours). Therefore, construction noise 
impacts under the Business Park Buildout Alternative would be greater than the proposed project, 
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although similar to the proposed project, this impact would be mitigable through implementation of 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1. 

Operational noise impacts would be expected to increase under the Business Park Buildout 
Alternative due to the full-site buildout with commercial uses. Mechanical equipment typically 
associated with commercial uses, such as commercial HVAC systems, delivery activity, parking lot 
operations, and possible loading dock operations would be distributed throughout the entire project 
site, rather than being concentrated in the southern portion of the site. Noise-sensitive receptors, 
particularly those north of the site across Prado Road, could experience more consistent exposure 
to operational noise due to the scale and proximity of commercial activities. As a result, long‑term 
stationary noise levels under this alternative may be higher than noise levels that would be 
anticipated from by the proposed project, which could result in potentially significant impacts on 
nearby sensitive receptors. 

Traffic-related noise would be expected to increase under the Business Park Buildout Alternative 
because commercial, business, and retail uses typically generate more employee, customer, and 
service‑related vehicle trips than residential development. This increase in activity would likely 
result in more traffic traveling within the project site and on adjacent roadways, which in turn would 
generate higher levels of traffic noise compared to the proposed project. Therefore, traffic noise 
impacts are anticipated to be greater than those of the proposed project and could result in a 
significant impact. 

Groundborne vibration impacts would remain similar to the proposed project. Although 
construction activity would have the potential to be more extensive, including a longer construction 
duration, more extensive grading, and a higher volume of heavy-duty equipment and truck trips, the 
types of equipment used would not change, and no pile driving or blasting is anticipated for this 
alternative. As a result, vibration impacts would remain less than significant. 

All occupied structures on the project site would remain outside the San Luis Obispo County 
Airport’s 60 dBA Community Noise Equivalent Level airport noise contour, and interior noise levels 
would continue to comply with applicable standards. Therefore, airport-related noise exposure 
would be the same as under the proposed project and would remain less than significant. 

Overall, the Business Park Buildout Alternative would result in greater short-term construction noise 
impacts and slightly increased operational and traffic noise levels compared to the proposed 
project. However, with implementation of the mitigation measures within Section 4.4, Noise, all 
noise impacts would remain less than significant. 

e. Other Environmental Impacts 
As discussed above, the Business Park Buildout Alternative would have the potential for more 
intensive non-residential development compared to the proposed mixed-use project, replacing the 
proposed residential and park components with office, light industrial, warehousing, and service-
oriented commercial uses. This alternative has the potential to increase development on site and 
introduce more intensive uses such as commercial, business and retail, which would increase energy 
demand for heating, cooling, and lighting, as well as water use for commercial operations. 
Commercial, business, and retail uses generally involve higher and more continuous daily activity 
levels, with more people onsite throughout the day and longer operating hours compared to 
residential uses, resulting in greater overall energy and water use, higher wastewater and soil water 
generation and increased demands on site infrastructure. The larger commercial footprint would 
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also increase employee, customer, and delivery trips, contributing to higher traffic activity on 
adjacent roadways.  

Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would generate more employee and delivery 
vehicle trips, increase energy and water consumption, wastewater treatment, stormwater 
infrastructure, and solid waste generation due to the larger commercial footprint and more 
intensive site utilization. These increases are anticipated to be larger than the corresponding 
decrease in residential vehicle trips and utility demand that would result from eliminating the 
residential portion of the proposed mixed-use project.  

As a result of the larger overall scale of development under the Business Park Buildout Alternative, 
impacts related to several resource areas have the potential to result in greater impacts than the 
proposed project. Aesthetics‑related impacts could increase because a larger commercial footprint 
and greater building massing would introduce more visible development to the site. Geology and 
soils impacts could also be greater due to the increased amount of ground disturbance associated 
with a larger buildout scenario.  

