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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This section summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project, alternatives, environmental
impacts, mitigation measures, and residual impacts associated with the proposed project.

PROJECT SYNOPSIS
Project Applicant
The project applicant for the Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion project is:
City of Santa Maria
Utilities Department
2065 E. Main Street
Santa Maria, CA 93454
Contact: John Zhao, P.E.
(805) 925-0951 x-7270

Project Description
The proposed project, known as the Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion
project, involves the annexation of 252 acres to be used for treated wastewater percolation and
groundwater recharge ponds, pipelines, service roads, a Police Impound Yard, a Humane
Society Animal Shelter, and a City Corporation Yard. The intent of the project is to provide
more efficient and effective wastewater treatment, consolidate various community facilities into
one location, and link two non-contiguous portions of the City of Santa Maria.
The 252-acre wastewater treatment site is located approximately four miles west of U.S.
Highway 101, northwest of the City of Santa Maria adjacent to the City Limits, within
unincorporated Santa Barbara County. The site is bounded to the west by Black Road and to
the south by the Santa Maria Railroad. Stowell Road bisects the site. The existing Wastewater
Treatment Plant is located to the northwest of the property, in detached territory within the City
Limits. The site occupies unincorporated land, including Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs)
117-191-010, -013, 117-820-002, -003, -024, and -025.

ALTERNATIVES
Four alternatives to the proposed project were selected for consideration as follows:
•
•
•
•

Alternative 1:
Alternative 2:
Alternative 3:
Alternative 4:

Alternate Location
Reduced Project
Reduced Site
No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative (Alternative 4) would avoid all adverse impacts related to aesthetics,
agriculture, biology, and geology. However, the No Project Alternative would create a
City of Santa Maria
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significant deficiency in the ability to provide adequate sewage treatment capabilities in the
areas designated for urban development as specified in the City of Santa Maria’s Zoning
Ordinance and General Plan. Therefore, although this Alternative is considered to be the
environmentally superior alternative, it may not meet long-term City requirements with respect
to the provision of wastewater services.
Among the remaining development scenarios, the Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative 2) is
environmentally superior overall. Only 40 acres of land would be altered under this scenario,
thus reducing agricultural impacts. In addition, because this Alternative only allows for the
development of the expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the amount of disturbed land
would be reduced, thus lessening impacts to aesthetics, biology, and geology.
Alternative 3 (the Reduced Site Alternative) reduces impacts relating to aesthetics and
agriculture as compared to the Proposed Project. Although impacts to biological resources and
geology/soils would be equivalent to the Proposed Project, the incremental reduction in
agricultural and aesthetic impacts makes the Reduced Site Alternative the only alternative that
is environmentally superior to the Proposed Project while still meeting all of the Project
objectives.

AREAS OF CONCERN
Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines § 15123, this EIR acknowledges the areas of concern and
issues to be resolved which are known to the City of Santa Maria or were raised during the
scoping process. An Initial Study/NOP was prepared and circulated for a 30-day public review
period that began on December 29, 2005 and ended January 27, 2006. The Initial Study, NOP
and responses to the NOP are included in Appendix A of this EIR.
The following issues were identified by the Initial Study as having potentially significant impacts:
•
•
•
•
•

Aesthetics
Agricultural Resources
Biology
Geology and Soils
Air Quality

This EIR addresses the issues referenced above and identifies potentially significant
environmental impacts, including site-specific and cumulative effects of the project in
accordance with the provisions set forth in the CEQA Guidelines. In addition, the EIR
recommends feasible mitigation measures, where possible, that would reduce or eliminate
adverse environmental effects.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table ES-1 identifies project environmental impacts, proposed mitigation measures, and residual
impacts. Table ES-2 follows to identify cumulative impacts resulting from the proposed project in
conjunction with the approved and pending cumulative development near the project site. Table
ES-3 summarizes potential growth inducing aspects of the proposed Wastewater Treatment Plant
City of Santa Maria
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Expansion. Impacts are organized by classes. Each bolded impact listing also contains a
statement of the significance determination for the environmental impact as follows:
Class I. 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 §15093 of the
State CEQA Guidelines.
Class II. Significant but Mitigable: An impact that can be reduced to below the threshold level
given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires findings to
be made under §15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines.
Class III. Not 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.
Class IV. Beneficial: An effect that would reduce existing environmental problems or hazards.
Refer to Section 4.6 5.5 of this EIR for a discussion of additional effects found not to be significant
through the Initial Study process and additional analyses. Issue areas with effects found not to be
significant include: air quality, cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology
and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing,
public facilities, recreation, transportation and traffic, and utilities and service systems.

City of Santa Maria
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Table ES-1. Summary of Project Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
CLASS I IMPACTS (Significant and Unavoidable)
Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
Impact AG-1 The
proposed project would
impact prime soils as
well as farmland that is
unique and of statewide
importance.
Furthermore, the value
of the site’s agricultural
land resources, as
measured by the Land
Evaluation & Site
Assessment (LESA)
Model, is considered
significant. Therefore,
the project would result
in Class I, significant and
unavoidable, impacts to
agricultural resources.

AG-1(a) Agricultural Mitigation Options. While
no mitigation measures are available to fully mitigate
the potential loss of prime agricultural farmland, the
City is encouraged to work cooperatively with the
Agricultural Commissioner’s Office and the
Department of Conservation to pursue actions that
could provide partial mitigation. Among the methods
that could be pursued include:

Impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable, even if any of the
suggested partial mitigation options
are implemented.

• Mitigation Bank. The City could set aside a
mitigation fee to invest in supporting
commercial viability of the remaining
agricultural land in the project area, County, or
region through a mitigation bank that invests in
agricultural infrastructure, water supplies or
marketing.
• Williamson Act Contract Transfer. If
feasible properties are available, the City could
complete a conservation easement exchange
process to transfer the existing Williamson Act
contract to another property adjacent to the
City limits and of comparable size, soil
character, and feasibility for agricultural
production.
• Farmland Protection. The City could protect
farmland in the project area or elsewhere in
the County through the use of less than
permanent long-term restrictions on use such
as a 20-year Farmland Security Zone contracts
(Government Code § 51296 et. Seq.) or a 10year Williamson Act contracts (Government
Code § 51200 et. Seq.).
• Project Phasing. The City could phase the
project in a manner that allows a majority of
the land to remain in agricultural production for
the duration of the existing Williamson Act
contract and deferring development on the
most significant prime land for the greatest
time possible.
• Prime Soil Relocation. The prime soil could
be relocated over the period of deferred
development, but this approach would require
that Santa Maria Valley farmers to enter into
an agreement to trade less productive soils in
exchange for prime soils. This approach could
be logistically difficult and could have residual
impacts related to traffic and air quality, as it
would require substantial earth movement and
truck transportation.

City of Santa Maria
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Table ES-1. Summary of Project Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
CLASS II IMPACTS (Significant But Mitigable)
Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

AESTHETICS
Impact AES-1 The proposed
project will alter the terrain and
introduce manmade features that
have the potential to degrade
views of the site, and introduce
new sources of light and glare to
the area that could affect nearby
light-sensitive land uses and
passing motorists. This alteration
is considered a Class II,
significant but mitigable impact.

AES-1(a) Buildings. Proposed structures on
the project site shall be one story, and
clustered to the extent possible to preserve
view corridors of surrounding hills.

The implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures
would reduce project-specific
impacts to less than significant
levels.

AES-1(b) Lighting Limitations. Prior to
construction of any proposed structures, all
proposed lighting shall be indicated on site
plans. The lighting plan shall incorporate
lighting that directs light pools downward to
prevent glare on adjacent and surrounding
areas. Lights shall have solid sides and
reflectors to further reduce lighting impacts
by controlling light spillage. Light fixtures
that shield adjacent properties from
excessive brightness at night shall be
included in the lighting plan. Non-glare
lighting shall be used. Any signage that
incorporates lighting shall be shielded to
direct light towards the sign so that glare will
not affect motorists or neighbors.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Impact B-2 The proposed
project could impact special
status species that may occur on
the property. The loss and
disturbance of habitat would
result in a Class II, significant but
mitigable, impact on the
California red-legged frog, a
special status wildlife species.
Impacts to special-status plant
species would be less than
significant.

B-2(a) CRLF Protocol Survey. Prior to
construction on the project site near the
existing agriculture pond, protocol level
surveys shall be conducted to determine the
presence or absence of the California Redlegged frog in the existing agriculture pond
and within 100 feet surrounding the pond, as
well as within nearby drainage ditches that
may support the movement of this species,
provided that such areas may be potentially
disturbed by development. The survey shall
use appropriate survey protocol developed
by the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service with input by the California
Department of Fish and Game. A report
consistent with current Federal, State, and
local reporting regulations shall be prepared
to document the methods and results of the
survey. Should the presence of the
California Red-legged frog be determined, a
map identifying locations in which they were
found shall be prepared. If California Redlegged frog are found on the project site,
substantial setbacks developed in
conjunction with the resource agencies from
their identified habitat shall be implemented
to avoid “take” of a federally listed species
as determined by a qualified biologist. If
complete avoidance is not economically,
technologically, or physically feasible, then
Section 10 of the Federal Endangered
Species Act shall be used to authorize
incidental “take” when no other Federal

Impacts would be less than
significant.

City of Santa Maria
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Table ES-1. Summary of Project Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
CLASS II IMPACTS (Significant But Mitigable)
Impact

Mitigation Measures
agency such as the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers is involved.

Residual Impact

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Impact G-1 The project site is in
a location that is subject to
strong ground-shaking. Ground
shaking has the potential to
cause fill material to settle,
destabilize slopes, and cause
physical damage to structures,
property, utilities and road
access. This is considered a
Class II, significant but mitigable
impact.

G-1(a) UBC Compliance. Proposed site
improvements shall be designed to
standards no less than for “Zone 4” as
designated by the latest edition of the
Uniform Building Code. For components of
the project not specifically addressed in the
UBC, design shall accommodate peak
spectral acceleration of 0.71 g at 0.3
seconds and a maximum peak horizontal
ground acceleration of 0.32g.

Impact G-2 Onsite development
may be subject to hazards
related to expansive or erosive
soils. This is considered a Class
II, significant but mitigable
impact.

G-2(a) Grading and Erosion Control Plan.
A grading and erosion control plan that
minimizes erosion, sedimentation and
unstable slopes shall be prepared and
implemented by developers of the proposed
project. Such plans must include the
following:
•

•

•
•

Compliance with the applicable
requirements of the UBC,
consistent with the recommended
mitigation measure, would reduce
project impacts to a less than
significant level.

Implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures
will reduce impacts to less than
significant levels.

Methods such as retention basins,
drainage diversion structures, spot
grading, silt fencing/coordinated
sediment trapping, straw bales, and
sand bags shall be used to minimize
erosion on slopes and siltation into
Santa Maria River during grading and
construction activities.
Exposed soil stockpile areas shall be
stabilized to prevent wind and water
erosion, using methods approved by
the Public Works Department and
APCD. As a minimum, six inches of
topsoil or silt/clay/sand mixture is to be
used to stabilize the wind-erodable
soils.
Landscaped areas adjacent to
structures shall be graded so that
drainage is away from structures.
Project applicants shall limit excavation
and grading to the dry season of the
year (typically April 15 to November 1,
allowing for variations in weather)
unless a Public Works Department
approved erosion control plan is in
place and all measures therein are in
effect.

G-2(b) Geotechnical Review. Prior to
commencement of construction, the City
shall have a Geotechnical Engineer and
Certified Engineering Geologist review the
City of Santa Maria
ES-6

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion EIR
Executive Summary

Table ES-1. Summary of Project Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
CLASS II IMPACTS (Significant But Mitigable)
Impact

Mitigation Measures
project design with respect to the Soils
Engineering and Engineering Geological
Report prepared by Earth Systems Pacific
(September 19, 2003) to determine if any
additional recommendations are necessary
in order to mitigate potential soils hazards
due to project design. Recommendations of
the Soils Engineering and Engineering
Geological Report and any
recommendations of the Geotechnical
Engineer and Certified Engineering
Geologist shall be fully implemented.

Residual Impact

AIR QUALITY
Impact AQ-1 Implementation of
the proposed project has the
potential to generate
construction- and demolitionrelated emissions. The APCD
and City do not have quantitative
thresholds of significance for
construction emissions.
However, since Santa Barbara
County violates the state
standard for PM10, dust
mitigation measures are required
for all discretionary construction
activities. Therefore,
construction related emissions
are considered to be Class II,
significant but mitigable.

AQ-1(a) Standard Dust Control
Procedures. During clearing, grading, earth
moving, or excavation operation, excessive
fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by
regular watering, paving construction roads,
or other dust preventive measures such as
using the following procedures:
•

•

•

•

The above recommended
mitigation measures would reduce
impacts related to construction
activity to a less than significant
level.

If the construction site is graded and
left undeveloped for over four weeks,
the applicant shall employ the following
methods immediately to inhibit dust
generation:
o Seeding and watering to revegetate
graded areas; and/or
o Spreading of soil binders; and/or
o Other soil stabilization methods
deemed appropriate by the
Planning Department.
During construction, use water trucks
or sprinkler systems to keep all areas
of vehicle movement damp enough to
prevent dust from leaving the site. At a
minimum, this should include wetting
down such areas in the late morning
and after work is completed for the
day. Increased watering frequency
should be required whenever the wind
speed exceeds 15 mph. Reclaimed
water should be used whenever
possible.
Water trucks shall be used during
construction to keep all areas of
vehicle movement damp enough to
prevent dust from leaving the site. At a
minimum, this would require two daily
water applications (once in late
morning and once at the end of the
workday). Increased watering shall be
performed whenever wind speeds
exceed 15 mph.
The amount of disturbed area shall be
minimized and on-site vehicle speeds
City of Santa Maria
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Table ES-1. Summary of Project Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
CLASS II IMPACTS (Significant But Mitigable)
Impact
•
•
•

•

•

•

Mitigation Measures
shall be reduced to 15 mph or less.
Gravel pads must be installed at all
access points to prevent tracking of
mud on to public roads.
Low VOC asphalt and low VOC
architectural coating will be used
whenever feasible.
If importation, exportation, or
stockpiling of fill material is undertaken,
soil stockpiled for more than two days
shall be covered, kept moist, or treated
with soil binders to prevent dust
generation. Vehicles transporting soil
material shall be covered with tarps
from the point of origin to the point of
disposition.
After clearing, grading, earth moving or
excavation is completed, treat the
disturbed area by watering, or
revegetating, or by spreading soil
binders until the area is paved or
otherwise developed so that dust
generation will not occur.
Prior to land use clearance, the
applicant shall include, as a note on a
separate informational sheet to be
recorded with map, these dust control
requirements. All requirements shall be
shown on grading and building plans.
The contractor or builder shall
designate a person or persons to
monitor the dust control program and
to order increased watering as
necessary to prevent transport of dust
off-site. Their duties shall include
holiday and weekend periods when
work may not be in progress.

Residual Impact

AQ-1(b) Standard Ozone Precursor
Controls. In order to reduce NOx and ROC
emissions, any construction equipment used
on the site shall meet the following
conditions:
•

•
•

Heavy-duty diesel-powered
construction equipment
manufactured after 1996 (with
federally mandated “clean” diesel
engines) should be used wherever
feasible;
The engine size must be the
minimum practical size;
The number of diesel-powered
equipment operating
simultaneously shall be minimized
through efficient management
practices to ensure the smallest
City of Santa Maria
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Table ES-1. Summary of Project Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
CLASS II IMPACTS (Significant But Mitigable)
Impact
•

•
•
•

•

•

•

Mitigation Measures
practical number is operating at
one time;
Diesel- and gasoline-powered
equipment must be maintained in
tune per manufacturer's
specifications;
Catalytic converters shall be
installed, if feasible;
All diesel-powered equipment shall
use ultra low sulfur diesel fuel;
Diesel catalytic converters, diesel
oxidation catalysts and diesel
particulate filters as certified and/or
verified by EPA or California shall
be installed, if available;
Diesel-powered equipment such as
booster pumps or generators
should be replaced by electric
equipment whenever feasible;
Idling of heavy-duty diesel haul
trucks during loading and unloading
must be limited to five minutes;
auxiliary power units should be
used whenever possible; and
Worker trips should be minimized
by requiring carpooling and by
providing for lunch onsite.

Residual Impact

City of Santa Maria
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Table ES-1. Summary of Project Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
CLASS III IMPACTS (Less Than Significant)
AESTHETICS
Impact
Impact AES-2 Because
proposed development would be
aesthetically comparable to
agricultural operations, the visual
character of the site would be
minimally altered. This is
considered a Class III, less than
significant impact.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required

Residual Impact
Impacts would be less than
significant.

No mitigation measures are required.

Impacts would be less than
significant.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Impact B-1 The proposed
project would remove existing
ruderal habitat, including
common plant and animal
species. The removal of this
habitat would be considered a
Class III, less than significant
impact.

AIR QUALITY
Impact AQ-2 Operational air
pollutant emissions associated
with the proposed project would
not exceed County significance
thresholds. Operational impacts
are therefore considered Class
III, less than significant.

The proposed project would not generate
operational emissions exceeding County
thresholds.

Project impacts would be less than
significant.

Impact AQ-3 The proposed
project does not directly
implement relevant CAP
Transportation Control Measures
(TCMs). However, the project
would contribute only a small
fraction of emissions to the 2005
Planning Emission Inventory
Forecast for Santa Barbara
County. Therefore, impacts
associated with CAP consistency
would be considered Class III,
less than significant.

No mitigation measures are required.

The proposed project is
considered consistent with the
2004 Clean Air Plan. Thus,
impacts are considered less than
significant.

Impact AQ-4 The proposed
project would result in additional
odor sources that could result in
nuisances. However, due to the
distance to the nearest sensitive
receptor, this is considered to be
a Class III, less than significant,
impact.

No mitigation measures are required.

Impacts would be less than
significant.

City of Santa Maria
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The following table identifies the cumulative impacts which may occur under buildout of the
proposed Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion project. The cumulative
transportation and circulation, air quality, and noise impacts are also included in the previous
table (Table ES-1).
Table ES-2. Summary of Cumulative Environmental Impacts
CLASS I IMPACTS (Significant and Unavoidable)
AESTHETICS
The Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan designates the proposed site for AG (Agricultural) use. The proposed
development would change the visual character of the site by introducing industrial elements within the area. This
change was not anticipated under the City’s or County’s General Plan. However, the proposed development is
aesthetically similar to agriculture production. Nonetheless, cumulative development on the urban fringes of the City, in
combination with the proposed project, could result in change to the City’s existing character, particularly along the
existing urban edges of the community. This cumulative change would introduce new sources of lighting, new
buildings, and new infrastructure, which would alter the existing character of the City. The proposed project would
incrementally contribute to this cumulative impact, which is considered significant and unavoidable (Class I).

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
Cumulative development throughout the greater Santa Maria area would gradually convert agricultural land to nonagricultural use. The proposed project would incrementally contribute to this substantial change. Individual
development projects in the region would have the potential to create compatibility conflicts relating to the interface of
historic agricultural uses and new urban development. Such conflicts are expected to be addressed on a case-by-case
basis, and assuming that conflicts can be resolved through the proper use of buffers and appropriate design, significant
cumulative land use compatibility conflicts are not anticipated. However, implementation of the proposed project would
contribute to significant cumulative impacts related to the loss of prime soils, which would be considered a Class I,
significant and unavoidable, cumulative impact.

CLASS II IMPACTS (Significant but Mitigable)
None
CLASS III IMPACTS (Less than Significant)
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Development of the proposed project would contribute to cumulative biological impacts in the area. These impacts
include indirect effects on sensitive habitats and species, and wildlife in general. The cumulative effect of these
impacts depends on the proximity of other approved and proposed projects to the project under consideration. The site
is currently surrounded by relatively undisturbed or agricultural lands to the north, south, east, and west. Since the
project would not result in direct impacts to biological resources, and since indirect project impacts would be reduced to
a less than significant level with incorporation of the recommended mitigation measures, the contribution of the project
to cumulative biological resources impacts would be less than significant.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Buildout of pending and approved projects in the greater City of Santa Maria area would increase development in the
region. Such development would alter landforms in the area and would expose new residents and property to seismic
hazards that exist in the area. The proposed project would incrementally contribute to these cumulative impacts.
However, grading and seismic issues would be addressed on a case-by-case basis to mitigate impacts resulting from
individual projects. Given that all projects would be required to adhere to seismic standards contained in the California
Building Code and City requirements pertaining to grading, no significant cumulative geological impacts are anticipated
to result from the proposed project in conjunction with other projects in the area.

AIR QUALITY
In Santa Barbara County, impact thresholds have been established to assess a project’s effect on the regional air
quality. A project that does not exceed SBCAPCD thresholds and is consistent with the 2004 Clean Air Plan is
considered to have a less than significant cumulative impact on the airshed. Conversely, a project that exceeds the
SBCAPCD significance thresholds or is found to be inconsistent with the CAP is considered to result in significant
cumulative impacts. Because project-specific emissions are less than 25 pounds per day, the proposed project is
consistent with the CAP. Therefore, the project is considered to be potentially consistent with long-term regional air
quality planning efforts, and the project is expected to have less than significant cumulative impacts on air quality.

City of Santa Maria
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
This document is a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Wastewater
Treatment Plant Expansion project in the City of Santa Maria. The proposed project would annex
252 acres of unincorporated land to be used for treated wastewater percolation and groundwater
recharge ponds, pipelines, service roads, a Police Impound Yard, a Humane Society Animal Shelter,
and a City Corporation Yard. The requested modification involves an adjustment to the City
Sphere of Influence to include the subject property, annexation of the property, and associated City
General Plan amendments, zoning, and detachment of the property from the Santa Barbara County
Fire Protection District. For the purpose of this EIR, “project” refers to all aspects and phases of the
proposed Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion, including expansion of the treated wastewater
percolation and groundwater recharge ponds to facilitate an increase in capacity, the relocation of
the existing Animal Shelter and Corporation Yard, and the construction of a new Police Impound
Yard. Project background, as well as the legal basis for preparing an EIR, is described below.

1.1

PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY

This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
and the State CEQA Guidelines. In accordance with Section 15121 (a) of the State CEQA Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as
an informational document that:
Will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant
effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.
This EIR fulfills the requirements for a Program EIR. As provided in Section 15168 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, a Program EIR may be prepared on a series of actions that may be characterized
as one large project. The use of a Program EIR can allow a Lead Agency to consider broad policy
alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures at an early time when an agency has greater
flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts.

1.2

SCOPE AND CONTENT

In accordance with the provisions of the State CEQA Guidelines, an Initial Study on the proposed
project was prepared. The Initial Study, contained in this Draft EIR as Appendix A, determined
that the proposed project could result in significant adverse effects on the environment resulting in
the requisite preparation of an EIR.
The Initial Study was circulated in March 2005, with the intent of processing the project as a
Mitigated Negative Declaration. Based on input received through this process, it was determined
that a potentially unmitigable impact to Agricultural Resources could occur as a result of the
project. As a result, the City determined to prepare an Environmental Impact Report, which is
required when a potentially unmitigable impact is identified.
The City distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR in December 2005, along with the
original Initial Study prepared in March 2005. The Initial Study, NOP and responses are contained
City of Santa Maria
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in Appendix A. The following issues were identified by the Initial Study as having potentially
significant impacts:
•
•
•
•
•

Aesthetics
Agricultural Resources
Biology
Geology and Soils
Air Quality

This EIR addresses the issues referenced above and identifies potentially significant environmental
impacts, including site-specific and cumulative effects of the project in accordance with the
provisions set forth in the CEQA Guidelines. In addition, the EIR recommends feasible mitigation
measures, where possible, that would reduce or eliminate adverse environmental effects.
In preparing the EIR, use was made of pertinent City policies and guidelines, existing EIRs and
background documents prepared by the City. A full reference list is contained in Section 8.0,
References and Preparers, of this EIR.
The Alternatives section of the EIR was prepared in accordance with Section 15126(d) of the State
CEQA Guidelines and focuses on alternatives that are capable of eliminating or reducing significant
adverse effects associated with the proposed project while feasibly attaining most of the basic
objectives of the project. In addition, the EIR identifies the "environmentally superior" alternative
from the alternatives assessed. The alternatives evaluated include:
•
•
•
•

Alternative 1:
Alternative 2:
Alternative 3:
Alternative 4:

Alternate Location
Reduced Project
Reduced Site
No Project Alternative

The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA and
applicable court decisions. The CEQA Guidelines provide the standard of adequacy on which this
document is based. The Guidelines state:
"An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently
takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental
effects of the proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to
be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does
not make an EIR inadequate, but, the EIR should summarize the main points of
disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection, but for
adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure"(Section 15151).

1.3

LEAD, RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES

The CEQA Guidelines define "lead," "responsible" and "trustee" agencies. The City of Santa
Maria is the lead agency for the project because it has the principal responsibility for approving
City of Santa Maria
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the project. A "responsible agency" refers to public agencies other than the "lead agency" that
has discretionary approval over the project. The following are considered responsible agencies:
•

Santa Barbara County – The property is currently outside of the City Limits and within
the County jurisdiction. In cooperation with the County, this area would have to be
annexed into the City before project development could occur.

•

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) – Annexation of property and
adjustment of the City Limit Line must be approved by LAFCO.

•

Regional Water Quality Control Board – Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires
that if a permit from the Army Corps of Engineers is required, a 401 water quality
certification would be required from the Regional Board.