Impacts related to land use and planning, mineral resources, and wildfire would be similar to those 
of the proposed project. The alternative would remain consistent with the existing zoning and land 
use designations applicable to the site, would not alter the presence or availability of known mineral 
resources, and would not substantially change site conditions related to wildfire risk compared to 
the proposed project. 

This alternative would require fire and police services, and a larger commercial buildout could 
increase the need for emergency response due to a higher number of employees, customers, and 
deliveries onsite throughout the day. The presence of larger commercial buildings and more 
continuous operational activity would elevate general demands for fire protection and could result 
in a greater frequency of calls for police service. Similar to the proposed project, the site’s location 
within the southern city limits would contribute to existing demands on Fire Department resources 
serving the outer areas of the city, but implementation of this alternative would not directly create 
the need for a new fire station in the southern area, as that demand already exists. As a result, 
potential impacts to fire and police services would be expected to remain less than significant under 
this alternative. 

Due to the absence of residential uses, the Business Park Buildout Alternative would have no 
bearing on demand for housing-related public services such as schools, parks, and libraries, and 
would eliminate population growth associated with the proposed project. As a result, impacts 
related to population and housing, housing-specific public services, and recreation would be 
avoided under this alternative.  

Overall, the Business Park Buildout Alternative would result in incrementally greater than the 
proposed project for aesthetics, geology and soils, transportation, utilities, and fire and police 
services due to the larger commercial footprint and higher site activity. These increased demands 
have the potential to result in significant impacts requiring mitigation. Impacts related to land use 
and planning, mineral resources, wildfire, population and housing, and housing‑related public 
services would be similar to or less than those of the proposed project, with several avoided entirely 
due to the absence of residential uses. 
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6.4 Alternative 3: Reduced Commercial Footprint 

6.4.1 Description 
This alternative envisions a reduced development footprint with less commercial development than 
under the proposed project. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would provide 222 
residential dwelling units on the northern 13.4-acre portion of the site that is outside of San Luis 
Obispo County Regional Airport Safety Zone 2. This alternative would retain the 10,000 square feet 
of commercial flex space intended for neighborhood serving restaurant or retail uses, and/or office 
space in a one-story building, but would accommodate the commercial flex space on the northern 
13.4-acre portion of the site, thereby retaining the mixed-use character of the proposed project.  

As with the proposed project, residential development under this alternative would include a mix of 
market-rate and affordable housing types such as duplexes, triplexes, townhomes, detached single-
family homes, and courtyard flats. Unlike the proposed project, this alternative would not include 
the development of 90,000 square feet of mini warehouse storage on the southern 5.8-acre portion 
of the site located within Safety Zone 2. Under the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative, the 
site layout of the northern 13.4-acre portion of the site would remain generally consistent with the 
proposed project and would include internal roadways, pedestrian sidewalks, and the 1.29-acre 
public park.  

6.4.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Air Quality 
By eliminating 90,000 square feet of mini-warehouse storage, the Reduced Commercial Footprint 
Alternative would result in a slightly lower level of development intensity, fewer vehicle trips, and 
reduced emissions from both construction and operation, compared to the proposed project.  

The reduction of commercial development would reduce the overall development intensity on the 
project site under this alternative, resulting in lower operational emissions. The proposed mini 
warehouse storage would have generated emissions from energy use, area sources (e.g., 
landscaping equipment), and mobile sources (e.g., customer and employee vehicle trips). By 
removing 90,000 square feet of commercial development, the Reduced Commercial Footprint 
Alternative would eliminate these sources of emissions. The residential component would remain 
the same as the proposed project, and because the proposed project’s operational emissions were 
determined to be below SLOAPCD thresholds, the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would 
also not exceed SLOAPCD thresholds. As a result, the total operational emissions under this 
alternative would be lower than those of the proposed project and would remain well below 
applicable daily and annual thresholds for criteria pollutants. 