A "trustee agency" has jurisdiction over certain resources held in trust for the people of the State
of California, but do not have a legal authority over approving the project. Only four trustee
agencies are defined in CEQA, and one applies to this project:
•

1.4

State Department of Fish and Game - CDFG is a trustee agency with regard to wildlife,
plants and associated habitat on the site.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW PROCESS

The environmental impact review process, as required under CEQA, is outlined below. The steps
are presented in sequential order.
1. Notice of Preparation (NOP) Distributed. Immediately after deciding that an EIR
is required, the lead agency must file a NOP soliciting input on the EIR scope to
"responsible," "trustee," and involved federal agencies; to the State Clearinghouse,
if one or more state agencies is a responsible or trustee agency; and to parties
previously requesting notice in writing (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15082;
Public Resources Code Section 21092.2). The NOP must be posted in the County
Clerk's office for 30 days. A scoping meeting to solicit public input on the issues to
be assessed in the EIR is not required, but may be conducted by the lead agency.
2. Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Prepared. The DEIR must contain: a)
table of contents or index; b) summary; c) project description; d) environmental
setting; e) significant impacts (direct, indirect, cumulative, growth-inducing and
unavoidable impacts); f) alternatives; g) mitigation measures; and h) irreversible
changes.
3. Public Notice and Review. A lead agency must prepare a Public Notice of
Availability of an EIR. The Notice must be placed in the County Clerk's office for
30 days (Public Resources Code Section 21092). The lead agency must send a copy
of its Notice to anyone requesting it (CEQA Guidelines Section 15087).
Additionally, public notice of DEIR availability must be given through at least one
City of Santa Maria
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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 consult with and
request comments on the DEIR from responsible and trustee agencies, and
adjacent cities and counties (Public Resources Code Sections 21104 and 21253).
The minimum public review period for a DEIR is 30 days. When a DEIR is sent to
the State Clearinghouse for review, the public review period must be 45 days
unless a shorter period is approved by the Clearinghouse (Public Resources Code
21091). Distribution of the DEIR may be required through the State Clearinghouse
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15305).
4. Notice of Completion. A lead agency must file a Notice of Completion with the
State Clearinghouse as soon as it completes a DEIR.
5. Final EIR (FEIR). A FEIR must include: a) the DEIR; b) copies of comments
received during public review; c) list of persons and entities commenting; and d)
responses to comments.
6. Certification of FEIR. The lead agency shall certify: a) the FEIR has been
completed in compliance with CEQA; b) the FEIR was presented to the decisionmaking body of the lead agency; and c) the decision-making body reviewed and
considered the information in the FEIR prior to approving a project (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15090).
7. Lead Agency Project Decision. A lead agency may: a) disapprove a project
because of its significant environmental effects; b) require changes to a project to
reduce or avoid significant environmental effects; or c) approve a project despite
its significant environmental effects, if the proper findings and statement of
overriding considerations are adopted (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15042 and 15043).
8. Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations. For each significant impact of
the project identified in the EIR, the lead or responsible agency must find, based on
substantial evidence, that either: a) the project has been changed to avoid or
substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact; b) changes to the project are
within another agency's jurisdiction and such changes have or should be adopted;
or c) specific economic, social, or other considerations make the mitigation
measures or project alternatives infeasible (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091). If an
agency approves a project with unavoidable significant environmental effects, it
must prepare a written Statement of Overriding Considerations that set forth the
specific social, economic or other reasons supporting the agency’s decision.
9. Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program. When an agency makes findings on
significant effects identified in the EIR, it must adopt a reporting or monitoring
program for mitigation measures that were adopted or made conditions of project
approval to mitigate significant effects.
City of Santa Maria
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10. Notice of Determination. An agency must file a Notice of Determination after
deciding to approve a project for which an EIR is prepared (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15094). A local agency must file the Notice with the County Clerk. The
Notice must be posted for 30 days and sent to anyone previously requesting notice.
Posting of the Notice starts a 30-day statute of limitations on CEQA challenges
(Public Resources Code Section 21167[c]).

1.5

AVAILABILITY OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The Draft EIR for the proposed Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion is being distributed to
numerous agencies, organizations and interested groups and individuals for comment during the
required public review period for the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR is available for review at the
following locations:
City of Santa Maria
Utilities Department
2065 E. Main Street
Santa Maria, CA 93454
Contact: John Zhao, P.E., Solid Waste/Utilities Engineer
Telephone: (805) 925-0951 x. 7245
City of Santa Maria
Community Development Department
110 South Pine Street, #101
Santa Maria, CA 93485
Contact: Bill Shipsey, Planner III
Telephone: (805) 925-0951 x. 244
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project, known as the Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion
project, involves the annexation of 252 acres to be used for treated wastewater percolation and
groundwater recharge ponds, pipelines, service roads, a Police Impound Yard, a Humane
Society Animal Shelter, and a City Corporation Yard. The intent of the project is to expand the
Wastewater Treatment Plant to accommodate the existing community and expected growth,
provide adequate sewage treatment capabilities, provide functionally efficient and cost-effective
wastewater treatment to serve the community, consolidate public and community facilities in
one location to improve services, and link two non-contiguous portions of the City of Santa
Maria. The specific characteristics of the project, including the project applicant, project history,
proposed project characteristics, and project objectives, are described below.

2.1

PROJECT APPLICANT

City of Santa Maria
Utilities Department
2065 E. Main Street
Santa Maria, CA 93454
Contact: John Zhao, P.E. (805) 925-0951 x-7270

2.2

PROJECT LOCATION

The 252-acre wastewater treatment site is located approximately four miles west of U.S.
Highway 101, northwest of the City of Santa Maria adjacent to the City Limits, within
unincorporated Santa Barbara County. The site is bounded to the west by Black Road and to
the south by the Santa Maria Railroad. Stowell Road bisects the site. The existing Wastewater
Treatment Plant is located to the northwest of the property, in detached territory within the City
Limits. The site occupies unincorporated land, including Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs)
117-191-010, -013, 117-820-002, -003, -024, and -025. Figure 2-1 shows the regional location of the
project site, while Figure 2-2 shows the site within its local context. Figure 2-3 provides an aerial
photograph of the site and project area.

2.3

EXISTING SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The existing characteristics of the property are summarized in Table 2-1.
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Table 2-1. Existing Site Information
Site Characteristic
Site Size
Existing Land Use and Dev.
Santa Barbara County
Comprehensive Plan Designation
Assessor Parcel Number
Surrounding Land Uses

Public Services

Description
252 acres
Agriculture
Agriculture (AG)
APNs 117-191-010, -013; 117-820-002, -003, -024, and -025
North: Row Crop Agriculture
South: Santa Maria Railroad, auto wrecking yard, Row Crop Agriculture
East: Agriculture Commercial (AC), Row Crop Agriculture
West: Agriculture Commercial (AC), Row Crop Agriculture
Water Supply: City of Santa Maria
Sewage: City of Santa Maria
Fire and Police: Santa Barbara County Fire Department*

* The City of Santa Maria will provide police and fire protection services after the property is annexed.

2.3.1 General Site Characteristics
The Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Project site encompasses a total area of
approximately 252 acres of agricultural land northwest of the City of Santa Maria. The site
acreage includes the frontage road right-of-way of Black and Stowell Roads. The site is flat and
provides expansive vistas of the surrounding agriculture fields and hills surrounding the Santa
Maria Valley. On-site drainages are by sheet flow and through irrigation ditches.
Although the property is located in unincorporated Santa Barbara County, it is owned by the City
of Santa Maria, and leased to Apio Land Company for agriculture production. The project site is
currently used for broccoli and strawberry production; as a result, no sensitive plant species occur
on-site and would not be expected due to a history of agricultural uses. Vegetation in the farm
fields consists of agricultural crops with occasional ruderal (weedy) vegetation between rows and
along the borders. There are no trees or shrubs on the site and suitable habitat for endangered, rare,
or threatened species is absent.
The City of Santa Maria and surrounding area is generally underlain by Quaternary alluvial
deposits. Recent alluvium consists of unconsolidated coarse gravel, sand, silt and clay.
Average depth to groundwater in the region is approximately 21-24 meters (70-80 feet) below
ground surface and groundwater flow is toward the southwest. The project area is located in
an area of high seismic potential due to the presence of numerous local and regional fault
systems. According to the City of Santa Maria General Plan, the nearest fault to the project area
is the Casmalia fault, which is located approximately 4.5 miles south of the site.

2.3.2 Existing Zoning Designations
The site zoned Agriculture (AG) by Santa Barbara County. Table 2-1 summarizes the existing
land use and regulatory characteristics of the site. Figure 2-4 shows the existing land use
designation of the project site and immediate vicinity. The subject property is surrounded by
row crop agriculture uses to the north, south, east and west. The existing City Wastewater
Treatment Facility is to the northwest. Property to the east and west is designated and zoned
Agriculture (AG) under Santa Barbara County jurisdiction. To the south, in the City, adjacent
property is the Santa Maria Railroad right-of-way. An auto wrecking yard is located to the west
of the portion of the project site that is south of Stowell Road.
City of Santa Maria
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2.3.3

Existing Wastewater Treatment Plant Operations

In 1996, the WWTP underwent expansion, increasing capacity from 7.8 million gallons per day
(mgd) to 9.5 mgd. According to the Utility Plan Update Water and Sewer Section 2002, the
plant will reach this augmented capacity by 2008, necessitating further expansion. The
Proposed Project would increase the maximum month capacity to 13.5 mgd, adding the
following facilities to the existing wastewater operations: a new grit basin; a new primary
clarifier and junction structure; a primary trickling filter; an anaerobic digester and control
building; support facilities including primary trickling filter pump station modifications,
primary sludge pump station modifications, additional iron sponge and new waste gas burner;
additional sludge drying beds; and percolation ponds.
The primary wastewater disposal at the Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant is pasture
irrigation and percolation ponds. In pasture irrigation, a portion of the wastewater is consumed
by an irrigated crop, a portion infiltrates into the ground, and a portion evaporates. Water
released to the percolation ponds is subject to infiltration and evaporation, with infiltration
constituting the most important effect.

2.4

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

2.4.1

Land Use Pattern and Development Potential

The proposed project includes the following components, described in greater detail in the
paragraphs that follow:
•
•
•
•
•

Sphere of Influence Boundary Adjustment to include 252 acres into the City of Santa
Maria’s Sphere of Influence
Annexation of this area
Santa Maria General Plan Amendment to Community Facilities (CF)
Apply City of Santa Maria zoning of Public Facilities (PF) to site
Accommodate the following land uses on the project site:
o Treated wastewater percolation and groundwater recharge ponds, related
pipelines and service roads
o Police Impound Yard
o Humane Society Animal Shelter
o City Corporation Yard.

Annexation of this project site will would connect the existing Wastewater Treatment Plant with
the greater contiguous incorporated area of the City of Santa Maria. The project would
consequently require an adjustment to the City’s Sphere of Influence to include the subject
property, annexation of the property, modification of the City General Plan amendments and
zoning, and detachment of the property from the Santa Barbara County Fire Protection District.
The property would be given the Community Facilities (CF) land use designation and
corresponding Public Facilities (PF) zoning district. Two acres (consisting of three Assessor’s
parcels, 117-820-003, -024, and -025) received the HCM (Heavy Commercial Manufacturing)
land use designation in 1993. These parcels are included in the annexation and pre-zoning in
City of Santa Maria
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order to prevent the creation of unincorporated County island. They would be pre-zoned to
PD/CM consistent with the land use and zoning designations.
The proposed property annexation would include land covered by the following Assessor
Parcel Numbers within Santa Barbara County:
•
•
•
•
•
•

117-191-010
117-820-002
117-820-003
117-191-013
117-820-024
117-820-025

The portions of the property proposed for future development include APNs 117-191-010, 117820-002, and 117-191-013. The expansion of the treated wastewater percolation and
groundwater recharge ponds would be developed on 40 acres of the project site and would be
located in the northern portion of the site, north of Stowell Road. The Animal Shelter and
Corporation Yard would be existing land uses within the City that are relocated from their
current locations to the project site. The new location for the City Corporation Yard is
proposed for 20 acres on the southern portion of the site, south of Stowell Road and would
include an operational building with small offices, a break room and locker room. The
corporation yard would also include outdoor public works equipment and vehicle storage.
About 4 acres would be set aside for the relocated Humane Society Animal Shelter. The Police
Impound Yard would be a new use in the Santa Maria area developed on 12 acres. Both the
Animal Shelter and Impound Yard would be located on the eastern portion of the site that
fronts Stowell Road.
While none of these facilities has yet been designed, the relocated uses would be similar in size
and function as their existing counterparts located in the Santa Maria area. Currently the
Humane Society Animal Shelter facility is located at 751 Black Road, and the City Corporation
yard at 810 W. Church Street. The Police Impound Yard would include a small office with less
than 5 employees.

2.5

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The City’s objectives for the proposed project are as follows:
•
•

•
•
•

Expand the Wastewater Treatment Plant to accommodate the existing community
and expected growth consistent with the Santa Maria General Plan.
Provide adequate sewage treatment capabilities and implement the WWTP
expansion consistent with the California Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) requirements.
Provide functionally efficient and cost-effective wastewater treatment to serve the
community;
Consolidate public and community facilities in one location to improve services;
Link two non-contiguous portions of the City of Santa Maria consistent with Local
Agency Formation Commission guidelines and policies.
City of Santa Maria
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2.6

REQUIRED APPROVALS

Implementation of the proposed project would require the following discretionary approvals:
•
•
•

City of Santa Maria
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
Santa Barbara Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo)

A discussion of responsible and trustee agencies per CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 is included
in Section 1.0, Introduction, of this EIR.
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
This section provides a brief description of the current environmental conditions in the proposed project area.
More detailed setting information is included within the impact analysis for each issue area.

3.1

REGIONAL OVERVIEW

The proposed project site is located northwest of the City of Santa Maria, in Santa Barbara County
jurisdiction, approximately 75 miles north of Santa Barbara. Santa Barbara County covers
approximately 2,739 square miles, and contains approximately 419,000 residents. The current
population of the City of Santa Maria is about 89,000 (State Department of Finance, January
2005). The County is topographically diverse, with mountains, rich agricultural valleys, and
distinct urban areas, all within close proximity of the Pacific Ocean. The Mediterranean climate
of the region produces moderate temperatures year round, with rainfall concentrated in the winter
months. The region is subject to various natural hazards, including earthquakes, landslides, and
wildfires.

3.2

SITE SETTING

The 252-acre property proposed for annexation is located northwest of the City of Santa Maria
adjacent to the City Limits within unincorporated Santa Barbara County, approximately four
miles west of U.S. Highway 101. The property includes frontage on Stowell Road, which bisects
the site, and Black Road along its western edge. The site is owned by the City of Santa Maria and
is leased to Apio Land Company for agricultural production. Agricultural land uses also surround
the site to the north, south, east, and west. The existing City Wastewater Treatment Facility is
located adjacent to the northwestern portion of the site. The Santa Maria Railroad right-of-way
is located south of the site. An auto wrecking yard is located to the west of the portion of the
project site that is south of Stowell Road. Figure 2-2 (in Section 2.0, Project Description) shows the
regional location of the site within its local context.
The project vicinity is characterized by flat, cultivated agricultural lands. The predominantly flat
topography and expansive agricultural land uses create long and panoramic views that are visually
dominated by the steep bluffs and hillsides north of the Santa Maria River.

3.2.1

Geologic and Hydrologic Setting

The project site is underlain by valley flood plain deposits and alluvium. Just south of the site,
the valley is mantled with dune (wind blown) sand. According to the City of Santa Maria
General Plan, the nearest fault to the project area is the Casmalia fault, which is located
approximately 4.5 miles south of the site. Ground water below the site is first encountered at a
depth approximately 45 to 50 feet below the ground surface. Ground water flow in the project area
is west to southwest. Surface water flow from the project site is by sheet flow and through
irrigation ditches.

City of Santa Maria
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3.2.2

Natural Resources

The proposed project site is currently used for agriculture. The predominant vegetation consists of
non-native row crops (strawberries and broccoli) and the occasional ruderal (weedy) species
between rows and along the borders. No sensitive plant species occur on-site and would not be
expected due to the history of agricultural uses. The site is owned by the City of Santa Maria and
is leased for agricultural production.

3.3 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SETTING
CEQA defines “cumulative impacts” as two or more individual events that, when considered
together, are considerable or will compound other environmental impacts. Cumulative impacts
are the changes in the environment that result from the incremental impact of development of
the proposed project and other nearby projects. For example, traffic impacts of two nearby
projects may be insignificant when analyzed separately, but could have a significant impact
when analyzed together. This method of 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.
Tables 3-1 and 3-2 summarize the approved and pending cumulative projects in the City of
Santa Maria. In all, cumulative projects in the project vicinity (excluding the proposed project)
include 2,531 residential units or lots, and approximately 1,447,713 square feet of non-residential
uses.
Cumulative impacts are discussed within each of the specific impact analysis discussions in
Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis.
Table 3-1. Cumulative Commercial and Industrial Development Summary
(square feet)
Project Type

Under
Construction/Permit
Issued

In PlanCheck

Approved by
Planning
Commission

Public
Facilities
Recreation and
Parks
Office
Restaurant
Commercial
Warehouse
Industrial

58,591

108,622

5,661

Total

87,952

Pending
Planning
Commission
Review
27,953

283,118

-

-

-

5,661

64,473
10,802
47,690
222,369
89,374

39,671
8,163
13,658
28,500
44,571

19,512
10,578
5,813
115,241
57,566

59,637
840
151,176
6,700
162,600

183,293
30,383
218,337
372,810
345,111

498,960

243,185

296,662

408,906

1,447,713

Total

Source: City of Santa Maria, “Commercial/Industrial Development List”, June, 2005.
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Table 3-2. Cumulative Residential Development Summary
(Dwelling Units)
Project Type

Single-Family
Mobile Home
Condominium
Apartment
Special Needs

Units Built
(completed in
Phases of
Development)
464
32
139

Units with
Building
Permit(s)
Issued
355
84
6
-

Units
Approved (1)
by Planning
Commission
33
16
127

Units
Pending PC
or Final
Review (2)
570
374
302
8
21

1,422
374
418
30
287

Total

635

445

176

1,275

2,531

Total

Source: City of Santa Maria, “Major Residential Projects List”, June, 2005.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
This section contains a discussion of the possible environmental effects of the proposed project
for the specific issue areas that were identified as having the potential to experience significant
impacts.
“Significant effect” is defined by the State CEQA Guidelines §15382 as “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, but may be considered in determining whether the
physical change is significant.”
The assessment of each issue area begins with an italicized introduction that summarizes the
environmental effects considered for that issue area. This is followed by the setting and impact
analysis. Within the impact analysis, the first subsection identifies the methodologies used and
the “significance thresholds”, which are those criteria adopted by the City, 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 following. Each bolded impact listing also
contains a statement of the significance determination for the environmental impact as follows:
Class I. 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 §15093 of the
State CEQA Guidelines.
Class II. Significant but Mitigable: An impact that can be reduced to below the threshold level
given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires findings to
be made under §15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines.
Class III. Not 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.
Class IV. Beneficial: An effect that would reduce existing environmental problems or hazards.
Following each environmental effect discussion is a listing of recommended mitigation
measures (if required) and the residual effects or level of significance remaining after the
implementation of the measures. In those cases where the mitigation measure for an impact
could have a significant environmental impact in another issue area, this impact is discussed as
a residual effect. The impact analysis concludes with a discussion of cumulative effects, which
evaluates the impacts associated with the proposed project in conjunction with other future
development in the area.
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4.1 AESTHETICS
The Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion site does not include scenic resources such as trees, rock
outcroppings, or historic buildings, nor is it adjacent to an identified state scenic highway or local scenic
roadway. In addition, because the proposed development would be aesthetically comparable to
agricultural operations, the visual character of the area would not change substantially. However, the
area does provide expansive views of the surrounding agricultural fields and hills, which may be impacted
by development of the proposed project. In addition, the introduction of light and glare associated with
security lighting for the Animal Shelter, Corporation Yard, and Impound Yard may degrade nighttime
views. These impacts are significant but mitigable (Class II).

4.1.1

Setting

a. Visual Character of the Site and Surroundings. Visual resources can be evaluated
based on scenic quality, which is dependent on the degree and diversity of aesthetic characteristics
of an area, and visibility, which is dependent on distance from key view locations and local
topography. The project vicinity is visually characterized by flat, cultivated agricultural lands with
scattered farm service buildings and farm houses. The predominantly flat topography and
expansive agricultural land uses create long and panoramic views that are visually dominated by
the steep bluffs and hillsides north of the Santa Maria River. These background hills rise 350 to
1,700 feet above the valley floor. Views in the project vicinity are typical of rural areas and reflect
minimal to common scenic quality (See Figures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2). Surrounding properties include
the following visual elements:
•
•
•
•

North/Northwest—Existing Wastewater Treatment plant to the northwest and Row Crop
agriculture;
South -- Santa Maria Valley Railroad line, with an auto wrecking yard to the southwest and
Row Crop agriculture;
East -- Row crops;
West -- Row crops.

The project site is generally level and is composed of agricultural crops with occasional ruderal
(weedy) vegetation between rows and along the borders. The site does not include any trees,
rock outcroppings, historic buildings, or other visually distinctive features. It is currently in
row crop production and contains one metal storage building, not of historic significance. The
site is not visible from any State designated scenic highways, although it is highly visible from
Black and Stowell Roads. However, the City’s General Plan does not designate any major scenic
highway corridors, including these two roadways. Land uses in the vicinity that are most
sensitive to night lighting include one single-family residence on agricultural land
approximately ¼ mile north of the site (excluding Black Road right-of-way). There are no
sources of light currently on the project site. The existing Wastewater Treatment Plant, located
approximately 350 feet southwest of the single-family residence, produces lighting associated with
facility operation and security.
Regulatory Setting. The City of Santa Maria regulates aesthetics of buildings and public
spaces through implementation of adopted General Plan policies. The Resources Management
Element and Land Use Element of the General Plan contain policy statements that serve as a
framework for evaluating proposed projects in regard to their potential to effect the atmosphere
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of the City, including the potential to result in land use conflicts which can be directly or
indirectly related to aesthetics. Building plans for development in the City would be reviewed
for consistency with these policies, which include the following:
OBJECTIVE 7.1.e: Open Space in Community Design. Provide for ample supply of specialized
open space in the form of squares, greens and parks whose frequent use is encouraged through
placement and design.
OBJECTIVE 7.1.f: Open Space and City Boundaries. Provide for well-defined edges, such as
agricultural buffers and greenbelts, permanently protected from development.
OBJECTIVE 7.1.g: Preservation of Land through Buffers. Provide for the natural terrain,
drainage, and vegetation of the community to be preserved with parks or greenbelts.
POLICY L.U.6a: Land Use Conflicts. Resolve conflicts between existing and proposed land
uses, particularly residential and industrial uses, and prevent such conflicts in the future.
GOAL L.U.7: Land Use Conflict Reduction. Reduce existing and potential land use conflicts.
POLICY L.U.7: Site Design. Avoid land use problems before they arise and create maximum
harmony through innovative urban design between various land uses.
Several other Land Use Element objectives provide further support of these goals and policies,
including Objectives L.U. 3a and L.U.7 a, b, d, f and g. These objectives generally require
buffers between incompatible uses, the design of circulation to avoid conflicts between
residential and commercial uses, and the encouragement of pedestrian walkways and other
alternative modes of transportation in development projects.
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Figure 4.1-1. The WWTP Expansion site viewed from the southwest corner of the site facing north, with
Black Road visible to the west.

Figure 4.1-2. The WWTP Expansion site viewed from Stowell Road facing east. Stowell Road bisects
the site.
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4.1.2

Impact Analysis

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. Assessment of impacts is based on: 1) review of
site information and conditions; 2) review of previous CEQA documentation prepared for the
site; and 3) review of other City information regarding visual resources issues.
The assessment of aesthetic impacts involves qualitative analysis that is inherently subjective in
nature. Different viewers react to viewsheds and aesthetic conditions differently. This
evaluation measures the existing visual resource against the proposed action, analyzing the
nature of the anticipated change. The proposed site was observed and photographically
documented in its surrounding context. The City of Santa Maria General Plan was reviewed for
policy instruction relative to visual resources and design policy.
Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would result in a potentially
significant impact if the project would:
Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;
Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway;
Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings; or
Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in
the area.
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
Impact AES-1 The proposed project will alter the terrain and introduce manmade
features that have the potential to degrade views of the site, and
introduce new sources of light and glare to the area that could affect
nearby light-sensitive land uses and passing motorists. This alteration
is considered a Class II, significant but mitigable impact.
Scenic Resources. The project site does not include any trees, rock outcroppings or historic
buildings. It is currently in row crop production and contains one metal storage building, not of
historic significance. Therefore, since there are no scenic resources onsite, impacts to such
resources would be less than significant.
Scenic Vistas. The project site is located within an agricultural area northwest of the City of Santa
Maria. The site is flat and provides expansive vistas of the surrounding agriculture fields and hills
surrounding the Santa Maria Valley (Figure 4.1-1). The Santa Maria General Plan does not
specifically designate scenic vistas; however, these vistas may be considered important resources
for residents of the City and the surrounding area. Similarly, the General Plan does not designate
any major scenic highway corridors. Although the site is highly visible from Black Road and
Stowell Road, impacts would be less than significant.
Light and Glare. The nearest light-sensitive land use to the project site is a single-family
residence on agricultural property approximately ¼ mile north of the project site (excluding
Black Road right-of-way). Currently there are no sources of light on the project site. Lighting
would not be necessary for the proposed percolation and groundwater recharge ponds.
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However, security lighting would be included in the development of the Animal Shelter,
Corporation Yard, and Impound Yard. This type of lighting has the potential to degrade the
generally dark condition of the project site, particularly since it would likely be used all night
long. However, the proposed locations for the Animal Shelter, Corporation Yard, and Impound
Yard are at the southeastern portion of the project site, approximately one mile from the
existing residence. This residence is currently located approximately 350 feet northeast of the
existing Wastewater Treatment Plant, which produces lighting for facility operation and
security.
Potential sources of glare on the site include exterior building materials, surface paving
materials, and vehicles. Any highly reflective facade materials would be of particular concern,
as buildings would reflect sunlight. Despite the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor,
impacts are considered Class II significant but mitigable because the project, including lighting
and materials, has not yet been designed.
Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are required.
AES-1(a)

Buildings. Proposed structures on the project site shall be one story, and
clustered to the extent possible to preserve view corridors of surrounding
hills.
Plan Requirements and Timing. Building designs shall be submitted to
the Community Development Department and Public Works Department
for review prior to issuance of building permits. Monitoring. The
Community Development Department and Public Works Department
shall ensure construction according to plans.

AES-1(b)

Lighting Limitations. Prior to construction of any proposed structures,
all proposed lighting shall be indicated on site plans. The lighting plan
shall incorporate lighting that directs light pools downward to prevent
glare on adjacent and surrounding areas. Lights shall have solid sides
and reflectors to further reduce lighting impacts by controlling light
spillage. Light fixtures that shield adjacent properties from excessive
brightness at night shall be included in the lighting plan. Non-glare
lighting shall be used. Any signage that incorporates lighting shall be
shielded to direct light towards the sign so that glare will not affect
motorists or neighbors.
Plan Requirements and Timing: The applicant shall submit a lighting
plan subject to the review and approval of the Community Development
Department prior to the issuance of building permits. Monitoring:
Public Works Department shall site inspect prior to project operations.

Residual Impacts. The implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce
project-specific impacts to less than significant levels.
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Impact AES-2 Because proposed development would be aesthetically comparable to
agricultural operations, the visual character of the site would be
minimally altered. This is considered a class III, less than significant
impact.
The proposed project would transform the site from agricultural fields to municipal uses that are
semi-industrial in nature. However, recharge ponds would be constructed on only 40 of the 252
acres of the site and would not include structures. Aesthetically, percolation and groundwater
recharge ponds are similar to agriculture production and the existing rural setting would not be
altered on the majority of the site. The Corporation Yard, Humane Society, and Police Impound
Yard proposed for the southern portions of the site would include structures and equipment or
vehicle storage that would alter the existing agricultural setting of that portion of the site.
However, the alteration would be consistent with agriculturally-related industrial uses that are
located in the general vicinity of the project site. Impacts would therefore be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required.
Residual Impacts. Impacts would be less than significant.
c. Cumulative Impacts. The Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan designates the
proposed site for AG (Agricultural) use. The proposed development would change the visual
character of the site by introducing industrial elements within the area. However, the proposed
development is aesthetically similar to agriculture production. Nonetheless, cumulative
development on the urban fringes of the City, in combination with the proposed project, could
result in change to the City’s existing character, particularly along the existing urban edges of
the community. This cumulative change would introduce new sources of lighting, new
buildings, and new infrastructure, which would alter the existing character of the City. The
proposed project would incrementally contribute to this cumulative impact, which is
considered significant and unavoidable (Class I).
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4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
The proposed project involves expanded wastewater treatment facilities on a site that is currently and has
historically supported agricultural uses. The site is composed largely of prime soils and scores high on the
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) model. The conversion of such farmland to nonagricultural use would constitute a significant and unavoidable impact. In addition, the site is currently
under Williamson Act contract. This, in addition to the site’s Agriculture designation, contributes to a
significant and unavoidable agricultural impact.

4.2.1

Setting

a. Onsite Agricultural Land Uses. The Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion site
comprises 252 acres of land currently used for the production of broccoli and strawberries. The
site has historically been used for farming activities and is bordered to the north, south, east,
and west by agricultural uses (refer to Table 2-1, Existing Site Information, and Figure 2-4,
Existing Land Use Designations). The site is designated as Agriculture (AG) under the Santa
Barbara County Comprehensive Plan.
Land Conservation Act. Preservation of agricultural, recreational and open space lands
through agricultural preserve contracts between the county and property owners is a technique
encouraged by the state for implementing the general plan. Agricultural preserve contracts are
executed through procedures enabled by the California Land Conservation Act of 1965, also
known as the Williamson Act. A contract may be entered into for property with agricultural,
recreational and open space uses in return for decreased property taxes. The county
Agricultural Preserve Rules of Procedure require certain minimum parcel sizes and land use
restrictions applicable to agricultural preserve lands under their respective contracts. The
inclusion of a parcel in a Williamson Act is entirely voluntary, and must have the consent of the
property owner.
The portion of the site that includes APN 117-191-010, 117-820-002, and 117-191-013 is currently
under a Williamson Act contract (Contract # 71-AP-011). The contract was initiated in 1971 for
the purpose of restricting the land to agricultural and open-space uses and to provide the
property owner property tax savings. Since April 2004 when the property was transferred from
ownership by the Apio Land Development Company to the City of Santa Maria, the contract
was also transferred, and is now an agreement between Santa Barbara County and the City.
Upon annexation, the City will be required to administer the Contract in accordance with the
California Land Conservation Act and City procedures for non-renewal or cancellation. The
proposed uses for the site are not consistent with allowed uses for property under Williamson
Act Contract (Govt. Code § 51200 et seq.) and Santa Barbara County Local Uniform Rules.
Therefore, in order to implement the project, the existing contract would require approval of
either a contract non-renewal or cancellation consistent with State Law.
Under State law, there are several ways to terminate, cancel or modify a Williamson Act
contract. They are landowner non-renewal, landowner termination or cancellation,
conservation easement exchange, annexation of agricultural land to a city, and market purchase
of land for public improvements. Those methods are discussed below.
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Landowner Non-renewal - To terminate a Williamson Act contract, a landowner files a
notice of non-renewal. Starting at the next contract anniversary date, the contract winds
down over the remaining (usually nine-year) term, with the property taxes gradually
rising to the full unrestricted rate at the end of the non-renewal period. If the land is
restricted by a Farmland Security Zone Contract, the contract winds down over the
remaining 19 years, with the property taxes gradually rising to the full unrestricted rate
at the end of the non-renewal period.
Landowner Termination or Cancellation - Williamson Act contract cancellation is an
option under limited circumstances and conditions set forth in Government Code (GC)
§51280 et seq. In such cases, landowners may petition a board/council for Williamson
Act contract cancellation. The board/council may grant tentative cancellation only if it
makes required statutory findings (GC §51282(a)).
If the required findings are met, the landowner is required to pay a cancellation fee
equal to 12.5 percent of the cancellation valuation (unrestricted fair market value) of the
property (GC §51283(b)). In some cases, the contract specifies a higher cancellation fee
and if the land is restricted by a Farmland Security Zone Contract, the cancellation fee is
25 percent.
Conservation Easement Exchange - Williamson Act easement exchange legislation
became effective January 1, 1998. The easement exchange process offers the advantage of
keeping cancellation fees working in the local area to preserve agricultural land, instead
of paying the fees to the State General Fund. It provides a voluntary rescission process
for local entities and landowners to cancel a Williamson Act (WA) contract and
simultaneously dedicate a permanent agricultural conservation easement on other land. A
board or council must make specified findings in order to cancel a contract. The
appraised value of the easement land must be equal to or greater than the cancellation
fee required to cancel the contract. In addition, the easement land must be of equal size
or larger than the Williamson Act contracted land. Williamson Act easement exchanges
must meet criteria established under the California Farmland Conservancy Program
(CFCP), the Department’s agricultural land conservation easement program.
Annexation to City – California law (Cortese-Knox Act) enables Local Agency
Formation Commissions (LAFCo) to decide upon the formation, consolidation and
dissolution of cities and special service districts that provide urban services. LAFCos are
also charged to review the annexation of new lands into existing cities and districts,
particularly agricultural lands. One of the primary considerations that the Act requires
of LAFCos when approving annexations is their impact on prime agricultural land.
Termination for Public Improvements - Public acquisition of Williamson Act land is
acquisition, by provision in the Act (Government Code §§51290 - 51295, 51296.6), of land
located within an agricultural preserve or enforceably restricted by a Williamson Act or
Farmland Security Zone contract by a public agency or person for a public
improvement.
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If requirements for public acquisition of Williamson Act land are met, the land may be
acquired and the contract may be terminated. If requirements are not met, the
acquisition may not be valid, and the contract may remain in force and continue to
restrict use of the land. If the acquired property remains within an agricultural preserve,
land use remains subject to the rules of the preserve.
If the requirements for contract termination or modification are not met, the contract would
remain valid after the annexation, and land use restrictions pursuant to state law related to the
use of Williamson Act properties would apply. In any event, development of the nature
envisioned as part of the proposed project cannot occur until the relevant provisions of the
Williamson Act contract no longer apply.
Effective January 1, 1998, a landowner has the option of placing a portion of land under a
conservation easement in exchange for the release of a comparable amount of land from a
Williamson Act contract. Under the ALSP, landowners may enter into 25-year conservation
easements with the Department of Conservation in exchange for a monetary grant from the
Department. A conservation easement is a voluntary, legally recorded agreement between a
landowner and either the local government or a nonprofit organization that limits the land to
agricultural uses. In turn, the Williamson Act (in particular, Government Code § 51256) now
gives landowners the option of dedicating an easement on one piece of property pursuant to
ALSP in exchange for rescission of a Williamson Act contract on another piece of property of
equal or greater agricultural quality. The Director of Conservation and the local legislative
body must authorize any such termination of a Williamson Act contract.
The Williamson Act also provides for a contract to be terminated when property is annexed to a
City under certain circumstances. In order for this automatic termination to occur, three
requirements must be met: (1) the land must have been within one mile of the city at the time of
the contract; (2) the city must have filed and the local agency formation commission (LAFCo)
must have approved a protest to the contract; and (3) in its resolution of intention to annex, the
city must state its intent not to succeed to the contract. The City did not comply with these
requirements.
Finally, State law provides for Williamson Act contracts to be terminated when a public agency
acquires land for public improvements such as the wastewater treatment plant. Government
Code Section 51295 provides for a public agency to acquire land by market purchase in lieu of
eminent domain to void the contract. This section of the Government Code states:
“When any action in eminent domain for the condemnation of the fee title of an entire parcel of
land subject to a contract is filed, or when that land is acquired in lieu of eminent domain for a
public improvement by a public agency or person, or whenever there is any such action or
acquisition by the federal government or any person, instrumentality, or agency acting under the
authority or power of the federal government, the contract shall be deemed null and void as to the
land actually being condemned, or so acquired as of the date the action is filed, and for the
purposes of establishing the value of the land, the contract shall be deemed never to have
existed…”
Government Code § 51292 states that no public agency or person shall locate a public
improvement within an agricultural preserve unless: (a) the location is not based primarily on a
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consideration of the lower cost of acquiring land in an agricultural preserve; and (b) that there is
no other land on which it is reasonably feasible to locate the public improvement.
In June 2005, the City notified the State Department of Conservation of its acquisition of the
property for the purpose of constructing public improvements and facilities. In July 2005, the
Department of Conservation reviewed the City’s documentation and requested additional
information to make a determination if the requirements of Section 51292 and 51295 had been
met by the City.
b. Site Agricultural Viability and Classification. The suitability of soils for
agricultural use depends on many factors, including fertility, slope, texture, drainage, depth,
and salt content. A variety of classification systems have been devised to categorize soil
capabilities. The two systems that have been most widely used are the United States
Department of Agriculture Capability Classification System and the Storie Index. The first
system classifies soils from Class I to Class VIII based on their ability to support agriculture.
The Storie Index takes into account other factors such as slope and texture to arrive at a rating
(refer to Table 4.2-2). For the purpose of this report, Class I and II soils with a Storie Index of 80
and above are considered “prime.” As shown in Table 4.1-1, the Sorrento loam (0 to 2% slopes)
and the Sorrento sandy loam (0 to 2% and 2 to 9% slopes) are “prime” soils by this measure.
Table 4.2-1 Soil Characteristics for Soils within the Project Area
Soil Name
Corralitos loamy sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes
Sorrento loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes
Corralitos loamy sand, 9 to 15 percent slopes
Sorrento sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes
Terrace escarpments, loamy
Sorrento sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Acres

Capability Class

Storie Index

146.30
100.84
3.55
0.51
0.42
0.38

III
I
IV
II
VII
I

64
100
45
86
8
95

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey Northern Santa Barbara Area, 1972; California Department of Conservation
Important Farmlands Map, 1986.

Table 4.2-2. Storie Index Grades for Soils within the Project Area
Soil
Grade

Storie
Index

1

80-100

2

60-80

3

40-60

4

20-40

5

10-20

6

>10

Soil Grade Description
Few limitations that restrict their use for
crops.
Suitable for most crops, but have minor
limitations that narrow the choice of crops
and have a few special management needs.
Suited to a few crops or to special crops and
requires special management.
If used for crops, are severely limited and
require special management.
Not suited for cultivated crops, but can be
used for pasture and range.
Soil and land types generally not suited to
farming.

Project Site Area Soil Types
Within Each Grade
Sorrento loam, 0 to 2 percent
slopes; Sorrento sandy loam, 2 to
9 percent slopes; Sorrento sandy
loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Total
Acreage
101.73

Corralitos loamy sand, 0 to 2
percent slopes

146.3

Corralitos loamy sand, 9 to 15
percent slopes

3.55

None

0

None

0

Terrace escarpments, loamy

0.42
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c. Important Farmlands Inventory. The State of California, Department of
Conservation, Office of Land Conservation, Important Farmlands Inventory (IFI) system is used
in Santa Barbara County to inventory lands considered to have agricultural value. This system
classifies land based upon the productive capabilities of the land, rather than the mere presence
of ideal soil conditions. Land is divided into several categories of diminishing agricultural
importance. The State of California’s Important Farmland Inventory (IFI) is based in part on the
Capability Classification System and the Storie Index described above.
Within this classification farmlands are designated as “Prime”, “Statewide Importance”,
“Unique” and “Local Importance” as outlined in the Soil Survey, Northern Santa Barbara Area,
California (1972). “Prime” farmlands are generally defined as irrigated soils (Class I and II)
over 40 inches deep with available water holding capacity of 4 inches or more. Generally well
drained, they are free from frequent flooding. Farmlands of “Statewide Importance” are
irrigated lands other than prime that have a good combination of physical and chemical
characters for producing feed, fiber, food, forage, and oilseed crops, “Unique” farmlands are
other lands that produce high value food and fiber crops. “Local Importance” farmlands
represent dry farmed lands, and unirrigated lands of Prime and Statewide Importance. Lands
that have lesser agricultural potential are classified as “Grazing,” “Urban,” or “Other.” The
latter classification includes areas that are generally unsuitable for agriculture because of
geographic or regulatory constraints.
The majority of the site is considered “Prime” farmland under the Important Farmlands
Inventory (IFI) system, while approximately 19 acres of the site at the north end is “Farmland of
Statewide Importance” and approximately 8 acres in the south is “Unique” Farmland (Figure
4.2-1).

4.2.2

Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, a
project would have a significant agricultural impact if the project would:
•
•
•

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland) to nonagricultural use;
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract; and/or
Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature,
could individually or cumulatively result in loss of Farmland, to non-agricultural use.

In order to provide a quantitative analysis of the potential for agricultural resource impacts
associated with the proposed Project, the Land Evaluation Site Assessment (LESA) model,
which is an approved methodology specified in CEQA Statute Section 21095 was applied.
LESA was designed by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) to provide objective
ratings of the agricultural suitability of land compared to demands created by nonagricultural
uses of land. LESA is a multivariate mathematical method that uses six factors to evaluate the
comparative value of agricultural land. The model generates a number between 1 and 100,
which is then compared to certain scoring thresholds to determine the value of the land for
agriculture. Half of the points awarded in the LESA model are determined by the Land
Evaluation portion of the model, which has two factors, land capability classification and the
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Storie Index (as discussed in section 4.2.1(b) above). Both of these factors are based on the soils
found on-site. The other half of the points are awarded based on the Site Assessment that
includes the site’s physical characteristics and the availability of water. According to the LESA
methodology, a property is considered significant if the total score is greater than 40 and both
the Land Evaluation or the Site Assessment subscore is greater than 20 points.
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact AG-1 The proposed project would impact prime soils as well as
farmland that is unique and of statewide importance.
Furthermore, the value of the site’s agricultural land resources,
as measured by the Land Evaluation & Site Assessment (LESA)
Model, is considered significant. Therefore, the project would
result in Class I, significant and unavoidable, impacts to
agricultural resources.
When the LESA model is applied to the Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion site, the site
scores a total of 89.9. The Land Evaluation portion of the LESA model scored a total of 41.4,
while the Site Assessment portion scored a total of 48.5. As shown in Table 4.2-3, both the Land
Capability Classifications and the Storie Index ratings for on-site soils contributed to the high
Land Evaluation score. The high Site Assessment score is largely a function of the size of the
site, surrounding agricultural land uses, and the availability of water resources. The
worksheets used for the LESA analysis can be found in Appendix B of this EIR.
Table 4.2-3. Summary of LESA Scoresheet
Factor Name
Land Evaluation
1. Land Capability Classification
2. Storie Index Rating
Site Assessment
1. Project Size
2. Water Resource Availability
3. Surrounding Agricultural Lands
4. Protected Resource Lands

Factor Rating
(0-100 Points)

X

Factor
Weighting
(Total = 1.0)

=

Weighted
Factor
Rating

87.52
78.14

X
X

0.25
0.25

=
=

21.9
19.5

100
100
90
100

X
X
X
X

0.15
0.15
0.15
0.05

=
=
=
=
Total:

15.0
15.0
13.5
5.0
89.9

According to the California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program the Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion site is composed of approximately 19 acres
of farmland of Statewide Importance and approximately 8 acres of unique farmland. The rest of
the site is composed of prime farmland (See Figure 4.2-1). The conversion of these farmlands
constitutes a potentially significant impact. In addition, due to the fact that the LESA model
scored above 80 points, implementation of the proposed Wastewater Treatment Plant
Expansion project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact to agricultural
resources.
A contributing factor to this significant impact is the site’s current status under the Williamson
Act. As discussed in Section 4.2.1.a above, the site is currently under Williamson Act Contract #
71-AP-011. The proposed uses for the site are not consistent with allowed uses for property
City of Santa Maria
4.2-6

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion EIR
Section 4.2 Agricultural Resources

under Williamson Act Contract (Govt. Code § 51200 et seq.) and local Uniform Rules. Therefore,
development of the nature envisioned as part of the proposed project cannot occur until the
provisions of the Williamson Act contract no longer apply (See discussion Section 4.2.1.a for
methods of Contract termination).
Mitigation Measures. No measures are available to mitigate the loss of prime
agricultural resources. Impacts could be mitigated to some extent, but not to a less than
significant level, through the following recommended mitigation measure options to address
Williamson Act provisions that apply to the site:
AG-1(a)

Agricultural Mitigation Options. While no mitigation measures are
available to fully mitigate the potential loss of prime agricultural
farmland, the City is encouraged to work cooperatively with the
Agricultural Commissioner’s Office and the Department of Conservation
to pursue actions that could provide partial mitigation. Among the
methods that could be pursued include:
•

•

•

•

•

Mitigation Bank. The City could set aside a mitigation fee to invest
in supporting commercial viability of the remaining agricultural land
in the project area, County, or region through a mitigation bank that
invests in agricultural infrastructure, water supplies or marketing.
Williamson Act Contract Transfer. If feasible properties are
available, the City could complete a conservation easement exchange
process to transfer the existing Williamson Act contract to another
property adjacent to the City limits and of comparable size, soil
character, and feasibility for agricultural production.
Farmland Protection. The City could protect farmland in the project
area or elsewhere in the County through the use of less than
permanent long-term restrictions on use such as a 20-year Farmland
Security Zone contracts (Government Code § 51296 et. Seq.) or a 10year Williamson Act contracts (Government Code § 51200 et. Seq.).
Project Phasing. The City could phase the project in a manner that
allows a majority of the land to remain in agricultural production for
the duration of the existing Williamson Act contract and deferring
development on the most significant prime land for the greatest time
possible.
Prime Soil Relocation. The prime soil could be relocated over the
period of deferred development, but this approach would require that
Santa Maria Valley farmers to enter into an agreement to trade less
productive soils in exchange for prime soils. This approach could be
logistically difficult and could have residual impacts related to traffic
and air quality, as it would require substantial earth movement and
truck transportation.

Residual Impacts. Impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, even if any of the
suggested partial mitigation options are implemented.
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c. Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative development throughout the greater Santa Maria
area would gradually convert agricultural land to non-agricultural use. The proposed project
would incrementally contribute to this substantial change. Individual development projects in
the region would have the potential to create compatibility conflicts relating to the interface of
historic agricultural uses and new urban development. Such conflicts are expected to be
addressed on a case-by-case basis, and assuming that conflicts can be resolved through the
proper use of buffers and appropriate design, significant cumulative land use compatibility
conflicts are not anticipated. However, implementation of the proposed project would
contribute to significant cumulative impacts related to the loss of prime soils, which would be
considered a Class I, significant and unavoidable, cumulative impact.
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4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
The approximately project site contains row-crop agriculture, ruderal, Monterey pine windbreak, and
perennial pond habitats. Row-crop agriculture, ruderal, and Monterey pine windbreak habitat types are
considered common or habitats of low quality, and impacts to areas occupied by these habitats would be
considered Class III, less than significant. The perennial pond habitat type is also common throughout
the region and impacts to this habitat type would be considered Class III, less than significant; However,
it has potential to provide suitable habitat for the California Red-legged frog, a Federally Threatened and
State Species of Special Concern. Impacts to the California Red-legged frog would be considered Class II,
significant but mitigable. No other special-status plant or wildlife species are expected to occur on-site.

4.3.1 Setting
The project site is located just outside the northwestern boundary of the City of Santa Maria, in
unincorporated Santa Barbara County, CA. The project site is currently in agricultural
production and is surrounded to the west, north, and east by row-crop agricultural fields and to
the south by an auto storage yard, an open field, and industrial operations. Further south is
additional row-crop agricultural fields. The Santa Maria Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP)
is located to the northwest of the project site across the street from Black Road and a treated
water irrigation pasture is located to the east of the project site near the on-site perennial pond.
In addition, three other perennial ponds are located adjacent to the northeast portion of the
project site and the irrigated pasture. A site visit was conducted by a Rincon Consultant
biologist on January 6, 2006 to document on-site habitat types and determine the potential for
special-status species to occur within the project site. Specific information regarding on-site
habitat types and the potential for special-status species to occur within the project site are
described below.
a. Onsite Habitats. The majority of the project site is covered by row crop agricultural
fields and are bordered by irrigation drainages. Vegetation in the farmed fields consists of
annual food crops with occasional ruderal (weedy) vegetation between rows and along the
borders. A Monterey pine windbreak occurs along the southwest project site boundary and a
perennial pond is located in the northeast corner of the site. Classification of the on-site habitat
types or plant communities was based generally on Holland’s Preliminary Description of the
Terrestrial Natural Communities of California (1986), and was compared to more recent habitat
classification systems for accuracy (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995).
A description of habitat types identified on the site is given below and the location and
extent of each community is depicted on Figure 4.3-1. The following discussion of habitat types
also includes a brief discussion of common wildlife species that were observed within each
habitat type. A detailed discussion of special-status species is provided in Section 4.3.1(b) of
this report. Table 4.3-1 summarizes the habitat acreages within the project site.
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Table 4.3-1. On-Site Habitat Summary Table
Habitat Type

Approximate Acres

Row-Crop Agriculture

213.1

Ruderal / Irrigation Drainage

2.0

Perennial Pond

0.9

Monterey Pines

0.8

Bare Ground

23.2

Roadways (non-habitat)