Construction emissions would also be reduced under this alternative because there would be less 
development, resulting in decreased equipment use and a shorter construction schedule. As 
discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality, the proposed project’s construction emissions would be below 
the SLOAPCD thresholds for reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxides, diesel particulate matter, and 
fugitive dust; therefore, the reduced construction emissions associated with the Reduced 
Commercial Footprint Alternative would also not exceed SLOAPCD thresholds, and would result in a 
reduced contribution to short-term air quality impacts. 



City of San Luis Obispo 
365 Prado Road and Missing Middle Mixed-Use Project 

 
6-12 

Existing single-family residences located about 100 feet north of the project site are the nearest 
sensitive receptors to construction activities. Similar to the proposed project, construction would 
occur in phases and progress away from these receptors over time. The elimination of the mini 
warehouse storage would shorten the duration and reduce the intensity of construction near the 
southern portion of the site. Although this portion of the project site is the farthest point from the 
sensitive receptors, the anticipated reduction in overall construction activity would still reduce the 
potential for sensitive receptors to be exposed to dust and diesel emissions. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would not introduce 
land uses typically associated with objectionable odors. Construction-related odors would be 
temporary and less intense than those of the proposed project due to the reduced intensity of 
development. 

Although the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would generate fewer short-term and long-
term criteria pollutant emissions than the proposed project, it would still result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts, but to a lesser degree. Similar to the 
proposed project, construction and operational emissions under the Reduced Commercial Footprint 
Alternative would remain below SLOAPCD thresholds, which are designed to account for cumulative 
conditions in the South Central Coast Air Basin. Therefore, air quality impacts under the Reduced 
Commercial Footprint Alternative would be less than significant and reduced compared to the 
proposed project. 

b. Biological Resources 
The Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would be located on the same project site as the 
proposed project. As described in Section 4.2, Biological Resources, the project site is highly 
disturbed, dominated by ruderal vegetation, and contains a hydrologically isolated freshwater 
emergent wetland. Field reconnaissance surveys conducted in 2023, 2024, and 2025 did not identify 
special-status plant species on the site. However, eight special-status animal species have the 
potential to occur on the project site based on the presence of suitable habitat.  

The Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would maintain a site layout generally consistent 
with the proposed project, including internal roadways, pedestrian sidewalks, and the 1.29-acre 
public park. The primary differences would be the overall reduced development footprint and the 
elimination of all development from the southern portion of the site. As stated in Subsection 6.4.1, 
Description, the 10,000 square feet of commercial flex space would be located in the northern part 
of the project site under this alternative. This reduction in development would result in a smaller 
disturbance footprint and less construction activity overall.  

While construction activities would be similar in nature to the proposed project, they would occur 
within a reduced development footprint. As a result, impacts to special-status species and wetland 
habitats would be slightly less than anticipated under the proposed project. However, similar to the 
proposed project, this alternative would result in permanent removal of the freshwater emergent 
wetland. As a result, the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would be required to 
implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) through BIO-1(d) and BIO-2(a) through BIO-2(b) to reduce 
direct and indirect impacts to special status animal species and wetland habitats during project 
construction. With implementation of required mitigation measures, potential impacts to special-
status species and wetlands under the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would remain less 
than significant, similar to the proposed project.  
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The project site has low suitability for wildlife movement due to the existing level of development, 
disturbance, and human activity in the surrounding area. Similar to the proposed project, the 
Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would not significantly impact wildlife movement, as the 
project site lacks suitable habitat for wildlife corridor functionality. Therefore, impacts would remain 
less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Although the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would involve a smaller development 
footprint, implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) through BIO-1(d) and BIO-2(a) through 
BIO-2(b) would ensure the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would not conflict with 
applicable local, state, and federal biological resource policies or regulations. Overall, the Reduced 
Commercial Footprint Alternative would result in reduced biological resource impacts than the 
proposed project due to the reduced disturbance footprint. With implementation of required 
mitigation measures, these impacts would remain less than significant. 

c. Cultural Resource 
The Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would be located on the same project site as the 
proposed project, but within a smaller development footprint. As described in Section 4.3, Cultural 
Resources, the project site is currently vacant and does not contain any structures or buildings that 
could be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical 
Resources, or as a City-designated historic resource. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the 
Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would not result in significant impacts to historical 
resources. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would involve 
substantial grading and excavation, which has the potential to impact previously unidentified 
archaeological and tribal cultural resources. As with the proposed project, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures CUL-1(a), CUL-1(b), CUL-1(c), and CUL-3 would be required to reduce these 
potential impacts to a less than significant level.  