12.0

Total Acreage

252.0

Row-Crop Agriculture. The on-site row-crop agriculture habitat type is an
anthropogenic-created habitat and is not described by either Holland (1986) or Sawyer and
Keeler-Wolf (1995). The row-crop agriculture habitat type consists of annual food crops such as
broccoli and strawberries and is located in all areas of the project site. In addition to the desired
food crops, row crop agriculture supports ruderal plants (crop weeds) and wildlife that thrive
in areas of frequent disturbance. Please refer to the ruder habitat type below for a list of weedy
plant species found on-site. No wildlife was observed within the row crop agriculture habitat
type during the site visit. Row-crop agriculture comprises approximately 213.1 acres or 84.6%
of the project area.
Ruderal. The on-site ruderal habitat type is an anthropogenic-disturbed or manipulated
habitat type and is not described by Holland or Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf. The ruderal habitat
type was observed between agriculture rows and in irrigation drainages throughout the project
site. Plant species observed in this habitat type included cheeseweed (Malva parviflora), sow
thistle (Sonchus sp.), short-pod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), lamb’s quarter (Chenopodium
album), and other weedy plant species. Generally, ruderal areas provide marginal habitat for
wildlife, especially considering frequent agricultural disturbance in these and surrounding
areas. Wildlife observed included pacific chorus frog (Pseudacris regilla), white crowned
sparrow (Zonotrichia leuchophrys), and California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi).
Ruderal areas comprise 2.0 acres, or about 0.8% of the project area.
Perennial Pond. The on-site perennial pond habitat type is an anthropogenic-created
habitat type and is not described by Holland or Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf. However, the
vegetation within perennial pond corresponds to the Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh as
described by Holland and the Sedge Series as described by Keeler-Wolf. The perennial pond
was created above ground with approximately 4-foot berm surrounding the pond. The top of
the berm is approximately 6-feet wide and flat with a ramp for vehicles on the northwestern
corner. Dominant plants species observed in this habitat include common tule (Scirpus acutus
var. occidentalis) and cattail (Typha latifolia) which occur around the pond’s perimeter. Wildlife
species observed included aquatic invertebrates (water boatman – Corixa sp.), numerous
American coots (Fulica americana) and red-winged blackbirds (Agelaius phoeniceus), and three
unidentified medium to large size (4 to 6-inch) frogs (Rana sp). The pond comprises 0.9 acres, or
about 0.4% of the project area.
Monterey Pine Windbreak. The on-site Monterey pine windbreak habitat type is an
anthropogenic-created habitat type and is not described by Holland or Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf.
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The Monterey pine windbreak habitat type was observed along the southwestern project site
border and consisted of a pure stand of mature Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) trees. No wildlife
species were observed during the visit, however, this Monterey pines may provide habitat for
raptors, songbirds, and potentially Monarch butterflies. The Monterey pine windbreak
comprises 0.8 acres, or about 0.3% of the project area.
Non-Habitat Features. The site also includes 23.2 acres of bare ground and 12 acres of
roadway right of way, which are not considered to provide habitat value. Collectively, these
areas comprise 14.0% of the project area.
b. Special Status Species. For the purpose of this report, special-status species are
those plants and animals listed, proposed for listing, or candidates for listing as threatened or
endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under the Federal Endangered
Species Act (ESA); those considered “species of concern” by the USFWS; those listed or
proposed for listing as rare, threatened, or endangered by the California Department of Fish
and Game (DFG) under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA); animals designated as
“Species of Special Concern” by the DFG; and plants occurring on CNPS lists 1B, 2 and 4.
Additionally, special-status wildlife considered to be of “local concern” have limited
distributions, are experiencing local or regional population declines, are vulnerable to current or
future threats to their preferred habitat, and/or are of unusual scientific, recreational, or
educational value.
A five-mile radius search and review of the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB),
maintained by the DFG, was conducted around the project site. This search range was used to
identify potential sensitive species issues because it encompasses a sufficient distance to
accommodate for regional habitat diversity and to overcome the limitations of the CNDDB. The
CNDDB is based on actual recorded occurrences and does not constitute an exhaustive
inventory of every resource. This section addresses special-status animal species that occur in
the region and are either known to occur or may occur on the project site. Potential occurrence
is based on the availability and quality of suitable habitat. The basic characteristics and
likelihood of an on-site occurrence of these species are summarized below.
Special-Status Plants. The CNDDB contains records of three special-status plant species that
are known from relatively localized occurrences within five miles of the project site: The plant
species are Blochman’s leafy daisy (Erigeron blochmaniae), Dune larkspur (Delphinium parryi ssp),
and sand mesa manzanita (Arctostaphylos rudis). These three plant species are all on the CNPS
List 1B: Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere. Each has highly
specialized habitat requirements are not found on the project site and can thus be dismissed
from occurring on-site. Blochman’s leafy daisy is found in coastal dune and coastal scrub
habitats on sandy soils, Dune larkspur is found in maritime chaparral, coastal dunes, and/or
rocky habitats, and sand mesa manzanita is found in maritime chaparral and coastal scrub
habitats on sandy soils. The majority of the project site is in intensive agricultural production
and does not provide suitable habitat for these plant species. No sensitive plant species have
been observed on-site and would not be expected to due to the extensive history of on-site
agricultural uses.
Special-Status Wildlife. The CNDDB contains records of six special-status animal species that
are known from relatively localized occurrences within five miles of the project site. The plant
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species are monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus), California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii),
California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense), western spadefoot (Spea hammondii),
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), and American badger (Taxidea taxus). The majority of these
species have highly specialized habitat requirements that do not occur within the project site
and thus can be dismissed from occurring on-site. Species not expected to occur within the
project site are briefly discussed below.
The monarch butterfly is not a State or Federally-protected species. However, it is recognized
by the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) as a declining species, and it is
considered a locally important species. The wintering sites of monarch butterflies are groves of
trees with low-hanging branches that protect the insects from the wind. Such groves, which can
be found along the California coast from northern Mendocino to Baja California, Mexico, are
considered essential for monarch butterfly survival. Native trees that would historically serve
as wintering sites include coast live oaks and sycamores, but wintering sites utilized by
monarch butterflies today are generally eucalyptus trees. No such groves occur on or adjacent
to the subject property, however, a Monterey pine trees windbreak occurs along the
southeastern project site boundary. The windbreak is narrow and situated between row-crop
agriculture fields and a car storage facility, and is thus not likely an important roosting site for
this species. In addition, no impacts are expected in this area from proposed development,
therefore, the project would not affect the monarch butterfly.
The western spadefoot is a Federal Species and State Species of Special Concern. The western
spadefoot occurs primarily in grassland habitat types and requires temporary ponds for
breeding and larval development. This species spends most of the year in underground
burrows up to 0.9 meter deep, which they construct themselves, although some individuals
may use small mammal burrows. Breeding and egg laying occur almost exclusively in vernal
pool habitat, however, they may also utilize prolonged ponded water within natural drainages.
One occurrence of the western spadefoot is documented approximately 3 miles southeast of the
project site. No suitable habitat for the western spadefoot occurs within the project site;
therefore, this species is not expect to occurs on-site.
The CNDDB has several recorded occurrences for the California tiger salamander (CTS) within
five miles of the site. The CTS is Federally Endangered in Santa Barbara County and a species
of concern throughout the rest of California. CTS requires upland habitat including
underground dry season refuges such as ground squirrel burrows and breeding habitat such as
vernal pools or other seasonal water sources. This species emerges from underground refuges
at night during rain events between late autumn through early spring and make their way to
breeding pools. There have been several occurrences of CTS approximately 3 miles south of the
project site and individual occurrences approximately 2.5 miles north and 5 miles southeast of
the project site. While the perennial pond located in the northeast corner of the project site may
provide suitable breeding habitat for this species, this particular pond has not been previously
identified as such, possibly because upland habitat is non-existent throughout the project site
and adjacent properties. (Such upland habitat is needed for the viability of this species.) In
addition, no mammals burrows were observed in the row-crop agriculture fields, drainage
ditches, or along roads; however, about eight ground squirrel burrows where observed on the
east berm of the perennial pond directly adjacent to the treated water irrigation field. (Mammal
burrows are indicators of the presence of this species, since they use them as part of their
movement patterns.) The majority of the area surrounding the project site consists of intensive
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agriculture production. The CTS is not expected to occur on-site due to lack of adequate upland
habitat, distance from known breeding habitats, and the immediate surrounding land uses
which are not conducive to the movement and general viability of this species.
The burrowing owl is a Federal and State Species of Concern. This species is a small groundnesting owl that uses ground squirrel burrows as nest sites and forages widely in grassland and
agricultural habitats. Unlike other owls, this species is active during the daytime. They prefer
areas with low vegetation on small hills that provide a vantage point of the surrounding areas.
The species was not observed during the January 2006 site visit, nor were any ground squirrel
burrows displaying sign of the species.
American badger is a State Species of Concern occur and occurs in grassland habitats with
friable soils and adequate rodent prey base. This species is known to occur in the general Santa
Maria Valley and nearby foothill areas. This species digs burrows for cover and feeds on a
variety of rodents, insects, reptiles, worms, birds, and carrion. It is unlikely that the American
badger would occur on-site due to the current agriculture land use and lack of on-site suitable
habitat.
One special-status wildlife has potential to occur on-site, the Federally Threatened California
red-legged frog (CRLF). Table 4.3-2 below presents habitat requirements, on-site suitability,
and observations for the special-status wildlife species that have the potential to occur on the
project site. The CRLF is further discussed below.
Table 4.3-2. Special-Status Animal Species in the Project Site Vicinity
Species

Status*
Fed/CA

California red-legged frog
Rana aurora draytonii
FT/CSC

Habitat Requirements
AMPHIBIANS/REPTILES
Lowland and foothills in or near
permanent sources of deep water
with dense, shrubby or emergent
riparian vegetation

Plan Area
Suitability/Observations
Suitable habitat on-site within
perennial pond. Unidentified
medium to large frogs observed
during site visit. The nearest
recorded occurrence is
approximately 1.25 miles south of
the project site. Refer to
discussion below.

The CNDDB has several occurrences of the CRLF within a five-mile radius of the WWTP
expansion site. There have been several occurrences of CRLF in the Santa Maria River area
approximately 3 miles north of the project site and in the Mahoney Road/Black Road area
approximately 1.25 miles south of the project site, as well as individual occurrences to the east
of the project site. It is apparent that the CRLF have migrated from the Santa Maria River
throughout the area. Preferred aquatic habitat of the CRLF is characterized by dense shrubby,
or emergent riparian vegetation, such as arroyo willow, cattails, and bulrushes, associated with
deep (greater than 2 feet), still or slow-moving water. However, CRLF use a variety of habitat
types, including various aquatic, riparian, and upland habitats. CRLF disperse from breeding
habitat to forage and seek estivation habitat. Estivation is a dormant state that occurs during
hot, dry periods and protects some amphibians from dryness in much the same way as
hibernation protects some animal species from cold. Incised stream channels, small rodent
burrows, and leaf litter are some areas that may provide estivation habitat. Additionally, CRLF
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successfully breed in artificial ponds with little or no emergent vegetation. As stated in the final
designation of CRLF critical habitat (USFWS March 2001), at any time of the year, adult CRLF
may move long distances from breeding sites. According to the final rule to list the CRLF as
Federally Threatened (USFWS May 1996), habitat loss and alteration are the primary factors
that have negatively affected the CRLF throughout its range. The majority of extant localities
are isolated and fragmented remnants of larger historical populations. On-site suitable habitat
for the CRLF is within the perennial pond in the northeastern portion of the project site.
c. Regulatory Setting. Regulatory authority over biological resources is shared by
Federal, State, and local authorities under a variety of statutes and guidelines. Primary
authority for general biological resources lies within the land use control and planning
authority of local jurisdictions, in this instance, the County of Santa Barbara. The DFG is a
trustee agency for biological resources throughout the state under CEQA and also has direct
jurisdiction under the Fish and Game Code of California. Under the State and Federal
Endangered Species Acts, the DFG and the USFWS also have direct regulatory authority over
species formally listed as threatened or endangered. The U.S. Department of the Army, Corps
of Engineers has regulatory authority over specific biological resources, namely wetlands and
waters of the United States, under Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act. Protection for
wetlands and riparian habitat is also afforded through the California Fish and Game Code, and
local and regional water quality control boards. Fish and game jurisdiction is likely limited to
the extent o f riparian vegetation, but may include other areas within the 100-year flood plain.
Additionally, Section 3503.5 of the Fish and Game Code of California protects birds of prey,
their nests and eggs against take, possession, or destruction.

4.3.2 Impact Analysis
a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. Assessment of impacts is based on: 1)
review of site information and conditions; 2) review of previous CEQA documentation
prepared for the site; and 4) review of the City of Santa Maria Resources Management Element,
and other City information regarding safety issues.
In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would result in a significant impact if
it would:
•
•

•
•

Adversely impact, either directly or through habitat modifications, any endangered, rare, or
threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (§670.2 or 670.5) or
in Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations (§17.11 or 17.12);
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 California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service;
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 US Fish and Wildlife Service;
Adversely impact federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) either individually or in combination with the known or probable impacts of other
activities through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means;
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•
•
•

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.
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
Impact B-1

The proposed project would remove existing row crop and
ruderal habitats, including common plant and animal species.
The removal of these habitats would be considered a Class III,
less than significant impact.

The on-site agriculture habitat type is an anthropogenic habitat and supports farmed
annual food crops, ruderal plants (crop weeds), and wildlife that thrive in areas of
frequent disturbance. The ruderal habitat also occurs within irrigation drainages
adjacent to the farmed fields. The proposed project would impact approximately 76
acres of agriculture habitat (refer to Section 4.2 Agricultural Resources) and portions of the
ruderal habitat. In addition, dust generated by the proposed facilities could damage
annual food crops and ruderal vegetation by inhibiting photosynthesis and making the
plants more susceptible to insects and disease. Increased human activity associated with
the new buildings would also frequently disturb these habitats. Neither the agriculture
or ruderal habitat are considered sensitive, because they are common habitat types
frequently disturbed by agriculture management practices. Therefore, the removal of
such habitat would not be considered a significant impact.
Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required.
Residual Impacts. Impacts would be less than significant.
Impact B-2

The proposed project could impact special-status wildlife
species that may occur on the property. The loss and
disturbance of on-site habitat would result in a Class II,
significant but mitigable, impact on the California red-legged
frog (CRLF), a special status wildlife species.

The project site consists of two agricultural fields separated by Stowell Road. The majority of
the site is in agricultural production and does not contain suitable habitat for special-status
plant or wildlife species. There is also a perennial pond in the northeastern portion of the site
that has common tule and cattails around its perimeter. This pond has potential to provide
suitable habitat for the CRLF, a Federally Threatened and State Species of Special Concern.
A site visit to characterize on-site habitats and evaluate the potential occurrence of specialstatus species onsite was conducted on January 6, 2006. During the site visit, three unidentified
medium to large (4 to 6-inches vent to snout) frogs were observed jumping from the banks of
the perennial pond into the water. No distress call was made by any of the frogs. In addition,
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no other medium sized frogs were observed in any other on-site habitats including the
irrigation drainages. Although most of the on-site irrigation drainages do not contain pools
necessary for breeding activities, they are considered adequate movement corridors for the
CRLF. CRLF have been observed to disperse through uplands without any apparent regard to
topography, and have been observed to travel over one mile from breeding sites. Although
somewhat limited by the disturbed habitat within the existing agricultural operations on the
project site and in surrounding areas, CRLF could use uplands throughout the site for migration
activities between nearby aquatic sites. Since CRLF dispersal patterns can occur over a variety
of topographic features, it is assumed that CRLF could potentially use any of the proposed
development area for movement activities.
Indirect impacts to CRLF due to development of the proposed project include:
•
•
•
•

Disturbances due to the presence of humans, pets, light, and noise;
Barriers to movement and dispersal through infrastructure and development;
Changes in water quality in occupied or dispersal areas; and
Potential for introduction of exotic species and predators.

Long-term impacts related to human presence and associated light, noise and pets may
include disruption of foraging, sleeping patterns, habitat use patterns, dispersal, and
breeding behavior and displacement of individuals. Nocturnal species, such as the
CRLF, that rely on darkness to hunt or evade predators would experience adverse
effects from lighting. The impact to CRLF and its resources arising from long-term,
human presence are considered a potentially significant impact.
Direct impacts to CRLF would most likely occur in the perennial pond; however,
individuals could be injured or killed in upland portions of the project site during
construction, because CRLF are known to move across otherwise unsuitable habitat
during the rainy season while dispersing or looking for breeding areas. In addition,
grading activities for the proposed project would increase the risk of direct mortality to
dispersing CRLF via accidents with automobiles or construction equipment.
Although the CNDDB has several recorded occurrence for the California tiger salamander
(CTS) within five miles of the site, the species is not expected to occur onsite due to the lack of
suitable upland habitat. The perennial pond located in the northeast corner of the project site
may provide suitable breeding habitat for this species, however, only eight active ground
squirrel burrows were observed on the eastern berm of the pond for refuge. No other small
mammal burrows were observed on-site. In addition, the nearest known breeding pool is three
miles away, greater than the known maximum dispersal distance (1.3 miles, Sweet 1999) from
the breeding pool. Furthermore, the majority of the land between the known breeding pool and
the project site is in intensive row-crop agricultural. The CTS is not expected to occur on-site
due to lack of adequate upland habitat, distance from known breeding habitats, and the
surrounding land uses in the immediate area. Impacts to this species are considered less than
significant.
Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is required to address impacts
to the California red-legged frog:
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B-2(a)

CRLF Protocol Survey. Prior to construction on the project site near the
existing agriculture pond, protocol level surveys shall be conducted to
determine the presence or absence of the California Red-legged frog in
the existing perennial pond and within 100 feet surrounding the pond, as
well as within nearby drainage ditches that may support the movement
of this species, provided that such areas may be potentially disturbed by
development. The survey shall use appropriate survey protocol
developed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service with input by
the DFG. A report consistent with current Federal, State, and local
reporting regulations shall be prepared to document the methods and
results of the survey. Should the presence of the California Red-legged
frog be determined, a map identifying locations in which they were
found shall be prepared. If California Red-legged frog are found on the
project site, substantial setbacks developed in conjunction with the
resource agencies from their identified habitat shall be implemented to
avoid “take” of a federally listed species as determined by a qualified
biologist. If complete avoidance is not economically, technologically, or
physically feasible, then Section 10 of the Federal Endangered Species Act
shall be used to authorize incidental “take” when no other Federal agency
such as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is involved.
Plan Requirements and Timing: A CRLF protocol survey shall be
conducted prior to issuance of grading permits. Monitoring: A cityapproved biologist shall be responsible for monitoring activities.

Residual Impacts. Impacts would be less than significant.
c. Cumulative Impacts. Significance of impacts for cumulative impacts to biological
resources are based upon:
•
•
•
•

The cumulative contribution of other approved and proposed development to
fragmentation of open space in the project site’s vicinity;
The loss of sensitive habitats and species;
Contribution of the proposed project to urban expansion into natural areas; and
Isolation of open space within the proposed project by future projects in the vicinity.

Development of the proposed project would contribute to cumulative biological impacts in the
greater Santa Maria Valley area. These impacts include the loss of foraging/breeding habitat
for CRLF and other wildlife. The cumulative effect of these impacts depends on the proximity
of subsequent approved or proposed projects.
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4.4 GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Slopes on the Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion site are gentle, creating minimal impacts related to
landsliding. Similarly, the potential for liquefaction is generally considered low in the area due to deep
groundwater levels. Disturbance of on-site soils during project grading and operations could result in
erosive soils hazards. Implementation of recommended mitigation measures, including preparation of a
Grading and Erosion Control Plan, would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. The site is
located in the vicinity of several faults that could produce ground-shaking at the site that could damage
structures and/or facilities. Compliance with the applicable requirements of the most recent Uniform
Building Code (UBC) would ensure less than significant impacts related to seismic ground-shaking.

4.4.1 Setting
This section describes the geologic conditions and related hazards of the project site, including
faulting, seismically induced ground movement, liquefaction potential, potential for soil
expansion/contraction and a subsidence potential.

a. Regional Geologic Setting. The Santa Maria Valley is an east-west trending
alluvial valley bounded to the north by the San Rafael Range and to the south by the Casmalia
Range and the Solomon Hills. The Santa Maria Valley is characterized by a broad alluvial plain
near the Pacific Ocean to the west that tapers gradually inland to the east. According to water
and oil well logs, the thickness of the alluvium uniformly increases from 50 feet at the Sisquoc
River (near the east side of the valley), to 70.1 meters (230 feet) at the Coast (Worts, 1951). The
alluvial plain is further defined by upland or mesa areas, foothills, and mountains. Nearsurface deposits in the groundwater basin (south of the Santa Maria River) consist almost
entirely of unconsolidated alluvial gravel, sand, silt, and clay of Holocene age. Underlying this
young alluvium are the Orcutt Sand and Paso Robles Formation, both of Pleistocene age. The
Orcutt Sand consists of interbedded sand and gravel, while the underlying Paso Robles
Formation is composed of unconsolidated to well consolidated sand, silt, and claystone with
some gravelly conglomerate. Average depth to groundwater in the region is approximately 2124 meters (70-80 feet) below ground surface and groundwater flow is toward the southwest.
The site lies in the northern part of Santa Maria Valley, approximately 1.5 miles south of the
Santa Maria River. The northwest trending valley is bounded to the northeast by the San Rafael
Mountains and to the southwest by the Casmalia and Solomon Hills, and the Santa Ynez
Mountain Range. The valley area between the bordering ranges consists mostly of broad
terraced uplands and alluvial/flood plains adjacent to the Santa Maria and Sisquoc Rivers. The
northern park of the Santa Maria Valley consists of a relatively flat, broad flood plain.
b. On-Site Geology and Soils. According to the Geologic Map of Santa Maria and
Twitchell Dam Quadrangles (Dibblee, Jr., 1994), the site is underlain by valley flood plain
deposits and alluvium. Just south of the site, the valley is mantled with dune (wind blown)
sand. The borings encountered flood plain deposits and alluvium, which concurs with
Dibblee’s geologic map. The flood plain deposits and alluvium consist predominantly of poorly
graded sand occasionally interlayered with thin strata of sandy silt and clayey sand.
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The project site is relatively flat with no steep slopes or other features. According to the City of
Santa Maria’s Safety Element, there does not appear to be a potential for landslides in the
project area.
The site soils consist of alluvial and flood plain deposits. Soils at the Wastewater Treatment Plant
Expansion site have been mapped by the United States Department of Agriculture, Soil
Conservation Service (SCS, 1972). The mapped soil units at the site include Corralitos loamy sand
(0 to 2 percent slopes), Sorrento loam (0 to 2 percent slopes), Corralitos loamy sand (9 to 15
percent slopes), Sorrento sandy loam (2 to 9 percent slopes), Terrace escarpments, and Sorrento
sandy loam (0 to 2 percent slopes). All soils on-site are characterized by moderate to rapid
permeability. Although Terrace escarpments experience rapid surface runoff, the remaining on-site
soils experience very slow to slow surface runoff. Erosion hazard related to water is absent to
moderate, with generally high wind-related erosion hazard (see Table 4.4-1).
Table 4.4-1. On-Site Soil Characteristics
Name
Corralitos loamy
sand, 0 to 2
percent slopes
Sorrento loam, 0
to 2 percent
slopes
Corralitos loamy
sand, 9 to 15
percent slopes
Sorrento sandy
loam, 2 to 9
percent slopes
Terrace
escarpments,
loamy
Sorrento sandy
loam, 0 to 2
percent slopes

Permeability

Rate of
Surface
Runoff

Erosion
Hazard

Total Acreage

Rapid

Very Slow

None by water;
high for wind

146.3

Moderate

Very Slow

None to slight

100.84

Rapid

Slow

Slight to
moderate by
water; high for
wind

3.55

Moderately
Rapid

Slow to
Medium

Slight to
moderate

0.51

N/A

Rapid

Moderate to
High

0.42

Moderately
Rapid

Very Slow

None to slight

0.38

c. Seismic Setting. The project area is located in an area of high seismic potential due to
the presence of numerous local and regional fault systems. According to the City of Santa
Maria General Plan, the nearest fault to the project area is the Casmalia fault, which is located
approximately 4.5 miles south of the site. On May 29, 1980 a 5.1 magnitude earthquake, known
as the Point Sal earthquake, emanated from this fault (Earth Systems Pacific, 2003). None of the
faults in the area qualify for Earthquake Fault Zone status as identified by the State Geologist
under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones Act. No known earthquake faults have been
identified on the project site.
The site is located in a region that is known to be seismically active. As a result, there is a high
probability that the site will experience strong seismic ground-shaking. Intense groundshaking could result in damage to proposed facilities and drainage. The development of
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structures and facilities on the site would be required to comply with the seismic requirements
of the most recent Uniform Building Code (UBC).
Regional faults are also capable of producing substantial ground movement at the site,
including the active Casmalia-Orcutt-Little Pine, Nacimiento, Big Pine, Santa Ynez, and San
Andreas faults. The estimated peak ground acceleration expected to occur at the site is 0.598g,
resulting from the calculated MCE of Richter Magnitude 7.5 on the blind Point San Luis thrust
fault (Fugro-McClelland, 1993). The corresponding peak ground acceleration from an MPE
event is 0.445g. A peak ground acceleration of 0.412g at the landfill could occur from the MCE
of Richter Magnitude 7.5 on the Casmalia-Orcutt-Little Pine Fault. An MPE of Richter
Magnitude 6.5 on this fault is calculated to produce a peak ground acceleration of 0.256g.
In addition, substantial ground-shaking occurred in the Santa Maria area during an earthquake
centered near San Simeon on December 22, 2003. This Magnitude 6.5 earthquake occurred on
the north end of the San Simeon/Oceanic/Hosgri fault system and damaged structures
throughout San Luis Obispo County and Northern Santa Barbara County, including the water
tower in the community of Guadalupe.
The site is situated on recent alluvium, which is relatively consolidated and is saturated at
depth. During a seismic event involving strong ground shaking, foundation materials at the
site may be subject to liquefaction, which is the transformation of water saturated sand and silt
from a solid to a liquid during an earthquake. However, due to the depth of groundwater
saturation, it is unlikely that facilities at the site could be damaged by liquefaction.
d. Regulatory Setting. The City of Santa Maria regulates safety and geologic hazards
through the implementation of adopted policies and programs within the General Plan. The
General Plan prescribes goals and policies to protect the community from risks associated with
geology and soils. The Safety Element contains policy statements that serve as a framework for
evaluating proposed projects in regard to their potential to effect proposed development within
the City. Building plans for development in the City would be reviewed for consistency with
these policies, which include the following:
•

GOAL 1: Geology/Seismicity. Minimize the community's risk from potential hazards
associated with geologic or seismic activity.
o

•

POLICY 1: Maintain and enforce applicable building codes and other
appropriate regulations to minimize the loss of life and damage to structures
during an earthquake or other geologic disaster.

GOAL 10: Emergency Preparedness. Maintain an emergency preparedness plan to
respond to natural and man-made disasters.
o

POLICY 10: Maintain an up-to-date emergency preparedness plan that identifies
the authority, responsibility, function, and operation of the City during an
emergency.
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4.4.2 Impact Analysis
a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. Assessment of impacts is based on: 1)
review of site information and conditions; 2) review of previous CEQA documentation
prepared for the site and published geologic maps and reports; and 3) review of the City of
Santa Maria Safety Element, and other City information regarding grading and geologic issues.
For the purposes of the analysis, impacts are considered to be potentially significant with regard
to geology if the proposed project would:
•
•
•
•

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic
ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, or landslides;
Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil;
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; or
Be located on expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or property.