Impacts related to the potential for human remains to be encountered during construction would 
be less than significant with required compliance with existing State regulations (California Health 
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98), similar to the 
proposed project.  

Overall, potential cultural resource impacts under the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative 
would be less than those of the proposed project due to the smaller overall development footprint 
and would remain less than significant with mitigation. 

d. Noise 
Construction-related noise impacts would be reduced under this alternative as less commercial 
development on a smaller footprint would shorten construction duration and decrease grading, 
heavy equipment use, and truck trips, especially in the southern portion of the site. Under the 
Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative, construction would still occur in three phases, but the 
reduction of commercial development would reduce the intensity and duration of construction 
activities. As a result, construction noise levels would be lower overall, and the potential for 
exceedance of applicable thresholds would be incrementally reduced. Nonetheless, temporary 
construction activity would still have the potential to exceed the City’s construction noise thresholds 
(75 dBA Leq during daytime hours). Standard construction noise control measures and Mitigation 
Measure NOI-1 would still be required to ensure compliance with City noise standards. 
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By reducing the commercial component to 10,000 square feet, the Reduced Commercial Footprint 
Alternative would reduce operational noise sources on the southern portion of the project site, 
including commercial HVAC systems, delivery activity, and parking lot operations. The residential 
uses would still generate typical noise associated with housing, including vehicle movements, 
outdoor activity, and mechanical equipment; however, these operational noise sources would 
remain less than significant under this alternative. 

Traffic-related noise would be reduced under the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative due to 
the reduction of commercial employee and delivery vehicle trips. The Reduced Commercial 
Footprint Alternative would generate fewer daily trips overall, resulting in a smaller increase in 
traffic noise levels, and would remain a less than significant impact. 

Groundborne vibration impacts would remain similar to the proposed project. Although 
construction activity would be less extensive, the types of equipment used would not change, and 
no pile driving or blasting is anticipated for this alternative. As a result, vibration impacts would 
remain less than significant. 

Residential uses would be located outside the San Luis Obispo County Airport’s 60 dBA Community 
Noise Equivalent Level airport noise contour, and interior noise levels would comply with applicable 
standards. Therefore, airport-related noise exposure would be the same as under the proposed 
project and would remain less than significant. 

Overall, the reduced construction and operational activity in the southern portion of the site would 
further minimize potential noise exposure for nearby sensitive receptors, particularly those located 
north of the site. Therefore, the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative would result in reduced 
noise impacts compared to the proposed project, and with implementation of the mitigation 
measures within Section 4.4, Noise, all noise impacts would remain less than significant. 

e. Other Environmental Impacts 
By reducing the commercial development potential and limiting it to a smaller footprint, the 
Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative reduce the intensity of non‑residential uses compared to 
the proposed project. Because the residential component remains unchanged, many environmental 
effects would be similar to the proposed project. Impacts related to agriculture and forestry 
resources, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, mineral resources, population 
and housing, housing‑related public services, recreation and wildfire would be similar to the 
proposed project because the factors influencing these impacts would not substantially change 
under this alternative in comparison to the proposed project.  

Some impacts my be slightly reduced in comparison to the proposed project. The smaller 
commercial footprint and lower intensity of non-residential uses would reduce the number of 
employees, customers, and deliveries onsite, resulting in fewer vehicle trips and marginally lower 
demand for utilities such as water supply, wastewater treatment, stormwater management, and 
solid waste services. With reduced commercial activity levels and fewer occupied commercial 
spaces, overall demand for fire and police services would be reduced. With less ground disturbance, 
impacts related to geology and soils would also be incrementally reduced. Hydrology and water 
quality impacts would be slightly reduced due to less grading and reduced impervious surfaces. 
Impacts to aesthetics could also be modestly reduced, as the smaller non-residential footprint 
would lessen the overall scale and visual massing of development on the site. 
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Overall, for the topics addressed in Section 4.5, Effects Found Not to be Significant, the Reduced 
Commercial Footprint Alternative would result in impacts that are similar to or slightly reduced in 
comparison to the proposed project, with all impacts remaining less than significant. 

6.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative 
Table 6-2 indicates whether each alternative’s environmental impact is greater than, less than, or 
similar to that of the proposed project for each of the issue areas studied. Based on the alternatives 
analysis provided above, the Reduced Commercial Footprint Alternative (Alternative 3) would be 
the environmentally superior alternative. 

Alternative 1 (No Project) assumes that no development would occur on the project site. The site 
would remain vacant and undeveloped, and no residential or commercial uses would be introduced. 
As a result, this alternative would avoid the environmental impacts associated with site 
development and operation. However, it would not fulfill any of the project objectives, including the 
amendment of planning documents to allow mixed-use development, the provision of new housing 
across affordability levels, neighborhood-serving commercial uses, or the creation of a well-
connected, economically feasible community with internal and external amenities. While 
environmentally the least impactful, Alternative 1 would not meet the City’s goals for infill 
development or housing production. If the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior 
alternative, CEQA requires that an environmentally superior alternative among the remaining 
alternatives be identified (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[e]).  

Alternative 2 (Business Park Buildout) would result in a larger overall development footprint and 
increase in potential building square footage compared to the proposed project, leading to 
incrementally greater impacts in several areas such as air quality, noise, transportation, utilities, 
public services, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and aesthetics. Because the precise 
design and operational characteristics of this alternative are unknown, some of these environmental 
impacts may be potentially significant, requiring mitigation. In addition to potentially greater 
environmental impacts, this alternative would not meet key project objectives related to housing 
and would therefore not be considered environmentally superior.  

Alternative 3 (Reduced Commercial Footprint) would meet the project objective of providing a mix 
of residential and commercial uses to support a complete neighborhood as it would continue to 
include 10,000 square feet of commercial flex space intended for neighborhood serving restaurant 
or retail uses, and/or office space in a one-story building. This alternative would reduce the overall 
development intensity on the project site and would concentrate development on the northern 
portion of the project site, resulting in impacts that would be similar to, or slightly reduced from, 
those of the proposed project. All impacts would remain less than significant with mitigation under 
this alternative, similar to the proposed project. However, this alternative would not achieve the 
objective of providing 100,000 square feet of commercial floor space. Regardless, the Reduced 
Commercial Footprint Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative because it reduces the 
magnitude of some environmental impacts while still achieving most project objectives. 
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Table 6-2 Impact Comparison of Alternatives 

Issue 
Proposed Project 
Impact Classification 

Alternative 1: 
No Project 

Alternative 2: 
Business Park 

Buildout 

Alternative 3: 
Reduced Commercial 

Footprint 

Air Quality Less than Significant  No Impact; 
+ 

Less than Significant 
- 

Less than Significant 
+ 

Biological Resources Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

No Impact; 
+ 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

- 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

+ 

Cultural Resources Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

No Impact; 
+ 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

= 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

+ 

Noise Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

No Impact; 
+ 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation  

- 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

+ 

Other Environmental 
Impacts 

Less than Significant No Impact, 
+ 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

- 

Less than Significant 
+ 

+ Superior to the proposed project (reduced level of impact) 

- Inferior to the proposed project (increased level of impact) 

= Similar level of impact to the proposed project 
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