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
Impact G-1

The project site is in a location that is subject to strong ground-shaking.
Design of the proposed facilities and/or structures in accordance with
the seismic criteria contained in the latest adopted Uniform Building
Code (UBC) would reduce impacts related to seismic ground-shaking to
a Class III, less than significant level.

The Santa Maria Valley is within a structural fold, (i.e., rock layers that are arched or bent) and a
thrust fault area. The axes of most of the structural elements in the region run northwestsoutheast, parallel to the valley. The Santa Maria basin and adjacent southern Coast Ranges
have been subject to uplift during the last 2 to 5 million years, and they are considered to be
seismically active. The fault systems associated with the area are considered seismically active.
Based on their historical activity, faults are classified as Active, Potentially Active, or Inactive.
Active faults are those with demonstrable movement within the most recent 1,000 year period.
Potentially Inactive faults have movement within the last 500,000 years, but not within the most
recent 11,000 year period. Inactive faults have not moved within the last 500,000 years.
The site is within California Building Code Seismic Zone 4, the most active seismic zone rated.
The site has the potential to experience strong ground shaking from earthquakes on regional
and/or local faults (Earth Systems Pacific, 2003). Earth Systems Pacific conducted a
probabilistic seismic analysis to determine the design basis earthquake (DBE) at the site. The
results of the analysis concluded that the DBE is estimated to have a peak spectral acceleration
of 0.71 g at 0.3 seconds and a maximum peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.32g.
Since the project area is located within an area of high seismic potential, damage to proposed
project components could occur from severe ground shaking during and earthquake. Such
damage could include collapse of structures and cracking or destruction of new infrastructure.
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Therefore, seismically-induced ground-shaking related to earthquake activity would be
considered a potentially significant impact.
Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is required. Additional
recommendations included in the soils engineering report will further reduce the potential to a
less than significant level.
G-1(a)

UBC Compliance. Proposed site improvements shall be designed to
standards no less than for “Zone 4” as designated by the latest edition of
the Uniform Building Code. For components of the project not
specifically addressed in the UBC, design shall accommodate peak
spectral acceleration of 0.71 g at 0.3 seconds and a maximum peak
horizontal ground acceleration of 0.32g.
Plan Requirements and Timing: Any proposed development plans shall
have a note printed on the plans which specify UBC Seismic Zone 4
standards for all above-ground structures. Building plans submitted in
an application for a Building Permit shall include documentation that
these standards are met. Final project plans shall be submitted which
include the required design specifications prior to approval of the Land
Use Permit. Building plans which meet UBC Zone 4 standards shall be
provided to the Community Development Department prior to issuance
of Building Permits. Monitoring: Prior to approval of any Land Use
Permits, CDD staff shall review project plans and verify that the UBC
Seismic Zone 4 requirements are printed on the plans. Building Division
staff shall verify that UBC standards are met prior to issuance of Building
Permits. Building inspectors shall conduct site inspections to assure that
construction occurs consistent with approved plans.

Residual Impacts. Compliance with the applicable requirements of the UBC, consistent
with the above mitigation measure, would reduce project impacts to a less than significant level.
Impact G-2

Onsite development may be subject to hazards related to expansive or
erosive soils. This is considered a Class II, significant but mitigable
impact.

Soil Erosion. Under natural conditions, the erosion of various soil materials varies
depending upon such factors as vegetative cover, cohesion of soil particles, slope of ground
surface, etc. Construction and other development activities have the potential to alter one or
more of these characteristics, which can lead to a greater potential for erosion of soil materials.
Although the topography of the study area is generally flat, the surface soils have been
identified as being highly susceptible to erosion (Earth Systems Pacific, 2003). Erosion would be
associated with earth materials involved with grading, excavation, fill or cut operations, until
such time as the materials were stabilized by covering with structures, paving, or vegetation.
Earthen berms necessary for the proposed percolation and groundwater recharge ponds could
potentially be eroded. Erosion of the berms could lead to the release of treated wastewater into
portions of the site not intended for wastewater disposal. It is a standard requirement for the
design and construction of such berms to be approved by a soils engineer.
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Expansive Soils. As discussed in Section 4.4.1 and shown in table 4.4-1 Sorrento loam, a
potentially expansive soil, is located in the project area. However, the Soils Engineering Report
prepared for the project area indicates that “the site soils were judged as being generally
nonexpansive; therefore no special measures with respect to expansive soils are anticipated.”
According to the Soils Engineering and Engineering Geology Report prepared by Earth Systems
Pacific for the site (September 19, 2003), soil borings encountered flood plain deposits and
alluvium, which is consistent with the valley flood plain deposits and alluvium shown on the
Geologic Map of Santa Maria and Twitchell Dam Quadrangles (Dibblee, Jr., 1994). “The flood
plain deposits and alluvium consist predominantly of poorly graded sand occasionally
interlayered with thin strata of sandy silt and clayey sand.” The primary concerns discussed in
the soils report include the stability of perimeter pond berms, the erodible nature of the soils,
the percolation and permeability rates of the soils, the potential for differential settlement in
structures, the stability of excavations, and the potential for soil instability during grading.
Mitigation Measures. The Soils Engineering Report prepared for the site (Earth Systems
Pacific, 2003) outlines Preliminary Geotechnical Recommendations that would mitigate
potential soil-related impacts to a less than significant level. The site would need to be prepared
in accordance with the recommendations outlined in that report to ensure soil-related hazards
are minimized and there will not be substantial risks to life or property. The following
mitigation measures are recommended to additionally mitigate potential impacts.
G-2(a)

Grading and Erosion Control Plan. A grading and erosion control plan
that minimizes erosion, sedimentation and unstable slopes shall be
prepared and implemented by developers of the proposed project. Such
plans must include the following:
a. Methods such as retention basins, drainage diversion structures, spot
grading, silt fencing/coordinated sediment trapping, straw bales, and
sand bags shall be used to minimize erosion on slopes and siltation
into Santa Maria River during grading and construction activities.
b. Exposed soil stockpile areas shall be stabilized to prevent wind and
water erosion, using methods approved by the Public Works
Department and APCD. As a minimum, six inches of topsoil or
silt/clay/sand mixture is to be used to stabilize the wind-erodable
soils.
c. Landscaped areas adjacent to structures shall be graded so that
drainage is away from structures.
d. Project applicants shall limit excavation and grading to the dry season
of the year (typically April 15 to November 1, allowing for variations
in weather) unless a Public Works Department approved erosion
control plan is in place and all measures therein are in effect.
Plan Requirements and Timing: Components of the grading and
erosion control plan shall be implemented throughout all grading
activities. Monitoring: Building inspectors shall make site inspections to
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assure implementation of approved plans. Grading inspectors shall
monitor technical aspects of the grading activities.
G-2(b)

Geotechnical Review. Prior to commencement of construction, the City
shall have a Geotechnical Engineer and Certified Engineering Geologist
review the project design with respect to the Soils Engineering and
Engineering Geological Report prepared by Earth Systems Pacific
(September 19, 2003) to determine if any additional recommendations are
necessary in order to mitigate potential soils hazards due to project
design. Recommendations of the Soils Engineering and Engineering
Geological Report and any recommendations of the Geotechnical
Engineer and Certified Engineering Geologist shall be fully implemented.
Plan Requirements and Timing: A Geotechnical Engineer and Certified
Engineering Geologist will review the project design prior to
construction. Monitoring: Building inspectors shall make site
inspections to assure implementation of recommendations made by the
Geotechnical Engineer and Certified Engineering Geologist.

Residual Impacts. Implementation of the above mitigation measures will reduce
impacts to less than significant levels.
c. Cumulative Impacts. Buildout of pending and approved projects in the greater City
of Santa Maria area would increase development in the region. Such development would alter
landforms in the area and would expose new residents and property to seismic hazards that
exist in the area. The proposed project would incrementally contribute to these cumulative
impacts. However, grading and seismic issues would be addressed on a case-by-case basis to
mitigate impacts resulting from individual projects. Given that all projects would be required
to adhere to seismic standards contained in the California Building Code and City requirements
pertaining to grading, no significant cumulative geological impacts are anticipated to result
from the proposed project in conjunction with other projects in the area.
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4.5 AIR QUALITY
Implementation of the proposed project would result in construction-related emissions. This impact is
considered Class II, significant but mitigable. Operational impacts would be Class III, less than
significant, because the proposed project would generate a small amount of vehicle traffic. Additionally,
despite potential inconsistencies with the 2004 Clean Air Plan (CAP), this impact is considered less than
significant (Class III) because the project would contribute only a small fraction of emissions to the 2005
Planning Emission Inventory Forecast for Santa Barbara County. Lastly, potential odor nuisances would
be considered less than significant (Class III) due to the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor.

4.5.1 Setting
The Wastewater Treatment Plan Extension property is part of the South Central Coast Air Basin
(SCCAB), which includes all of San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Ventura counties. The
climate of the SCCAB is strongly influenced by its proximity to the Pacific Ocean and the
location of the semi-permanent high pressure cell in the northeastern Pacific. With a
Mediterranean-type climate, the project area is characterized by warm, dry summers and cool
winters with occasional rainy periods.
Cool, humid marine air causes frequent fog and low clouds along the coast, generally during
the night and morning hours in the late spring and early summer months. The project area is
subject to a diurnal cycle in which daily onshore winds from the west and northwest are
replaced by mild offshore breezes flowing from warm inland valleys during night and early
morning hours. This alternating cycle can create a situation where suspended pollutants are
swept offshore at night, and then carried back onshore the following day. Dispersion of
pollutants is further degraded when the wind velocity for both day and nighttime breezes is
low.
The region is also subject to seasonal “Santa Ana” winds. These are typically hot, dry northerly
winds which blow offshore at 15-20 mph, but can reach speeds of over 60 mph. A condition
similar to the “Santa Ana” known as a “sundowner” can also occur along the coastal area of
Santa Barbara County below the Santa Ynez Mountains.
Two types of temperature inversions (warmer air on top of cooler air) are created in the area:
subsidence and radiational. The subsidence inversion is a regional effect created by the Pacific
high in which air is heated as it is compressed when it flows from the high pressure area to the
low pressure areas inland. This type of inversion generally forms at about 1,000 to 2,000 feet
and can occur throughout the year, but it is most evident during the summer months. Surface
inversions are formed by the more rapid cooling of air near the ground during the night,
especially during winter. This type of inversion is typically lower (0-500 feet at Vandenberg
AFB, for example) and is generally accompanied by stable air. Both types of inversions limit the
dispersal of air pollutants within the regional airshed, with the more stable the air (low wind
speeds, uniform temperatures), the lower the amount of pollutant dispersion.
a. Air Quality Regulation. The federal and state governments have been empowered
by the federal and state Clean Air Acts to regulate the emission of airborne pollutants and have
established ambient air quality standards for the protection of public health. The United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the federal agency designated to administer air
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quality regulation, while the California Air Resources Board (CARB) is the state equivalent in
California. Local control in air quality management is provided by the CARB through countylevel or regional (multi-county) air pollution control districts (APCDs). The CARB establishes
air quality standards and is responsible for control of mobile emission sources, while the local
APCDs are responsible for enforcing standards and regulating stationary sources. The CARB
has established 14 air basins statewide. That portion of the South Central Coast Air Basin in
Santa Barbara County is within the jurisdiction of the Santa Barbara County APCD (SBCAPCD).
Federal and state standards have been established for ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen
dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead, and fine particulates (PM10 and PM2.5). Table 4.5-1
summarizes the current federal and state standards for each of these pollutants. Standards have
been set at levels intended to be protective of public health. California standards are more
restrictive than federal standards for each of these pollutants except lead and the eight-hour
average for CO.

Table 4.5-1 Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards
Pollutant
Ozone
Carbon Monoxide
Nitrogen Dioxide
Sulfur Dioxide
PM10
PM2.5
Lead

Averaging Time

Federal Primary Standards

California Standard

1-Hour
8-Hour
8-Hour
1-Hour
Annual
1-Hour
Annual
24-Hour
1-Hour
Annual
24-Hour
Annual
24-Hour
30-Day Average
3-Month Average

0.12 PPM
3
0.08 µg/m
9.0 PPM
35.0 PPM
0.05 PPM
--0.03 PPM
0.14 PPM
--50 µg/m3
150 µg/m3
15 ug/m3
65 ug/m3
--1.5 µg/m3

0.09 PPM
* 0.070
9.0 PPM
20.0 PPM
--0.25 PPM
--0.04 PPM
0.25 PPM
20 µg/m3
50 µg/m3
-12 µg/m3
1.5 µg/m3
---

*New standard of 0.070 ppm was approved by the Air Resources Board on April 28, 2005 and is expected to become
effective in early 2006. However, the State has not yet issued attainment designations.
ppm = parts per million
3
µg/m = micrograms per cubic meter
Source: ARB, November 29, 2005; updated May 17, 2006

b. Current Ambient Air Quality. The nearest air monitoring station to the project site is
at 906 South Broadway in the City of Santa Maria, about three miles from the project site. This
station measures ozone, CO, NOx, SOx, and PM10. Table 4.5-2 summarizes the available annual
air quality data for the local airshed. As described therein, this monitoring station did not
record exceedances of State or federal standards for CO, NOx, SOx, or PM10 over the years 20032005, inclusive.
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Table 4.5-2. Ambient Air Quality Data at the South Broadway Monitoring Station
Pollutant
Ozone, ppm – Worst Hour
Number of days of State exceedances (>0.09 ppm)
Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.12 ppm)
Particulate Matter <10 microns, μg/m3 Worst 24 Hours
Number of samples of State exceedances (>50 μg/m3 )
Number of samples of Federal exceedances (>150 μg/m3 )
Carbon Monoxide (ppm), Highest 8-Hour Average
Number of days of State exceedances (>9.0 ppm)
Number of days of Federal exceedances (>9.0 ppm)
Nitrogen Dioxide (ppm), Worst Hour
Number of days of State exceedances (>0.25 ppm)

2003

2004

2005

0.065
0
0
58
1
0
1.13
0
0
0.056
0

0.074
0
0
52
1
0
0.95
0
0
0.050
0

0.063
0
0
43
0
0
0.94
0
0
0.048
0

Source: CARB 2003-2005

As illustrated by the above data, the primary pollutant of concern in the project area is PM10.
The County is in nonattainment regarding the state standard for particulate matter (PM10). The
major sources for this pollutant are mineral quarries, grading, demolition, agricultural tilling,
road dust, and vehicle exhaust. PM10 levels in the area are primarily due to agricultural
operations, grading and motor vehicle emissions. The State PM10 standards were not exceeded
during the year 2005, but were exceeded once in both 2003 and 2004.
Ozone is a secondary pollutant that is not produced directly by a source, but rather it is formed
by a reaction between NOx and reactive organic gases (ROG) in the presence of sunlight.
Reductions in ozone concentrations are dependent on reducing the amount of these precursors.
More recent data shows that air quality at every monitoring station in the County complies with
the federal 1-hour ozone standard. Consequently, on August 8, 2003, the SBCAPCD was
reclassified as an attainment area for the federal 1-hour ozone standard. Portions of the County
continue to violate the more restrictive state ozone standard; therefore, the County is
designated a non-attainment area for the state 1-hour ozone standard. Although the state has
not yet issued attainment designations for the state 8-hour standard, the SBCAPCD indicates
that the County will be considered in non-attainment for this standard as well.
No other State or federal standard, including for carbon monoxide or nitrogen dioxide, was
exceeded during the years 2003-2005.
c. Air Quality Regulation and Planning. The 2004 Santa Barbara County CAP
addresses state and federal Clean Air Act mandates, including all federal planning
requirements for “maintenance” areas. Santa Barbara County’s status as a maintenance area is
a change from the 2001 CAP that occurred because, as discussed above, the County has been
reclassified as an attainment area for the federal 1-hour ozone standard. The 2004 CAP
examines the emission reductions achieved from existing and proposed regulations with
respect to every feasible measure and identifies measures for further study. It also examines the
change in emissions related to changes in population, industrial activity, vehicle use, and
provides updated emission inventories out to 2020.
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4.5.2 Impact Analysis
a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. The analysis of air quality impacts
follows the guidance provided in the SBCAPCD’s Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in
Environmental Documents (July 2005). Pollutant emissions associated with temporary
construction activity and vehicle trips were quantified using the URBEMIS2002 computer
model developed by the California Air Resources Board.
According to the Santa Barbara County APCD (July 2005), a project would have a significant air
quality effect on the environment if operation of the project would:
•
•
•
•
•

Emit (from all sources, both stationary and mobile) 240 lbs/day or more of ROC or
NOX or 80 lbs/day or more of PM10;
Emit 25 pounds per day or more of NOX or ROC from motor vehicle trips only
Cause or contribute to a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality
Standard (except ozone);
Exceed the APCD health risk public notification thresholds adopted by the APCD
Board; and/or
Be inconsistent with the adopted federal and state air quality plans for Santa Barbara
County.

Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, air quality impacts related to the proposed project
would be considered significant if the project would:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable Clean Air Plan;
Violate any stationary source air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation;
Result in a net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors);
Create or contribute to a non-stationary source "hot spot" (primarily carbon monoxide);
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; and/or
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

The SBCAPCD has not adopted quantitative thresholds of significance for temporary
construction emissions. In addition, since the County is a nonattainment area for the State PM10
standard, construction mitigation measures are required for all projects involving earthmoving
activities regardless of size or duration. According to the SBCAPCD, implementation of
required measures reduces fugitive dust emissions to a less than significant level (SBCAPCD,
July 2005).
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
Impact AQ-1

Implementation of the proposed project has the potential to generate
construction- and demolition-related emissions. The APCD and City
do not have quantitative thresholds of significance for construction
emissions. However, since Santa Barbara County violates the state
standard for PM10, dust mitigation measures are required for all
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discretionary construction activities. Therefore, construction related
emissions are considered to be Class II, significant but mitigable.
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would cause temporary, short-term
emissions of various air pollutants. NOx and CO would be emitted by the operation of
construction equipment, while fugitive dust (PM10) would be emitted by activities that disturb
the soil, such as grading and excavation, road construction and building construction.
Construction of the proposed percolation and groundwater ponds, pipelines, and service roads
would require grading. The proposed Police Impound Yard, Humane Society Animal Shelter,
and City Corporation Yard would require grading and the construction of new facilities. The
concentrations of grading- and construction-related emissions would be temporary. The only
sensitive receptor located near the project site is a single-family residence on agricultural
property directly north of the site, about ¼-mile from the near area of potential ground
disturbance.
There is one existing metal structure on the proposed project site, which, if it were removed,
would result in some impacts related to demolition. The structure could potentially contain
asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) and/or lead-based paint (LBP). This may pose a potential
health risk to people if not properly handled and disposed.
All demolition and construction activity would be required to incorporate the APCD
requirements pertaining to minimizing construction-related emissions. As a condition of
approval, the applicant shall be required to file an Asbestos Demolition and Renovation
Compliance Checklist with the APCD at least 10 days prior to any demolition. Demolitionrelated impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level through compliance with this
standard condition. The APCD does not have quantitative thresholds of significance for
construction emissions since they are considered to be short term and temporary. However,
since Santa Barbara County violates the state standard for PM10, dust reduction measures are
required for all discretionary construction activities.
Mitigation Measures. Measures included in the Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections
in Environmental Documents (July, 2005) to reduce construction-related emissions would apply to
construction activity associated with implementation of the proposed project. These include
measures to limit emissions of both ozone precursors (NOX and ROC) and fugitive dust (PM10)
and are identified below.
AQ-1(a)

Standard Dust Control Procedures. During clearing, grading, earth
moving, or excavation operation, excessive fugitive dust emissions shall
be controlled by regular watering, paving construction roads, or other
dust preventive measures such as using the following procedures:
•

If the construction site is graded and left undeveloped for over four
weeks, the applicant shall employ the following methods
immediately to inhibit dust generation:
o Seeding and watering to revegetate graded areas; and/or
o Spreading of soil binders; and/or
o Other soil stabilization methods deemed appropriate by the
Planning Department.
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•

•

•
•
•
•

•

•

•

AQ-1(b)

During construction, use water trucks or sprinkler systems to keep all
areas of vehicle movement damp enough to prevent dust from
leaving the site. At a minimum, this should include wetting down
such areas in the late morning and after work is completed for the
day. Increased watering frequency should be required whenever the
wind speed exceeds 15 mph. Reclaimed water should be used
whenever possible.
Water trucks shall be used during construction to keep all areas of
vehicle movement damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the
site. At a minimum, this would require two daily water applications
(once in late morning and once at the end of the workday). Increased
watering shall be performed whenever wind speeds exceed 15 mph.
The amount of disturbed area shall be minimized and on-site vehicle
speeds shall be reduced to 15 mph or less.
Gravel pads must be installed at all access points to prevent tracking
of mud on to public roads.
Low VOC asphalt and low VOC architectural coating will be used
whenever feasible.
If importation, exportation, or stockpiling of fill material is
undertaken, soil stockpiled for more than two days shall be covered,
kept moist, or treated with soil binders to prevent dust generation.
Vehicles transporting soil material shall be covered with tarps from
the point of origin to the point of disposition.
After clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation is completed,
treat the disturbed area by watering, or revegetating, or by spreading
soil binders until the area is paved or otherwise developed so that
dust generation will not occur.
Prior to land use clearance, the applicant shall include, as a note on a
separate informational sheet to be recorded with map, these dust
control requirements. All requirements shall be shown on grading
and building plans.
The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to
monitor the dust control program and to order increased watering as
necessary to prevent transport of dust off-site. Their duties shall
include holiday and weekend periods when work may not be in
progress.

Standard Ozone Precursor Controls. In order to reduce NOx and ROC
emissions, any construction equipment used on the site shall meet the
following conditions:
•

•
•

Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment
manufactured after 1996 (with federally mandated “clean” diesel
engines) should be used wherever feasible;
The engine size must be the minimum practical size;
The number of diesel-powered equipment operating
simultaneously shall be minimized through efficient management
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•
•
•
•

•
•

•

practices to ensure the smallest practical number is operating at
one time;
Diesel- and gasoline-powered equipment must be maintained in
tune per manufacturer's specifications;
Catalytic converters shall be installed, if feasible;
All diesel-powered equipment shall use ultra low sulfur diesel
fuel;
Diesel catalytic converters, diesel oxidation catalysts and diesel
particulate filters as certified and/or verified by EPA or California
shall be installed, if available;
Diesel-powered equipment such as booster pumps or generators
should be replaced by electric equipment whenever feasible;
Idling of heavy-duty diesel haul trucks during loading and
unloading must be limited to five minutes; auxiliary power units
should be used whenever possible; and
Worker trips should be minimized by requiring carpooling and by
providing for lunch onsite.

Residual Impacts. The above recommended mitigation measures would reduce impacts
related to construction activity to a less than significant level.
Impact AQ-2

Operational air pollutant emissions associated with the
proposed project would not exceed County significance
thresholds. Operational impacts are therefore considered Class
III, less than significant.

Long-term emissions associated with the proposed project are those associated with vehicle
trips and stationary sources. Examples of stationary sources include heating and cooling
equipment, or other individual appliances known as “area sources.” Stationary emissions from
the use of off-site electricity generation for on-site use will not change as a result of this project
because the uses that will require electricity are relocating from their existing facilities.
Mobile emissions are based on the estimated amount of project-generated vehicle trips.
Assumptions used in the mobile emissions analysis include the standard fleet mix used for the
URBEMIS 2002 air quality model. To get an overall estimate of air quality emissions for the
project, it was assumed that all project-generated trips are new trips to the region. However,
because the percolation ponds would be an extension of an existing facility, and no new
employment is likely, no new vehicle trips would be generated. In addition, the proposed
Corporation Yard and Animal Shelter would redistribute existing trips from other locations in
the City where those facilities are currently located. Thus, regional air emissions associated
with these facilities would remain unchanged. The police impound yard would be a new
facility, and is therefore the only new source of project-generated traffic. This use is estimated
to include an office with less than 5 employees (City of Santa Maria, 2005). Based on the ITE
Trip Generation Manual, this use would generate approximately 18 trips per day. However, the
Police Impound Yard would also generate additional trips from impound operations, which are
estimated to be 30-80 trips per day. The police impound yard is therefore expected to generate
a total of approximately 50-100 total daily vehicle trips.
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Table 4.5-3 summarizes the mobile-source emission estimates for the proposed project. As
indicated, the daily operations of the project at buildout would not exceed County thresholds of
significance for any air pollutant. The project is therefore considered to have a Class III, less
than significant impact, in terms of regional air quality.
Table 4.5-3 Estimated Operational Emissions (lbs/day)
Emission Source

ROG

Mobile Sources (100 Vehicle trips)
County Thresholds

NOX

1.26 1.36

1.81 1.95

25

25

Source: Urbemis 2002 Version 8.7.0, see Appendix C for calculations.

Mitigation Measures. The proposed project would not generate operational emissions
exceeding County thresholds.
Residual Impacts. Project impacts would be less than significant.
Impact AQ-3 The proposed project does not directly implement relevant CAP
Transportation Control Measures (TCMs). However, the project
would contribute only a small fraction of emissions to the 2005
Planning Emission Inventory Forecast for Santa Barbara County.
Therefore, impacts associated with CAP consistency would be
considered Class III, less than significant.
The 2005 Annual Emission Inventory contains data on NOX and ROG in Santa Barbara County
and is the most current and accurate inventory available (Clean Air Plan, 2004). Table 4.5-4
compares emissions associated with the proposed project to the overall emission inventory for
Santa Barbara County.
Table 4.5-4 Contribution of Proposed Project to Countywide
Emission Inventory
Pollutant

Countywide
Emissions a
(tons/day)

Emissions Generated by
Proposed Project b
(tons/day)

ROC

41.84

0.0015%

NOX

43.89

0.0021%

a

Emissions Forecasts were obtained from the SBCAPCD 2004 Clean Air Plan.
b
Construction emissions have not been included, since they will be temporary.

Based on the SBCAPCD’s guidelines, non-residential projects are considered consistent with the
CAP if they incorporate appropriate CAP transportation control measures (TCMs), any
applicable stationary source control measures, and are consistent with APCD rules and
regulations. The proposed project does not include TCMs. However, emissions associated with
the proposed project constitute only a small fraction of the overall countywide ROC and NOx
emissions (Table 4.5-1). In addition, the proposed project would not induce population growth
or associated vehicle miles traveled (vmt) and is therefore consistent with population forecasts
assumed in the CAP (refer to Section 5.0 Growth Inducement). Specifically, the wastewater
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treatment plant expansion is intended to address long-term buildout projections associated with
the City’s existing General Plan, and thus would not be considered to induce new growth that
could lead to inconsistency with the CAP. Lastly, because project-specific emissions would be
less than 25 pounds per day, the potential inconsistency with the CAP may be classified as
adverse, but not significant. No mitigation measures are necessary.
Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required.
Residual Impacts. The proposed project is considered consistent with the 2004 Clean Air
Plan. Thus, impacts are considered less than significant.
Impact AQ-4

The proposed project would result in additional odor sources that
could result in nuisances. However, due to the distance to the nearest
sensitive receptor, this is considered to be a Class III, less than
significant, impact.

The proposed project would involve the development of treated water percolation and
groundwater recharge ponds for the wastewater treatment plant, a City Corporation Yard,
Humane Society Animal Shelter, and Police Impound Yard. There is potential for odors related
to the ponds and animal shelter uses. The ponds are used to recharge wastewater that has been
through primary and secondary treatment into the groundwater. The existing percolation and
groundwater recharge ponds at the wastewater treatment plant across Black Road from the
project site do not create offensive odors other than a slight dirt-like smell. Odors associated
with the animal shelter may include animal feces but with proper maintenance, they are not
expected to affect areas outside of the shelter area. The nearest sensitive land use to the project
site is a single-family residence on agricultural land. This receptor is located approximately ¼
mile north of the project site (excluding Black Road right-of-way), and would therefore not be
affected by potential project-generated odors. The remainder of the surrounding land is
composed of agricultural operations, which are not sensitive to odors. In addition, existing
agricultural operations actually generate odors, to which the nearby residence is currently
subject. The long-term removal of agricultural uses may reduce odors compared to the existing
condition.
Although the site is surrounded primarily by agricultural uses, if there is a reasonably
foreseeable possibility that surrounding areas may be developed with residential uses, a
potentially significant impact could occur. However, the site is bounded to the north, east, and
west by County-designated agricultural land under Williamson Act contract. The site is
bordered to the south by land under City-designated Planned Development/Commercial
Manufacturing/Agriculture Overlay and Planned Development/General Manufacturing.
Finally, the City’s General Plan does not envision the expansion of its Sphere of Influence to
include the areas surrounding the site. Thus, there is not a reasonably foreseeable possibility
that these areas would be developed with residential uses. Therefore, the proposed project
would result in less than significant impacts related to odors.
Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required.
Residual Impacts. Impacts would be less than significant.
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c. Cumulative Impacts. In Santa Barbara County, impact thresholds have been
established to assess a project’s effect on the regional air quality. A project that does not exceed
SBCAPCD thresholds and is consistent with the 2004 Clean Air Plan is considered to have a less
than significant cumulative impact on the airshed. Conversely, a project that exceeds the
SBCAPCD significance thresholds or is found to be inconsistent with the CAP is considered to
result in significant cumulative impacts. Because project-specific emissions are less than 25
pounds per day, the proposed project is consistent with the CAP. Therefore, the project is
considered to be potentially consistent with long-term regional air quality planning efforts, and
the project is expected to have less than significant cumulative impacts on air quality.
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4.6 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT
Based on the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (Appendix A), the City of Santa Maria
determined that there was no substantial evidence that the project would cause or otherwise result in
significant environmental effects in the resource areas discussed below. As indicated in the State CEQA
Guidelines, no further environmental review of these issues is necessary for the reasons summarized in
the following discussion.

4.6.1 Cultural Resources
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in Section 15064.5?
Historical resources in Santa Maria consist of several landmarks and structures. There are ten
structures and landmarks officially designated by the City and its landmark committee.
Additional sites are designated by private organizations. None of the identified historical
resources are found within the proposed project site. The site contains a metal storage building
that does not have historical significance.
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?
The Santa Maria Valley is not considered to be a major archaeological or paleontological
resource area as only a few sites have been recorded or discovered. The Santa Maria
Conservation and Open Space Element indicates that the project site is in an area of negligible
sensitivity for archaeological resources. A records search was initiated for the proposed project
site through the Central Coast Information Center (CCIC) at the University of California Santa
Barbara Department of Anthropology (February 24, 2005). Records were searched for all known
archaeological sites, historic resources, and previous cultural resource surveys within the
project vicinity. This records search included a search of the inventories of the State Historic
Property Data Files, National Register of Historic Places, National Register of Determined
Eligible Properties, California Historical Landmarks, California Points of Historic Interest,
California OHP Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility, and the Caltrans State and Local
Bridge Surveys. The records search yielded no known archaeological sites, historic resources, or
previous cultural resource surveys within a ¼ mile radius of the project area.
The project site and vicinity do not contain any previously identified archaeological resources.
However, the proposed project does involve earthmoving or grading that could result in either
the disturbance or accidental discovery of unknown archaeological resources. Construction of
the proposed percolation and groundwater recharge ponds would require excavation and
earthmoving to create berms. Construction of buildings for the proposed Police Impound Yard,
Animal Shelter, and Corporation Yard, would require excavation and grading for installing
foundations. These excavations are likely to be deeper than has previously occurred for
agriculture cultivation. Nevertheless, the potential for disturbing cultural resources is minimal,
and would be subject to procedures prescribed by state law.
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Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?
There are no unique geological features located on the project site.
Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?
Although there are no records of human remains found on the project site or historic use as a
cemetery, there is potential for discovery and/or disturbance of unknown human remains
during excavation and grading activities. Such discoveries, if any, would be handled in
accordance with procedures prescribed by state law.

4.6.2 Hazards
Does the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? Does it create a significant hazard
to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?
The WWTP is an environmental facility where wastewater, which can cause disease and
pollution of receiving waters, is treated. The treatment process reduces constituents to
acceptable levels, thereby protecting public health and the environment. The proposed
percolation ponds will be used for disposal of treated effluent. The Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) requirements are designed specifically to ensure wastewater is at a
level of quality that protects human health. The proposed project could create potentially
significant public health impacts if the public is exposed to treated effluent or through the
release of hazardous material or waste. The development of additional percolation and
groundwater recharge ponds for the wastewater treatment plant would have a beneficial
impact on public health because it would provide additional contained areas for the disposal of
treated effluent, whereas the current facility has had a history of exceeding capacity during
periods of heavy rain. Therefore, impacts associated with an accidental overflow of treated
effluent from the percolation ponds will be beneficial with implementation of the proposed
project.
The proposed Corporation Yard may store hazardous materials that could include compressed
gases, flammable and combustible liquids, fertilizers, pesticides and cleaning agents. No toxic
gases are expected to be used or stored at the site. The use and storage of hazardous materials is
primarily regulated by the Uniform Fire Code. Storage and disposal of hazardous wastes is
primarily regulated by the Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Services Division
through their Hazardous Waste Generator Program and authorized by the State Health and
Safety Code. Any business that stores hazardous materials in accordance with Article 80 of the
Uniform Fire Code must provide either a hazardous materials inventory statement or a
hazardous materials management plan to the Fire Chief of the City of Santa Maria and the
County of Santa Barbara. The proposed project will not result in additional hazardous
materials transport than is currently taking place. Transport of hazardous materials and waste
on public streets is primarily regulated by the California Vehicle Code and the City’s Municipal
Code.
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Does 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?
The nearest school to the site is El Puente Community High School located at 402 Farnel Road,
approximately a mile and a half from the project site. Because it is outside the one-quarter mile
radius, no hazard-related impact is expected to occur.
Is the project 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?
A search of hazardous materials records occurrences within a one-mile radius of the project site
was conducted by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR; February 14, 2005). Based on the
EDR report, the project site is not listed on a local, state, or federal hazardous materials
database.
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?
The airport closest to the project area is the Santa Maria Public Airport, approximately 2.5 miles
to the south. No hazards are expected from the operation of this airport.
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?
There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the project area.
Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
The standardized Emergency Management System (EMS) consists of the emergency
management staffs of all local jurisdictions, Operational Areas (Countywide), OES Mutual Air
Regions and State Government. Local jurisdictions would be responsible for directing and/or
coordinating emergency operations, with the other levels being responsible for coordinating
and/or providing support to the local jurisdictions. The City maintains the Multi-hazard
Functional Plan which conforms to the State’s emergency preparedness plans. Overall,
management and coordination of the City’s response to emergency situations is handled by the
Emergency Services Director. The City Manager acts as the Emergency Services Director under
authority from the City Council. The proposed project would not impair or interfere with the
implementation of these plans or operations.
Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?
Factors influencing wildland fires in the area are climate, vegetation, slope and human
proximity. Wildland fires in the Santa Maria area are characterized by limited grassland and
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brush fires due to the absence of extensive tracts of mountainous brush covered terrain. The
project area is flat and does not contain grassland or brush. Proper maintenance of landscaping
and weeds would ensure the fire risks are less than significant.

4.6.3 Hydrology and Water Quality
Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?
The proposed project includes construction of percolation ponds for the disposal of treated
wastewater. Treated effluent from the wastewater treatment plant would be discharged into
the percolation ponds where the water is allowed to percolate until the pond is dry. The top
layer of soil is then tilled to increase the pond’s percolation capacity prior to refilling it with
treated effluent. The wastewater treatment plant is under the regulatory jurisdiction of the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Central Coast Region. The
RWQCB sets treated effluent quality limits to protect the groundwater basin quality for present
and future beneficial uses. The project would therefore be subject to approval by the RWQCB.
The RWQCB maintains the Regional Groundwater Quality Basin Plan that includes water
quality objectives for the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin which would receive the plant
effluent after percolation. The Plan states that “treatment processes should be tailored to ensure
that local ground waters are not degraded” and outlines specific water quality objectives for the
groundwater underlying the City of Santa Maria.
Development of the site with a Police Impound Yard, Animal Shelter, and Corporation Yard
would add impermeable surfaces such as parking areas and other surfaces such as roads and
driveways that would accumulate deposits of oil, grease, and other vehicle fluids and
hydrocarbons. Traces of heavy metals deposited on driveways and parking areas from auto
operation and/or fall out of airborne contaminants are also common urban surface water
pollutants. During storms these deposits would be washed into and through the drainage
systems and ultimately to the Santa Maria River. The project would also introduce landscaping
and associated maintenance chemicals such as fertilizers, pesticides, and herbicides. Urban
runoff can have a variety of deleterious effects. Oil and grease contain a number of
hydrocarbon compounds, some of which are toxic to aquatic organisms at low concentrations.
Heavy metals such as lead, cadmium, and copper are the most common metals found in urban
storm water runoff. These metals can be toxic to aquatic organisms, and have the potential to
contaminate drinking water supplies. Nutrients from fertilizers including nitrogen and
phosphorous can result in excessive or accelerated growth of vegetation or algae, resulting in
oxygen depletion and additional impaired uses of water. Compliance with the RWQCB
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program would ensure less than
significant project impacts related to RWQCB water quality standards.
Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells
would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?
Currently, the City of Santa Maria’s primary source of municipal water is groundwater, but the
City uses imported water supplied from the State Water Project because it provides higher
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quality water. The City extracts water from the Santa Maria groundwater basin through wells
primarily in the airport area. Santa Maria delivers the maximum amount of State water that is
available before blending in the well water. For most times of the year, State water delivery
amounts are adequate to meet demand without blending. The proposed project includes the
construction of wastewater percolation ponds, a Humane Society Animal Shelter, a Police
Impound Yard, and a City Corporation Yard. The percolation ponds would not require potable
water for operation. Development of the Animal Shelter and Corporation Yard on the site
would replace existing uses found elsewhere in the City, and thus would not increase water
demand, or contribute to the degradation of water quality. The new Police Impound Yard
would require water services for the small office. The amount of water demand for the office
with so few employees is not expected to be significant and adequate service would be
provided by the City.
Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation or result in flooding on- or off-site? Would the
project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
The proposed project includes the construction of percolation ponds for the disposal of treated
effluent. Earthen berms necessary for the proposed percolation ponds could potentially be
eroded and will alter the drainage pattern on the site. It is a standard requirement for the
design and construction of such berms to be approved by a soils engineer to ensure stability. In
addition, compliance with the recommendations contained in the Soils Engineering and
Engineering Geology Report (Earth Systems Pacific, 2003) would mitigate potential erosion
impacts to a less than significant level. Currently, the relatively flat site drains by sheet flow but
is being cultivated with irrigated broccoli crops and drainage is affected by the irrigation
system. Proper drainage around all the ponds, structures, and improvements must be
established and maintained in order to reduce surface erosion damage. However, site clearing,
grading, and compaction of soil necessary for project construction has the potential to result in
discharge of sediment and temporary water quality impacts. This could increase erosion/
sedimentation and the quantity of floodwaters. The proposed improvements would occur on
greater than one acre of land, and therefore would require a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit. With the adherence to NPDES policies and required
mitigation measures, less than significant impacts would result.
Paving for the Police Impound Yard, Animal Shelter, and Corporation Yard would result in an
increase in impervious surfaces on the site, which would reduce groundwater recharge.
However, due to the construction of the percolation ponds, designed to recharge groundwater
efficiently, and the presence of large unpaved areas adjacent to the site, this impact would not
be substantial. Less than significant impacts would result.
The project would also increase the area covered by impervious surfaces resulting in potential
increases in surface runoff and accelerated erosion. Due to the fact that stormwater runoff
would continue to sheetflow across the site until it is intercepted by pervious drainage ditches
surrounding the project site, the proposed project improvements are not likely to result in longterm significant impacts to downstream surface water quality. Runoff from the project site
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would be directed to existing drainage ditches, previously designed to support runoff from the
subject site.
Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?
Would it place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows?
As shown in Figure SE-3 of the City Safety Element, the project site is located outside of the 100year and 500-year floodplains. Therefore, potential flooding impacts are considered less than
significant.
Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
According to the City Safety Element, Twitchell Dam is the closest potential source of dam
inundation in the Santa Maria area. However, Twitchell Dam is not used for perennial water
storage. The dam is primarily used for groundwater recharge and flood control. If Twitchell
Dam is filled to capacity and the dam and the Santa Maria Levee fail, a significant portion of the
City would be inundated by flood water. However, the probability of total dam failure and
levee failure is remote. In addition, the dam holds water only periodically for groundwater
recharge and is not a reservoir, therefore impacts are considered less than significant.
Would the project site be exposed to potential inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
The project site is not located in the vicinity of any body of water that could result in a seiche or
tsunami, and the site does not contain soils that could result in mudflow inundation. No
impacts would result.

4.6.4 Land Use and Planning
Would the project physically divide an established community?
The project site is vacant and would provide a linkage between the greater incorporated City of
Santa Maria area and the existing wastewater treatment plant. Therefore, the project would not
contribute to the division of an established community. No impacts would result.
Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
The proposed project site is located northwest of the City of Santa Maria in Santa Barbara
County. The City proposes to annex the project site into its incorporated area and therefore
would be under the City jurisdiction. The project site is outside of the current City Sphere of
Influence (SOI) therefore an amendment of the General Plan would be required to expand the
City limits, SOI, and establish a land use designation for the property. The proposed land use
designation is Community Facilities (CF). The area would also be required to be included in the
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City’s Public Facilities (PF) zoning district. These actions would require the City to adopt
findings that the project is consistent with the City General Plan.
Goal LU.2 of the Land Use Element states that the City shall, “provide all necessary urban
services and facilities for present and future City residents which includes providing sufficient
land for community facilities.” Land Use Element Policy LU.2 and Objective LU.2.h emphasize
the importance of providing adequate land for future services. The City Utilities Master Plan
Update for Water and Sewer Utilities, adopted on March 4, 2003, identified the need for
additional wastewater disposal capacity to meet future needs of City residents. The preferred
alternative for providing additional capacity is to acquire property adjacent to the wastewater
treatment plant to facilitate the construction of additional percolation ponds. The project site
was purchased from the Apio Land Development Company in April, 2004. The proposed
project is the next step towards implementing the Utilities Master Plan Update with the goal of
providing wastewater disposal services for future City residents, consistent with Goal LU.2 of
the General Plan.
Land Use Element Goal LU.5 and Policy LU.5 direct the City to establish the SOI as the ultimate
boundary for urban development and to discourage “leap-frog” development. The proposed
project will connect the wastewater treatment plan, which is an incorporated island, to the
greater incorporated City of Santa Maria area, creating a more contiguous urban area. The
proposed project is consistent with this goal and policy as well as Objective LU.5d which directs
the City to “locate new development contiguous to compatible existing development.”
Goal LU-6.b directs the City to, “accommodate growth while making every effort to preserve
agricultural resources in the surrounding region.” In addition, policies and programs under
Goal 5 of the Resource Management Element encourage the preservation of agriculture land,
uses, and soils for continued agricultural activities. As discussed in Section 4.2, the proposed
project will have a significant affect on agriculture resources by introducing non-agriculture
uses on land suitable for and currently being used for agriculture (Refer to Section 4.2
Agricultural Resources for further discussion).
Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?
The proposed project would not conflict with any habitat conservation plan or natural
communities conservation plan, since no such plans apply to the project site.

4.6.5 Mineral Resources
Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would
be a value to the region and the residents of the state? Would it 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?
Within the City’s planning area, the primary resources suitable for mining and conservation are
sand, rock, and oil. Sand and rock resources are primarily associated with aggregate in the
Santa Maria River channel. The State Department of Conservation’s Division of Mines and
Geology (DMG) is the principal state agency involved in the administration of mining
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operations. The State Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) has classified
areas as Mineral Resource Zones 2 or 3 (MRZ-2 or MRZ-3), Scientific Zones (SZ), or designated
as mineral deposits of regional or statewide significance. The City Resource Management
Element indicates that the project site is designated as MRZ-2, “an area where adequate
information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present or where it is judged that a
high likelihood for their presence exists.” However, the project site is not currently being used
for mineral extraction and there is no indication that it has in the past.
The Santa Maria oil field is generally located south of Stowell Road. According to the City
Resource Management Element, the southern portion of the project site is in an “area of
operational, existing, or abandoned oil facilities.” The EDR report prepared for this project
indicates that all of the oil, gas, or related wells associated with the oil field are south of the
Santa Maria Valley Railroad except for one. The one well north of the railroad is on the
property adjacent to the project site to the west and not within the project boundaries. Due to
the absence of important mineral resources on the site, there will be no impacts.

4.6.6 Noise
Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies? Would it expose persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels? Would the project create a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? Would
it create a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?
The project site is currently in agricultural production, where equipment noise is sometimes
generated, as it is on surrounding agricultural properties. Proposed uses for the project site are
not considered sensitive to noise, nor are they considered substantial noise generators.
Sensitive noise receptors in the vicinity of the site are limited to one existing residential use to
the north of the project site along Black Road. While the construction activities associated with
the construction of the percolation and groundwater recharge ponds would temporarily
increase noise, the long-term use of the northern portion of the project site as percolation ponds
would not significantly change existing noise levels in the area. The proposed Police Impound
Yard, Animal Shelter, and City Corporation Yard do have the potential to generate operational
noise. These uses would be located in the southern portion of the site along the north side of
Stowell Road and south of Stowell Road. These areas are surrounded by agricultural and
industrial uses. There are no noise sensitive receptors in the vicinity.
The proposed project would not involve pile-driving or other construction activities that would
be expected to result in excessive groundborne vibration or noise. Vehicle trips generated as a
result of project implementation would result in an increase in groundborne noise and
vibration, but this effect would not be considered excessive.
Project grading and construction would result in temporary noise impacts to surrounding
properties. Noise levels would temporarily increase as a result of truck movement (earth
movement, grading, and other associated construction activities) and operation of construction
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equipment (saws, power nail guns/hammering, cement mixers, etc.). Construction activities in
the northern portion of the project site would need to be limited to daytime hours in order to
reduce the potential impact to less than significant levels. With the temporary nature of
construction activities, the distance between the project site and noise sensitive uses, and the
standard code conditions of approval regulating the hours of construction and grading, the
potential short-term impact would be considered less than significant.
The Santa Maria General Plan Noise Element has adopted maximum outdoor and indoor noise
level standards for commercial land uses. A maximum outdoor noise level of 70 dBA Ldn is the
adopted standard and is considered "Normally Acceptable" for industrial areas. The maximum
allowable indoor noise level for industrial uses is 65 dBA Ldn. Due to the distance of the site
from substantial noise sources, including heavily traveled roads, future users of the site would
not be exposed to exterior or interior noise levels in excess of these standards.
The project would redistribute vehicle traffic within the City by moving the Animal Shelter and
Corporation Yard uses from their current locations to the project site. This redistribution would
decrease the number of vehicle trips and roadway noise in the vicinity of those existing uses.
However, roadway noise in the vicinity of the project site would incrementally increase. In
addition, the development of a police impound yard is expected to contribute 50-100 daily
vehicle trips. However, due to the relatively small amount of traffic generated by the proposed
project, the fact that most of these trips are existing trips redistributed because of the new
location of the proposed uses, and the likely high dispersal of these trips throughout the City,
noise impacts from traffic associated with the proposed project would be considered less than
significant.
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? For a project within
the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?
The proposed project site is located approximately 2.5 miles northwest of the Santa Maria
Airport, a public airport. There are no private airstrips in the vicinity. Therefore the proposed
project would not be affected by air traffic noise impacts.

4.6.7 Population and Housing
Would the project induce substantial population growth, 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 housing
or numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
The proposed project does not include any facilities that would generate additional population.
The project site is currently vacant, and does not include any housing units. Therefore, the
project would not displace any people or occupied housing.
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4.6.8 Public Facilities
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service rations, response times or
other performance objectives for any public services?
Fire protection. The project site is currently within the Santa Barbara County Fire Protection
District. Fire protection and emergency medical services are provided by the Santa Barbara
County Fire Department. Upon annexation, the property will be served by the City of Santa
Maria Fire Department. City Fire Stations #1, located at 300 W. Cook Street, and #2, located at
416 W. Carmen Lane would respond to emergencies at the project site. Primary concerns of the
fire station are property access and project design features to minimize the risk of fire hazards.
All construction is required to comply with the Building and Fire Codes adopted by the City.
Additionally, Building and Fire Department review occurs during the PR Permit process prior
to issuance of a building permit. Therefore, the potential impact on Fire protection would be
less than significant.
Police protection. The proposed project site is currently in the jurisdiction of the Santa Barbara
County Sheriffs Department. Upon annexation, the City of Santa Maria Police Department would
provide police protection and law enforcement services to the site. The Police Department main
office is located at 222 E. Cook Street, approximately 2.5 miles to the east of the project site.
Response time to calls for service vary depending on a number of factors such as the nature of the
call, the location of responding units, and weather and road conditions. The City has a
departmental policy standard of reaching a sworn officer force of 1.3 officers per 1,000 residents.
Although the proposed project, due to the nature of new development, would be expected to
increase calls for service it is not expected to generate additional population. The Police
Department has not indicated that new or modified police facilities would be required to
adequately serve the project. Therefore no direct or indirect impacts on the physical environment
would occur.
Schools and parks. The proposed project does not include a land use that could result in
population growth and associated public service impacts. The project includes public facilities
that are necessary to meet the needs of future development accounted for in the City General
Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not impact existing school or parks and recreation
services.
The proposed project would benefit both the police and public works services that the City
provides. The development of a new City Corporation Yard and Police Impound Yard will
allow the City to provide these services more efficiently and at the capacity necessary for
current and future City residents.

4.6.9 Recreation
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
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or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?
The proposed project would not generate additional City population and would not cause an
increase in park usage. The project also does not include recreational facilities therefore there
would be no impacts to recreation.

4.6.10 Transportation and Traffic
Would the project cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing
traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)? Would the project exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?
The proposed project includes the development of treated water percolation and groundwater
recharge ponds, a City Corporation Yard, a Police Impound Yard, and a Humane Society
Animal Shelter. The expansion of the percolation and groundwater recharge ponds would not
cause an increase in vehicle trips. The Animal Shelter and Corporation Yard are existing uses in
the Santa Maria area and the project would result in their relocation. Therefore, these uses
would not generate new vehicle trips but would redistribute existing vehicle trips with a new
destination and origination point. The trip distribution pattern for the proposed Humane
Society animal shelter would be very similar to existing conditions since the existing shelter is
located on Black Road one mile from the proposed new location. The police impound yard is
expected to generate approximately 50-100 new vehicle trips. The majority of vehicles coming to
and going from the proposed project site would travel on Stowell Road east of the project site.
A weekday traffic count conducted in November 2004 on Stowell east of Hanson resulted in
3,754 counted vehicles. Stowell Road is projected to have long-term capacity to accommodate
the low level of vehicular traffic increase that may result from the proposed project. The
intersection of Stowell and Blosser Roads was evaluated to have a level of service (LOS) of “B”
in 2001. The City standard for LOS is “D” and it is not expected that the proposed project
would decrease the LOS of this intersection below the standard.
Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?
Due to the low vertical profile of the proposed improvements and the project’s distance
from the Santa Maria Airport, the proposed project would not result in a change in air
traffic patterns or air traffic levels. No impacts would result.
Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? Would it result in
inadequate emergency access? Would it result in inadequate parking capacity? Would it
conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g.,
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
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Through the development review process project design will be reviewed to ensure compliance
with the City development standards and Building and Fire Codes adopted by the City. These
existing regulations are adequate to minimize any impacts to emergency access, parking, or
policies for the support of alternative transportation.

4.6.11 Utilities and Service Systems
Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?
The City wastewater treatment plant is under the regulatory jurisdiction of the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Central Coast Region. The RWQCB set
treated effluent quality limits when it issued the wastewater treatment plant’s water discharge
and water reclamation orders. The discharge limits are set to protect the groundwater basin
quality for present and future uses. The discharge permit specifies constituents for effluent
monitoring along with the frequency of that monitoring. The RWQCB has written a Regional
Groundwater Quality Basin Plan that includes water quality objectives for the Santa Maria
Groundwater Basin, which receives the plant effluent after percolation. The proposed
improvements at the wastewater treatment plant site will not result in an increase in the
amount of effluent discharged to the percolation and groundwater recharge ponds and
ultimately to the groundwater basin. The City is required to comply with the Waste Discharge
Requirements granted by the RWQCB for effluent disposal.
Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
The project includes new percolation ponds at the existing wastewater treatment plant, but no
anticipated increase in treatment capacity. No significant impacts are anticipated
Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
The proposed project would require on-site stormwater management and drainage would be
directed to existing drainage ditches that surround the site. However, due to the fact that
stormwater runoff would be intercepted by pervious drainage ditches, the proposed project
improvements are not likely to result in long-term significant impacts to stormwater drainage
systems in the vicinity or the construction of additional facilities.
Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
As discussed above (Section 4.6.4 Hydrology and Water Quality), water supplies are adequate to
serve the proposed project.
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
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demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? Would the site be served by a
landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal
needs? Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?
The expanded treated water percolation and groundwater recharge ponds and relocated
Animal Shelter and Corporation Yard would not generate a need for additional wastewater or
solid waste services. The small office associated with the police impound yard would require
new wastewater and solid waste services but the amount requiring disposal will be insignificant
and existing facilities have the capacity to serve these uses. No impacts would result.
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5.0 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS
Section 15126(g) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of a proposed project’s potential
to foster economic or population growth, including ways in which a project could remove an
obstacle to growth. The project’s potential to induce growth is discussed in this section.
Growth does not necessarily create significant physical changes to the environment. However,
depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can result in significant adverse
environmental effects. The proposed project’s growth inducing potential is therefore considered
significant if it could result in unavoidable significant effects in one or more environmental issue
areas.

5.1

ECONOMIC GROWTH

Project implementation would create short-term economic growth in the City as a result of
construction-related job opportunities. Project implementation would generate minimal
employment opportunities, as the Humane Society animal shelter and City Corporation yard
would be relocated from their existing locations. The proposed Police Impound Yard would be
a new use, and include an office with less than 5 employees (personal communication, City of
Santa Maria Police Department). Although up to five employment opportunities would
potentially be created, there is little to no long-term job growth potential as a result of the
Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion project. Conversely, the cumulative removal of
agricultural operations, to which the proposed project would incrementally contribute, may
over time reduce employment opportunities in the farming sector. The degree to which this can
be quantified is speculative. There is little to no long-term job loss potential as a result of the
Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion project. Overall, no significant physical effects are
expected to result from economic growth (or loss) generated by the proposed project.
Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required.
Residual Impacts. The project would result in less than significant environmental impacts
relating to economic growth.

5.2

POPULATION GROWTH

The proposed project would not include any residential development. As a result, the proposed
project would not contribute to an increase in population within the City. As such, it is not
expected that any significant environmental impacts related to population growth would result
from the implementation of the proposed project. In addition, the expanded Wastewater
Treatment Plant does not facilitate growth beyond that expected under the Santa Maria General
Plan.
Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required.
Residual Impacts. The project would result in no impacts related to population growth.
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5.3

REMOVAL OF OBSTACLES TO GROWTH

The property currently supports agriculture. The site is currently designated for
Agriculture/Commercial use, under which row crop agriculture is an allowable use. New
infrastructure that would be required to serve the proposed project includes the extension of
existing City utilities to the area. In addition, although expansion of the WWTP would increase
treatment capacity from 9.5 mgd to 13.5 mgd, this expansion is a necessary development to
accommodate previous and expected growth consistent with the Santa Maria General Plan. Thus,
the project would not be considered growth-inducing, in the sense that it would not allow for
expansion of development within the City to an extent greater than what is already anticipated
under the City’s General Plan.
Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required.
Residual Impacts. The project would result in less than significant impacts related to
removal of obstacles to growth.
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6.0 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES
The environmental effects of the proposed project are discussed in Section 4.0 of this EIR and
are summarized in the executive summary. Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines
requires a discussion of “significant irreversible environmental changes which would be caused
by the proposed project should it be implemented. Uses of nonrenewable resources during the
initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such
resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly,
secondary impacts (such as a highway improvement which provides access to a previously
inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also irreversible damage
can result from environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments
of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.”
Construction and operations of the proposed Wastewater Treatment facilities, police impound
yard, Humane Society animal shelter, and City corporation yard would irreversibly commit
construction materials and non-renewable energy resources to the purposes of the project.
These energy resource demands would be used for construction, transportation of people and
goods, as well as lighting and other associated energy needs. Non-renewable and slowly
renewable resources used by the project would include, but are not limited to, lumber and other
forest products, sand and gravel, asphalt, petrochemical construction materials, steel, copper,
lead and other metals, and water. A marginal increase in the commitment of facility
maintenance services would also be required. Primary project impacts related to consumption
of non-renewable and slowly renewable resources are considered to be less than significant
because the project would not use unusual amounts of energy or construction materials.
The incremental light and glare generated by the proposed land uses and the alteration of the
aesthetic character of areas in the vicinity of the site from a rural condition to a more urban
condition would constitute a significant irreversible cumulative change. As described in Section
4.2, Agricultural Resources, the proposed land uses would permanently convert areas of prime
agricultural land to non-agricultural uses.
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES
As required by Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a range of
alternatives to the proposed Wastewater Treatment Plant expansion that could feasibly achieve
similar objectives. The discussion focuses on alternatives that may be able to reduce many of
the adverse impacts associated with the proposed expansion. Included in this analysis is an
alternative that locates the project site in another area, an alternative that utilizes only 40 acres
of the proposed site and accommodates the expanded wastewater treatment facilities only, an
alternative that reduces the site to 76 acres to accommodate proposed facilities more compactly,
and the CEQA-required “no project” alternative. These are summarized below, and
subsequently discussed in greater detail within the impact analysis for each alternative:
•

Alternative 1: Alternate Location

•

Alternative 2: Reduced Project

•

Alternative 3: Reduced Site

•

Alternative 4: No Project Alternative

The California Supreme Court, in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990), indicated
that a discussion of alternative sites is needed if the project “may be feasibly accomplished in a
successful manner considering the economic, environmental, social, and technological factors
involved” at another site.
As suggested in Goleta, several criteria form the basis of whether alternative sites need to be
considered in detail. These criteria take the form of the following questions:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Could the size and other characteristics of another site physically accommodate the project?
Is another site reasonably available for acquisition?
Is the timing of carrying out development on an alternative site reasonable for the applicant?
Is the project economically feasible on another site?
What are the land use designation(s) of alternative sites?
Does the lead agency have jurisdiction over alternative sites? and
Are there any social, technological, or other factors which may make the consideration of
alternative sites infeasible?

Alternative 1 discusses the consequences of developing the proposed project at an alternate that
could meet these criteria.
Each alternative is described in detail in the following discussion. They are analyzed based on
their ability to reduce impacts while fulfilling the objectives of the Proposed Project. These
objectives are: to (1) Expand the Wastewater treatment Plant to accommodate the existing
community and expected growth consistent with the Santa Maria General Plan; (2) Provide
adequate sweater treatment capabilities and implement the WWTP expansion consistent with
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements; (3) Provide
functionally efficient and cost-effective wastewater treatment to serve the community; (4)
Consolidate public and community facilities in one location to prove services; and (5) Link two
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non-contiguous portions of the City of Santa Maria consistent with Local Agency Formation
Commission guidelines and policies. Table 7-1 summarizes each Alternative’s ability to fulfill
Project objectives, while Table 7-2 compares the environmental impacts of each Alternative to
the Proposed Project.
Table 7-1. Comparison of the Project Alternatives:
Fulfillment of Project Objectives
Parameter

Acres
Provide efficient and effective
wastewater treatment
Consolidate various community
facilities in one location
Link two non-contiguous
portions of the City of Santa
Maria

Proposed
Project

Alt. 2
(Reduced
Project)
40

Alt. 3
(Reduced
Site)
76

Alt. 4
(No Project)

252

Alt. 1
(Alternate
Location)
247

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

7.1

ALTERNATIVES DESCRIPTIONS

7.1.1

Alternative 1: Alternate Location

0

This Alternative assumes that the Proposed Project site is relocated to the south of the existing
Wastewater Treatment Plant, west of Black Road (APN 113-120-020). Approximately 247 acres
of the parcel would be utilized for the project (Figure 7-1). This site is privately owned and
currently under a Williamson Act contract (Contract # 70-AP-015). The Alternative would still
require an adjustment to the City Sphere of Influence to include the property, annexation of the
property, and associated City General Plan amendments, zoning, and detachment of the
property from the Santa Barbara County Fire Protection District. The property would be given
the Community Facilities (CF) land use designation and corresponding Public Facilities (PF)
zoning district. Figure 7-1 illustrates the alternate location.
The Alternate Site would provide efficient and effective wastewater treatment as well as
consolidate various community facilities in one location. The location of the existing Humane
Society Animal Shelter on-site would allow for expansion rather than relocation. In addition,
the City Corporation Yard and Police Impound Yard would be allowed to locate on-site. The
annexation of Black Road past Stowell Road to the south would successfully link two noncontiguous portions of the City of Santa Maria. The Alternate Location Alternative therefore
meets all of the primary objectives of the proposed project. However, because of its location on
prime agricultural land and its comparable size and buildout potential, this Alternative would
have all of the impacts of the proposed project as well.

7.1.2

Alternative 2: Reduced Project

This Alternative assumes that the Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion site is annexed
pursuant to the proposed project but that only 40 acres of the 252-acre site are developed. This
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Alternative would accommodate the proposed Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion but
exclude the Humane Society Animal Shelter and City Corporation Yard from being relocated on
the site and eliminate the proposed Police Impound Yard. The Reduced Project Alternative
would pose incrementally fewer environmental impacts due to the reduced size of disturbance
while still providing functionally efficient and cost-effective wastewater treatment to serve the
community and linking two non-contiguous portions of the City of Santa Maria. However, this
Alternative would not consolidate public and community facilities into one location. Figure 7-2
illustrates this alternative.

7.1.3

Alternative 3: Reduced Site

This Alternative assumes that only 76 acres in the northern portion of the Proposed Project site
is annexed to the city along with the Black Road right-of-way, leaving the remaining acreage
under County of Santa Barbara jurisdiction to support current agricultural operations (Figure 73). This Alternative would accommodate all of the facilities in the Proposed Project in a more
compact manner. The purpose of annexing the Black Road right-of-way from the southwest
corner of the site to the city limits south of Stowell Road is to link two non-contiguous portions
of the City of Santa Maria. The reduced site therefore meets all of the Proposed Project
objectives. However, because of its location on prime agricultural land and its comparable
buildout potential, this Alternative would have similar impacts with respect to agriculture,
biological resources, and geology. The clustering of facilities is intended to reduce aesthetic
impacts.

7.1.4

Alternative 4: No Project, No Development

This Alternative assumes that the Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion project is not
implemented, and that no new development would occur on the site. The land would continue
to support existing agricultural land uses. And wastewater treatment operations at the existing
WWTP would remain at current capacity.
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7.2

ALTERNATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

7.2.1

Alternative 1: Alternate Location

Agricultural Resources. The majority of the Alternate site is considered “Prime” farmland
under the Important Farmlands Inventory (IFI) system, while approximately 16 acres of the site
at the south end is “Unique” Farmland and approximately 4 acres in the northeast corner is
designated “Urban,” due to the presence of the existing Animal Shelter in that location (Figure
4.2-1). When the LESA model is applied to the Alternate Site, the site scores 88.3 points
compared to 89.9 for the proposed project (See Appendix B). Similar to the proposed project,
both the Land Capability Classifications and the Storie Index ratings for on-site soils
contributed to the high Land Evaluation score while the high Site Assessment score is largely a
function of the size of the site, surrounding agricultural land uses, and the Williamson Act
Contract. Agricultural impacts would be similar to the proposed project.
Other Impacts. Impacts related to aesthetics, biology, air quality, and geology and soils
would be comparable to the proposed project. Because the Alternative Site is located adjacent
to the Proposed Project Site, visual and scenic resources are similar to the proposed project;
thus, impacts would be similar. Biological resources on the Alternative Site are very similar to
those on the Proposed Site, consisting of agricultural/ruderal habitat without unique or
sensitive habitat. With respect to geology and soils, the alternate site has similar characteristics
to the proposed project site; thus impacts would be similar. Because the Alternative facilitates
the same level of development as the Proposed Project, impacts to aesthetic, biological, and
geologic resources would therefore be similar to the Proposed Project.

7.2.2 Alternative 2: Reduced Project
Agricultural Resources. As this Alternative is in the same location as the proposed
project, agricultural capabilities, aesthetic character, biological resources, and soil types are
equivalent to the Proposed Project. However, less land would be disturbed overall. The
Reduced Project Alternative would therefore result in incrementally reduced environmental
impacts compared to the proposed project. Although the Reduced Project site is composed of
prime farmland, only 40 acres would be converted to non-agricultural use, or 84% less than in
the Proposed Project. When the LESA model is applied to this 40-acre area, the smaller site
scores a total of 79.4 compared to 89.9 for the proposed 252 acres (See Appendix B). The score is
incrementally lower but still constitutes a significant impact. Impacts related to Agricultural
Resources would thus be marginally fewer than the proposed project.
Other Impacts. Impacts related to aesthetics, biology, air quality, and geology and soils
would be incrementally reduced in the Reduced Project Alternative. Because the majority of the
site would remain in agricultural production, the visual character of the area would be largely
unaltered. Similarly, because less area would be developed, fewer impacts would result with
respect to biological resources and geology. However, the significance of the impacts identified
for each of these issues for the proposed project, as well as corresponding mitigation measures,
would be the same as for the proposed project.
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7.2.3

Alternative 3: Reduced Site

Agricultural Resources. Under this alternative, only 76 acres would be converted to nonagricultural use, or 70% less than would occur under the Proposed Project. When the LESA
model is applied to this 76-acre area, the smaller site scores a total of 78.1 compared to 89.9 for
the proposed 252 acres (See Appendix B). The score is incrementally lower but still constitutes a
significant impact. Impacts related to Agricultural Resources would thus be marginally less
than the proposed project, but are still considered potentially unmitigable.
Other Impacts. Despite its facilitation of all of the proposed project’s intentions in a more
compact manner, the Reduced Site Alternative would result in similar environmental impacts
with respect biology and geology, with incrementally fewer impacts related to aesthetics and air
quality. Under this alternative, the same ground area would be disturbed as in the proposed
project, including the agriculture pond in the northeastern portion of the project site. Impacts to
biological resources and geology would therefore be similar to the proposed project. However,
because the majority of the site would remain in agricultural production and because project
facilities would be clustered together, impacts to aesthetics and air quality would be less than
the proposed project. However, the significance of the impacts identified for each of these issues
for the proposed project, as well as corresponding mitigation measures, would be the same as
for the proposed project.

7.2.4

Alternative 4: No Project, No Development

The No Project Alternative would maintain the project site in its current state as agricultural
production, maintaining the existing WWTP at its 9.5 million gallons per day (mgd) capacity.
Because no development or regulatory change would occur, no new physical impacts related to
agricultural resources, visual resource, biological resources, or geology/soils would occur.
However, this scenario fails to meet the Proposed Project’s goal to provide expanded treatment
capacity to serve Citywide needs. According to the Utility Plan Update Water and Sewer
Section (2002), current wastewater treatment capacity will likely be reached by 2008. Failing to
enlarge capacity would result in violations to the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) requirements. Therefore, the No Project Alternative could result in long-term
impacts related to water quality, if development under the General Plan occurs that generates
wastewater beyond the processing capacity of the treatment plant.

7.3

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

This section evaluates the findings for the proposed development and the four Alternatives
under consideration. It then identifies the environmentally superior Alternative for each issue
area, as shown on Table 7-2. In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines, if the No Project
Alternative is identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative, the Alternative among the
remaining scenarios that is environmentally superior is also identified. In addition, the table
shows whether each Alternative's environmental impact is greater, lesser, or similar to the
proposed Specific Plan.
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Table 7-2. Comparison of Alternative Impacts to Proposed Project
Issue

Aesthetics
Agricultural Resources
Biological Resources
Geology and Soils
Air Quality
Overall

Alt. 1
(Alternate
Location)

Alt. 2
(Reduced
Project)

Alt. 3
(Reduced
Site)

Alt. 4 (No
Project)

=
=
=
=
=
=

+
+
+
+
+
+

+
+
=
=
+
=/+

+
+
+
+
+
--*

- Inferior to the proposed Project
+ Superior to the proposed Project
+/- Characteristics both better and worse than the proposed Project
= Similar impact to the proposed Project
* As per the discussion below, the No Project Alternative would result in deficient sewage treatment and violate
California RWQCB requirements.

The State CEQA Guidelines do not define a precise methodology regarding the determination of
the Environmentally Superior Alternative. For the purposes of this analysis, each Alternative
has been compared within each issue area to the Proposed Project and a determination has been
made as to whether the Alternative was superior, inferior, or similar to the Project. For the
purpose of this EIR, the analysis assumed each issue was equally weighted. Decision makers
and the community in general may choose to emphasize one issue or another, which could lead
to differing conclusions regarding environmental superiority.
The No Project Alternative (Alternative 4) would avoid all adverse impacts related to aesthetics,
agriculture, biology, air quality, and geology. However, the No Project Alternative would
create a significant deficiency in the ability to provide adequate sewage treatment capabilities in
the areas designated for urban development as specified in the City of Santa Maria’s Zoning
Ordinance and General Plan. The current capacity of the Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment
Plant is 9.5 million gallons per day (mgd). According to the Utility Plan Update Water and
Sewer Section (2002), this capacity will likely be reached in 2008. Failure to provide adequate
sewage treatment capabilities and to implement the proposed WWTP expansion would result in
violations to the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements.
Therefore, this Alternative is neither considered to be the environmentally superior alternative,
nor to be feasible.
Among the remaining development scenarios, the Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative 2) is
environmentally superior overall. Because only 40 acres of land would be altered under this
scenario, agricultural impacts would be somewhat reduced. In addition, because this
Alternative only allows for the development of the expanded wastewater treatment facilities,
the amount of disturbed land would be reduced, thus lessening impacts to aesthetics, biology,
air quality, and geology. This Alternative is infeasible, however, because it excludes the
Humane Society, Police Impound Yard, and City Corporation Yard.
Alternative 3 (the Reduced Site Alternative) accounts for all of these facilities, while reducing
impacts relating to aesthetics, air quality, and agriculture. Although impacts to biological
resources and geology/soils would be equivalent to the Proposed Project, the incremental
reduction in agricultural and aesthetic impacts makes the Reduced Site Alternative the only
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alternative that is environmentally superior to the Proposed Project while still meeting all of the
Project requirements.

City of Santa Maria
7-14

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion EIR
Section 8.0 References and Preparers
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9.0 FINAL EIR COMMENTS and RESPONSES
9.1 INTRODUCTION
In accordance with § 15088 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines, the City of Santa Maria, as the lead agency, has reviewed the comments received on
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment
Plant Expansion Project and has prepared written responses to the written and verbal
comments received. The Draft EIR was publicly circulated from April 3, 2006 to June 23, 2006,
which exceeds the required 45-day public review period.
Each written comment that the City received is included in this Comments and Responses
document. Responses to these comments have been prepared to address the environmental
concerns raised by the commentors and to indicate where and how the EIR addresses pertinent
environmental issues. The comment letters included herein were submitted by seven public
agencies.
The Draft EIR and this Comments and Responses report collectively comprise the Final EIR for
the project. Any changes made to the text of the Draft EIR correcting information, data or
intent, other than minor typographical corrections or minor working changes, are noted in the
Final EIR as changes from the Draft EIR. This Comments and Responses report consists of this
introduction (Section 9.1), Draft EIR clarifications and modifications/errata sheet (Section 9.2),
and comment letters and responses to comments (Section 9.3).
The focus of the responses to comments is the disposition of environmental issues that are
raised in the comments, as specified by § 15088 (b) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Detailed
responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the proposed project. However, when
a comment is not directed to an environmental issue, the response indicates that the comment
has been noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and
consideration, and that no further response is necessary.
Where a comment results in a change to the EIR text, a notation is made in the comment
indicating that the text is revised. Changes in text are signified by strikeouts (strikeouts) where
text is removed and by bold font (bold font) where text is added.
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9.2 DRAFT EIR CLARIFICATIONS AND MODIFICATIONS/ERRATA
This section presents clarifications and modifications to information contained in the Draft EIR,
based on the comments and responses presented in Section 3.0 of this report. Additions are
underlined and deletions are printed in strike-through type. These changes are organized by
the sections contained in the Draft EIR. The numbers in parentheses preceding each item refer
to the applicable comment number from the comments and responses discussion in Section 3.0.

Executive Summary
(Comment 4B) Page ES-3, last paragraph of the Draft EIR, has been revised as follows:
“Refer to Section 5.5 4.6 of this EIR for a discussion of additional effects found not to be significant
through the Initial Study process and additional analyses. “

Section 4.5 Air Quality
(Comment 7A) Page 4.5-2, Table 4.5-1, of the Draft EIR, has been revised as follows:
Table 4.5-1 Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards
Pollutant
Ozone
Carbon Monoxide
Nitrogen Dioxide
Sulfur Dioxide
PM10
PM2.5
Lead

Averaging Time

Federal Primary Standards

California Standard

1-Hour
8-Hour
8-Hour
1-Hour
Annual
1-Hour
Annual
24-Hour
1-Hour
Annual
24-Hour
Annual
24-Hour
30-Day Average
3-Month Average

0.12 PPM
3
0.08 µg/m
9.0 PPM
35.0 PPM
0.05 PPM
--0.03 PPM
0.14 PPM
--50 µg/m3
150 µg/m3
15 ug/m3
65 ug/m3
--1.5 µg/m3

0.09 PPM
* 0.070
9.0 PPM
20.0 PPM
--0.25 PPM
--0.04 PPM
0.25 PPM
20 µg/m3
50 µg/m3
-12 µg/m3
1.5 µg/m3
---

*New standard of 0.070 ppm was approved by the Air Resources Board on April 28, 2005 and is expected to become
effective in early 2006. However, the State has not yet issued attainment designations.
ppm = parts per million
3
µg/m = micrograms per cubic meter
Source: ARB, November 29, 2005; updated May 17, 2006

(Comment 7A) Page 4.5-3, second paragraph, of the Draft EIR, has been revised as follows:
“Ozone is a secondary pollutant that is not produced directly by a source, but rather it is
formed by a reaction between NOx and reactive organic gases (ROG) in the presence of
sunlight. Reductions in ozone concentrations are dependent on reducing the amount of
these precursors. More recent data shows that air quality at every monitoring station in
the County complies with the federal 1-hour ozone standard. Consequently, on August
8, 2003, the SBCAPCD was reclassified as an attainment area for the federal 1-hour
ozone standard. Portions of the County continue to violate the more restrictive state
City of Santa Maria
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ozone standard; therefore, the County is designated a non-attainment area for the state
1-hour ozone standard. Although the state has not yet issued attainment designations
for the state 8-hour standard, the SBCAPCD indicates that the County will be
considered in non-attainment for this standard as well.”
(Comment 7B) Page 4.5-8, Table 4.5-3, of the Draft EIR, has been revised as follows:
Table 4.5-3 Estimated Operational Emissions (lbs/day)
Emission Source

ROG

Mobile Sources (100 Vehicle trips)
County Thresholds

NOX

1.26 1.36

1.81 1.95

25

25

Source: Urbemis 2002 Version 8.7.0, see Appendix C for calculations.
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9.3 WRITTEN COMMENTS and RESPONSES on the DRAFT EIR
Each written comment regarding the Draft EIR that the City of Santa Maria received is included
in this section (refer to Table CR-1). Responses to these comments have been prepared to
address the environmental concerns raised by the commentors and to indicate where and how
the EIR addresses pertinent environmental issues. The comment letters regarding the Draft EIR
and included herein were submitted by seven public agencies. The comment letters have been
numbered sequentially, and each issue within a comment letter, if more than one, has a letter
assigned to it. Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety with the issues of concern
lettered in the right margin. References to the responses to comments identify first the letter
number, and second, the lettered comment (6B, for example, would reference the second issue
of concern within the sixth sequential comment letter).
Table 9-1. Commentors on the Draft EIR
Letter No.
Commentor
Public Agencies
1
Terry Roberts, Director

2
3
4
5
6

7

Roger W. Briggs, Executive
Officer
Ron Bolyard, Airport
Environmental Specialist
Tamara Babcock, District 5
IGR/CEQA Coordinator
Rosa Munoz, PE
Utilities Engineer
Richard Sanchez, Chief
State Water Project
Operations Support Office
Frances Gilliland, Air Quality
Specialist III

Agency

Date

State of California, Governor's Office of
Planning and Research, State
Clearinghouse
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Central Coast Region
California Department of Transportation
Division of Aeronautics
California Department of Transportation

May 17, 2006

California Public Utilities Commission

May 16, 2006

California Department of Water
Resources

May 15, 2006

Santa Barbara County Air Pollution
Control District

May 30, 2006

May 18, 2006

May 9, 2006
May 16, 2006

City of Santa Maria
9-4

STATE OF C A L I F 0 R N I A

Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

, . -~~• Rean Walsh

Arnold Schwarzenegger
Governor
May 18, 2006

Letter #1

Bill Shipsey
City of Santa Maria
110 S. Pine Street, Suite 101
Santa Maria, CA 93458-5082

RecEJ VE LP Director
MAY 2.3 2006
COMMUNJT\1' DEVELOPMENT
PV..___
_ _ _ _ & _ __

Subject: Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion
SCH#: 200512117!
Dear Bill Shipsey:
The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR. to selected state agencies for review. On the
enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies tha't
reviewed your document. The review period dosed on May 17, 2006, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comrrumt package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.
Please note that Section 211 04(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:
"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be cnrried out or approved by 1"1\e agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation."
These comments are forwarded for usc: in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
conunenting agency directly.
This Jetter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse reviElw requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.
Sincerely,

~4--r:z::.

Terry Roberts
Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 8044 SAORAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 823-3018 www.opr.ca.gov

A

Document Details' Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
SCH#
Project Title
Lead Agency

Type
Description

2005121171
Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion
Santa Maria, City of
EIR

Draft EIR

General Plan Amendment, prezoning, and annexation of approximately 252 acres to the City of Santa
Maria to facilitate expansion of the City's wastewater treatment facility, consolidation of City facilities,
including a police impound yard and corporation yard, and relocation of an animal shelter to allow plant
expansion on contiguous property,

Lead Agency Contact
Name Bill Shipsey
Agency City of Santa Maria
Phone (805) 925-0951 x244
email
Address __1!D §_.£1n(3§treet, Suite 10'1

City

Fax

Santa Maria

State CA

Zip 93458-5082

Project Location
County
City
Region
Cross Streets
Parcel No,
Township

Santa Barbara
Santa Maria
Black Road and Stowell Road

117-820-02, 03, 24, 25; 117·19
Range

Section

Base

Proximity to:
Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use
Project Issues

166
Santa Maria Public
SMVRR

Wastewater treatment and spreading ponds, animal shelter and agricultural row crops.
Aesthet/cNisual; Agricultural Land; Geologic/Seismic; Soil Erosl~n/Compaction/Gradlng; Cumulative
Effects

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5; Department of Parks and Recreation;
Department of Water Resources; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol;
Caltrans, District·S: Department of Health Services; State Water Resources Conlrol Board, Clean
Water Program; State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Quality; Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Region 3; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission

Date Received

0410312006

Start of Review

04/03/2006

End of Review 05/17/2006

Note: Blanks in data fields result from Insufficient fntonmation provided by lead agency.
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Letter 1
COMMENTOR:

Terry Roberts, Director, California State Clearinghouse

DATE:

May 18, 2006

RESPONSE:
Response 1A
The commentor states that he has distributed the Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review
and acknowledges that the City has complied with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents.

City of Santa Maria
9-7

Cai:V.fornia Regional ~Tater Quatlity ·control Board
Central Coast Region
Dan Skopec
Acting Ag•nr:;J'

Secretary

Internet Address: www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast
895 Aerovista PI nee, Suite 101 San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
Phone (805J 549-3147 • FAX (805) 543-0397

Al"llold Schwarzen~gger

Governor

Letter #2

May 9, 2006

fv!~1Y

Mr. Bill Shipsey
City of Santa Maria
110 South Pine Street, Suite 101
Santa Maria, CA 93458

12 2.DOB

COMMUI\IITY DEVELOPMENT

nv

·
··-··------

Dear Mr. Shipsey:
DRAFTENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT - SANTA MARIA WASTEWATER
TREATMENT PLANT EXPANSION, SANTA MARIA, SCH# 2005121171
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on your March 2006 Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) regarding the proposed project. We understand
that the project involves the expansion of the Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant
(WWTP) and the annexation of approximately 252 acres of unincorporated land to be
used for treated wastewater percolation ponds, pipelines, service roads, a police
impound yard, a Humane Society animal shelter, and a city corporation yard. The
proposed project will increase the maximum monthly capacity of the WWTP to 13.5
mgd and add the following facilities to the existing wastewater operations: a new grit
basin; a new primary clarifier and junction structure; a primary trickling filter; an
anaerobic digester and control building; support facilities (primary trickling filter pump
station modifications, primary sludge pump station modifications, additional rron sponge
and new waste gas burner); additional slud.ge drying beds; and percolation ponds.
Based upon our review of your submittal, the following issues should be addressed.
The Initial Study for the proposed project indicated several impact categories ·did not
require further review, .including .hydrology and water.. quality impacts. According to the
Basin Plan, wh'ere. percolation alone· is .consic;jerf:'ld.·for·\.AJastewate~ dis·posal, ·the natLtr.e
of underlying· groundwater· is of particular concern: Wastewater characteristics of
particular concern are total salt content, nitrate, boron, pathogenic organisms, and toxic
chemicals. Hydrology and water quality impacts of the additional percolation ponds
require further review in the EIR to determine potentiai impacts resulting from increased
discharge.
The Santa Maria WWTP discharge is regulated by Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDRs) Order No. R3-2002-0111. The .discharge specifications for the facility require
the daily flow (averaged over each month) not to exceed 9.5 mgd. Furthermore,
discharge to areas ·other than the designated disposal area is: prohibited. Thus, the
WWTP expansion would prompt a review by the Central ·Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board and revision of the current WDRs wlll likely be needed.

California Environmental Protection Agency
~ Recycled Paper

A

B

Mr. Bill Shipsey

- 2-

May 9, 2006

Under the current WDRs (groundwater !imitations), the discharge shall not cause a
significant increase of mineral constituents or nitrate concentrations in the underlying
groundwater, as determined by comparison of samples collected from wells located upgradient and down-gradient of the disposal area. The proposed percolation ponds may
require relocation and/or installation of additional monitoring wells to ensure
groundwater quality is not adversely impacted.

We look forward to working with you to protect water quality. If you .have any questions,
please call Sorrel Marks at (805) 549-3695 or Harvey Packard at (805) 542-4639.
Sincerely,

~~

~ger W. Briggs

' Executive Officer

S:\CEQA\Comment Letters\Santa Barbara County\Santa Marla Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion DEIR, SCH

2005121171.doc
File: City of Santa Maria WWTP
Task: 126-01
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rC} Recycled Paper

C

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion EIR
Section 9.0 Comments and Responses

Letter 2
COMMENTOR:

Roger W. Briggs, Executive Director, California Regional Water Quality
Control Board

DATE:

May 9, 2006

RESPONSE:
Response 2A
The commentor’s summary of the Draft EIR is noted.
Response 2B
The commentor states the opinion that hydrology and water quality impacts resulting from the
additional percolation ponds require further review to determine potential impacts resulting from
increased discharge. The Santa Maria WWTP is regulated by Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDR) Order No. R3-2002-0111, which limits the average daily flow in any given month to 9.5
million gallons per day (mgd). The proposed Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion project
would increase the capacity of the facility to 13.5 mgd. The commentor requests additional analysis
of potential impacts that may result from this increase.
The City of Santa Maria is in the process of updating the 2002 Report of Waste Discharge to analyze
potential impacts from increased discharge. This report will be used by the RWQCB to determine
whether an increase in discharge capacity, if any, is warranted. The findings of this report are not
included in the EIR because it is not yet completed. However, the updated report will require
RWQCB review, and no expansion of capacity will be permitted pending the outcome of that
review. In addition, any revision to the current WDR’s would require approval by the RWQCB.
The commentor’s concerns will therefore be addressed subsequent to completion and review of this
report. Depending on the findings of that report, it may be appropriate to prepare supplemental
CEQA documentation after certifying the current EIR, if significant new information or impacts are
identified through this process, and if the Regional Board as a responsible agency requires such
information to be included in the environmental review requirements for its permitting process.
It should also be noted that, as described in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR (page 5-2), the proposed
expansion of wastewater treatment capacity would be necessary to accommodate development
under the City’s existing General Plan, and is consistent in magnitude of growth expected under
the General Plan. Therefore, this expansion is not considered to be growth inducing.
Response 2C
The commentor states that the proposed Wastewater Treatment Plan Expansion may require
relocation and/or installation of additional monitoring wells to ensure groundwater quality is not
adversely affected. As stated in Response 2B, the City of Santa Maria is in the process of updating
the 2002 Report of Waste Discharge. The need for relocated and/or additional monitoring wells
shall be determined by the RWQCB subsequent to review of this report.

City of Santa Maria
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Letter #3

RECE~\~fED

May 16,2006

MAY 2 3 2005

Mr. Bill Shipsey

----------

©fiMMUNITV DEVElOPMENT

City of Santa Maria
110 South Pine Street, #10 1
Santa Maria, CA 93458

[)V,

.

Dear Mr. Shipsey:
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant
Expansion; SCH# 2005121 l 71

The .~aU.f.qmil:l Depru,:tment o( Transportation. (C~tr~n~) •. I>iyisi.C>11_Qf J\er_Ql}~}!.tics _(Di:vision),
reviewed the above-referenced document with respect to airport-related noise and safety
impacts and regional aviation land use planning issues pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Division has technical expertise in the areas of
airport operations safety, noise and airport land use compatibility. We are a funding agency for
airport projects and we have pe1mit authority for public and special use airports and heliports.
The following comments are offered for your consideration.
The proposal is for a General Plan amendment, prezoning, and annexation of approximately
252 acres to the City of Santa Maria to facilitate expansion of the City's wastewater treatment
facility, consolidation of City facilities, including a police impound yard and corporation yard,
and relocation of an animal shelter to allow plant expansion on contiguous property. The
project site is located approximately 14,000 feet northwest of the Santa Maria Airport.
Land use practices that attract or sustain hazardous wildlife populations on or near airports can
significantly increase the potential for wildlife-aircraft collisions. The Federal Aviation
Adrrllnistration (FAA) recommends that landfills, wastewater treatment facilities, surface
mining, wetlands and other uses that have the potential to attract wildlife, be restricted in the
vicinity of an airport. FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5200-33A entitled "Hazardous
Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports" addresses these issues. These advisory circulars can
be accessed at http://www.faa.gov/arp/150acs.cfm#Aimort Safety. For further technical
information, please refer to the FAA's web site at http://wildUfem.itigation.tc.faa.gov/public html/index.html. For additional information concerning wildlife
damage management, you may wish to contact the United States Department of Agriculture,
Wildlife Services, at (916) 979-2675.
Government Code Section 25302.3 (a) requires general plans, specific plans and amendments
shall be consistent with the adopted airport land use plans adopted or amended pursuant to
Section 21675 of the Public Utilities Code. In accordance with Public Utilities Code (PUC)
Section 21676, General Plans Amendments must be consistent with the adopted airport land
use compatibility plans developed by the Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use Commission
"Callrans imp ravel' mobility across California"

A

B

C

Mr. Bill Shipsey

May 16,2006
Page 2

(ALUC). This requirement is necessary to ensure that land uses and land use densities are
appropriate, given the nature of airport operations.

In addition to submitting the proposal to the ALUC, it should also be coordinated with airport

C (cont'd)

staff to ensure that the proposal will be compatible with future. as well as existing airport
operations.

D

These comments reflect the areas of concern to the Division of Aeronautics with respect to
airport -related noise and safety impacts and regional airport land use planning issues. We
advise you to contact our District 5 Office in San Luis Obispo at (805) 549-3111 conceming
surface tran~pprtation issues.

E

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. If you have any
questions, please call me at (916) 654-7075.
Sincerely,

JtfL\Ili\J
RON BOLYARD
.rurport Environmental Specialist
c:

State Clearinghouse, Santa Barbara County ALUC, SantaMaria Airport

"Caltrans improves mobility across California"

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion EIR
Section 9.0 Comments and Responses

Letter 3
COMMENTOR:

Ron Bolyard, Airport Environmental Specialist, Caltrans Division of
Aeronautics

DATE:

May 16, 2006

RESPONSE:
Response 3A
The commentor’s summary of the Draft EIR is noted.
Response 3B
The commentor states that certain land use practices that attract wildlife populations near airports
can significantly increase the potential for wildlife-aircraft collisions. The commentor additionally
states that the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) recommends that wastewater treatment
facilities be restricted in the vicinity of airports. The Santa Maria Public Airport is located
approximately 2.5 miles from the project site. In addition, the proposed project consists of an
expansion of the existing Wastewater Treatment Plant and therefore does not introduce a new
airport-sensitive land uses in the vicinity of an airport. The proposed project would not increase
the likelihood of wildlife-aircraft collisions.
Response 3C
The commentor states that General Plan Amendments must be consistent with the adopted airport
land use compatibility plans developed by the Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use
Commission (ALUC).
The Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use Plan includes land use recommendations for the
Santa Maria Public Airport. These recommendations apply to those areas within the Santa
Maria Public Airport Area of Influence. The project site is located approximately 2.5 miles
north of the Santa Maria Public Airport and is not located within the Airport Area of Influence
(Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use Plan, October 1993).
Response 3D
The commentor states that the proposal should be coordinated with airport staff to ensure that the
proposal will be compatible with future and existing airport operations. Comment is noted and has
been forwarded to the decision making bodies.
Response 3E
The Caltrans District 5 Office has reviewed the Draft EIR. Refer to Letter 4.

City of Santa Maria
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Bill Shipsey
City of Santa Maria
110 South Pine Street, Ste. 101
Santa Maria CA 93458

COMMENTS TO: DEIR- Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion
Dear Mr. Shipsey:
The California Department of Transportation (Department), District 5, Development Review, has
reviewed the above-referenced document and offers the following comments:
1. The DEIR mentions no impacts to traffic. The Initial Study/NOP addressed traffic issues on
city streets but did not include SR-I 66, which is in close proximity to the project. In addition,
two projects in Guadalupe will be adding approximately 1500 homes. A Traffic Impact Study
should be provided showing both project specific and cumulative impacts. It is recommended
that the analysis be prepared in accordance with the Department's "Guide for the Preparation
of Traffic Impact Studies." A copy of the guidelines is available on the Caltra.ns website at
ptto :!/wwv.; .doLca.. govlh q/tpp/ of:fic es/ocp/i gr guidelines proced ures.btm.

A

2. ES-3 refers to the issue areas not having significant effect being located in Section 5.5 of the
EIR. There is no section 5.5.

B

3. Because the Department is responsible for the safety, operations, and maintenance of the State
transportation system, our Level of Service (LOS) standards should be used to determine the
significance of the project's impact. We endeavor to maintain a target LOS at the transition
between LOS C and LOS Don all State transportation facilities. In cases where a State
facility is already operating at an unacceptable LOS, any additional trips added should be
considered a significant cumulative traffic impact, ru1d should be mitigated accordingly.

C

"Csltrsns improve.s mobility across Cslil'ornia"

DEIR.- Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion - Shipsey
May 17,2006
Page2

4. Due to the preliminary nature of the information describing tllis project some items may not
have been identified in this review. Significant mitigation measures while not identified at
this point may be required as a condition of the encroachment permit for any work within the
State Highway System. Detailed information such as complete engineering drawings, traffic
studies, hydraulic calculations and environmental reports outlining impacts to environmental
resources (biological, cultural, visual, etc.) within the state RJW may need to be identified,
quantified and submitted for the Encroachment Permit review. These as well as other
documents may need to be submitted and reviewed as part of the encroachment permit
application before the Department can make a final determination as to the appropriateness of
the mitigation measures within the State Highway System. The recommendations made in
this review should be considered preliminary and subject to change based on more detailed
review of the applicants final engineered construction level plans, :fmal engineered traffic
studies and actual field review of the proposed project site. In all cases, any deviation :fi:om
the Departments Design standards should not be considered to be a viable option until the
applicant has been issued an approved exception to Design Standards.
District 5 staff has been, and will continue to be, committed to working very closely with you to
achieve a shared vision of how the transportation system should and can accommodate interregional
and local travel. Please don't hesitate to call me at (805) 549-3615.

Tamara S. Babcock
District 5 IGRJCEQA Coordinator
cc:

Jim McKrell (D 5)
PauL McClintic (D5)
David M. Murray (D5)
Pat Mickelson (DS)
Michael Powers (SBCAG)

File

"Caltranli improves mobility across California"
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Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion EIR
Section 9.0 Comments and Responses

Letter 4
COMMENTOR:

Tamara Babcock, District 5 IGR/CEQA Coordinator, Caltrans

DATE:

May 17, 2006

RESPONSE:
Response 4A
The project’s potential impacts related to traffic are discussed on page 28 of the Initial Study for
the project, located in Appendix A of the DEIR. The analysis concluded that approximately 50
to 100 new trips would be generated as a result of the project, primarily associated with the
proposed police impound yard. Other uses associated with the project were already existing
elsewhere in the City, and would not contribute new traffic to the regional roadway network.
It should be noted that Caltrans did not respond to the analysis contained in the Initial Study
through the NOP scoping process.
The Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) has developed a set of traffic
impact guidelines to assess the impacts of land use decisions made by local jurisdictions on
regional transportation facilities within the County Congestion Management Plan (CMP)
roadway system. A detailed traffic analysis is required for projects which generate 500 ADT or
more than 50 peak hour trips (Dan Dawson, Associated Transportation Engineers, June 2006).
The proposed project would generate less than 500 ADT and less than 50 peak hour trips.
According to CMP criteria, a detailed traffic analysis is not required, since its magnitude of
impact is considered regionally less than significant.
Response 4B
Page ES-3, last paragraph, of the Draft EIR, has been revised as follows:
“Refer to Section 5.5 4.6 of this EIR for a discussion of additional effects found not to be significant
through the Initial Study process and additional analyses. “
Response 4C
The project is located within the City of Santa Maria, which is the lead agency for the
environmental review of the project pursuant to CEQA. As such, the CEQA traffic impact
thresholds that have been adopted by the City of Santa Maria were used to evaluate the traffic and
circulation impacts of the project. The City of Santa Maria considered LOS D acceptable for
roadway and intersection operations, with mitigation measures required for locations that degrade
to LOS E or LOS F. Caltrans is a Reviewing Agency for this project, rather than the Lead Agency,
and its thresholds therefore do not apply.
Please also refer to Response 4B. As noted in that response, the project does not exceed the trip
generation thresholds for assessing regional impacts related to the Congestion Management Plan
(CMP).

City of Santa Maria
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Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion EIR
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Response 4D
As described by the commentor, work performed within Caltrans right-of-way would require
an encroachment permit from Caltrans. It should be noted that the proposed project is located
on either side of Stowell Road, and that the projected 50-100 new trips associated with the
project would take access via Stowell Road. Please refer to Response 4B for a discussion of
potential traffic impacts to regional roadways, including the State Highway system. No
modifications of the State Highway system, including State Route 166 (West Main Street) are
anticipated as a result of this project.
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Letter #5
May 16, 2006

Bill Shipsey, Planner III
City of Santa Maria
110 S. Pine Street, Suite 101
Santa Maria, CA 92376
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Dear Mr. Shipsey:
Re: SCf.I#J.Q05121171; Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion
As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, we recommend that any
development projects planned adjacent to or near the Santa Maria Valley Railroad Company rightof-way be planned with the safety of the rail coiTidor in mind. New developments may increase .
traffic volumes not only .on streets and at intersections, but also at at-gradd1ighway-rail crossings.
This includes considering pedestrian circulation panerns/destinations with respect to railroad.
right-of-way ...
Safety factors to consider include, but are not 1imited to, the plalllling for grade separations fo!·
major thoroughfares, improvement~ to existing at-grade highway-rail cmssings due to increase in
traffic volumes and appropriate fencing to limit the access ofLTespassers onto the railmad. right-oF
way.
The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval is sought for the
new development. Working with Commission staff early in the conceptual design phase will help
improve the safety to motorists and pedestrians in the City.
Please advise us on the status ofthe project. lfyou have any questions in this matter, please contact
me at{213) 576-7078 or at rxm@cpuc.ca.!:!OV.

...

C: ivDchael Parry, SMVR
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Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion EIR
Section 9.0 Comments and Responses

Letter 5
COMMENTOR:

Rosa Munoz, Utilities Engineer, California Public Utilities Commission

DATE:

May 16, 2006

RESPONSE:
Response 5A
The commentor recommends that any development projects adjacent to the Santa Maria Valley
Railroad Company right-of-way be planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind and
states that new developments may increase traffic volumes at at-grade highway-rail crossings.
Comment is noted. The City of Santa Maria is committed to working with all interested parties
in the design of its projects. Please also refer to Response 4A.
Response 5B
Refer to Response 4A. The proposed project would not contribute to an increase in traffic
volumes which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street
system. The existing rail crossing would not be significantly impacted.
Response 5C
The commentor suggests that safety improvements be considered when approval is sought for
the proposed project. Comment is noted and has been forwarded to the decision making
entities for consideration.

City of Santa Maria
9-19

ARNOlD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

STATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
1416 NINTH STREET, P.O. BOX 942836
SACRAMENTO, CA 94236-QOO 1
(916) 653-5791

Letter #6

May 15, 2006

Mr. Bill Shipsey
City of Santa Maria
110 S. Pine Street
Santa Ma1·ia, California 92392

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant
Expansion, Coastal Pipeline Near Milepost 105.72, San Joaquin Field Division,
Santa Barbara County, SCH 2005121171
Dear Mr. Shipsey:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the proposed Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion.
The Department of Water Resources (OWR) responded to the Notice of Preparation for
this project on February 8, 2006. The proposed project would annex approximately
252 acres of unincorporated land to be used for treated wastewater percolation and
groundwater recharge ponds, a Police Impound Yard, an Animal Shelter, and a City
Corporation Yard. The site is bounded on the west by Black Road, bisected by
Stowell Road, and is northwest of the city of Santa Marla in unincorporated
Santa Barbara County.
The proposed 40-acre site for construction of the percolation ponds Is adjacent to the
Coastal Pipeline, which is a part of DWR facilities. Please forward more detailed
documents for this project when they become available so that we can assess any
impacts to our facility and comment accordingly. Please also provide DWR with a copy
of any subsequent environmental documentation when it becomes available for public
review. Any future correspondence relating to the above mentioned concerns should be
sent to:
Elena Behnam, Chief
Maintenance Engineering Section
Division of Operations and Maintenance
Department of Water Resources
1416 Ninth Street, Room 649-2
Sacramento, California 95814

A

B

Mr. Blll Shipsey
May 15, 2006
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Elena Behnam, Chief of DWR's Maintenance
Engineering Section at (916) 653-0344 or Leroy Ellinghouse at (916) 653-7168.
Sincerely,

_.......-.....--:/~--·(
./;.~'

_
......

v

~~" '/;?
~ich9rd Sanchez, Chief
State Water Project Operations Support Office
Division of Operations and Maintenance

cc:

State Clearinghouse
Office of Planning and Research
1400Tenth Street, Room 121
Sacramento, California 95814
William Woodard
Distribution Supervisor
Central Coast Water Authority
255 Industrial Boulevard
Buellton, California 93427
Shannon Sweeney, P.E.
Chief Engineer
Central Coast Water Authority
255 Industrial Boulevard
Buellton, California 93427

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion EIR
Section 9.0 Comments and Responses

Letter 6
COMMENTOR:

Richard Sanchez, Chief, California Department of Water Resources

DATE:

May 16, 2006

RESPONSE:
Response 6A
The commentor’s summary of the Draft EIR project description is noted.
Response 6B
The commentor requests that additional documents regarding the project be forwarded to the
Department of Water Resources (DWR) as they become available. The commentor’s request is
noted and has been forwarded to the project decision-makers.
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May 30, 2006
John Zhao, P.E.
City of Santa Maria
Utilities Department
2065 E. Main Street
Santa Maria, California 93454
RP::· ·Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Prcject/Annexation: Diaft
Environmental Impact Rep~r:t·.
·

Dear Mr. Zhao:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the above referenced project and annexation.
1. Page 4.5-2, Table 4.5-1 Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards: Please
note the· new California 8-hour standard for ozone became effective on May 17, 2006.
Although the state has not yet issued attainment designations, our data indicate we will
be considered in non-attainment of this standard.

A

An updated State Ambient Air Quality Stan9ards chart dated May 17, 2006, is available
on the California Air Resources Board website at www.arb.ca.gov/ags/aaqs2.pdf.
2. Pages 4.5-7- 4.5-8, Estimated Operational Impacts, and Appendix C: The
discussion of operational impact calculations and Table 4.5-3 references the use of
URBEMIS 2002 version 8. 7. However, the printout of the calculations in Appendix C
references version 7.5. Version 8.7 is the most recent version and should be used for.
this project. If version 7.5 was used, you must re-run the model using version 8. 7

.

B

.

Please feel free to contact me at (805) 961-8838 or via email at GillilandF@sbcapcd.org if you
have any questions regarding the above comments.
Sincerely,

Frances Gilliland
Air Quality SpeCialist Ill
Technology and Environmental Assessment
cc:

SM WVVTP Expansion File
TEA Chron File

Terence E. Dressler
~·
Air Pollution Control Officer
)0 North San Antonio Road, Suite A·· Santa Barbara, CA .·. 93110 • www.sbcapcd.org " 805.961.8800 ... 805.961.8801 (fax)

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion EIR
Section 9.0 Comments and Responses

Letter 7
COMMENTOR:

Frances Gilliland, Air Quality Specialist III, Santa Barbara County Air
Pollution Control District

DATE:

May 30, 2006

RESPONSE:
Response 7A
Page 4.5-2, Table 4.5-1, of the Draft EIR, has been revised as follows:
Table 4.5-1 Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards
Pollutant
Ozone
Carbon Monoxide
Nitrogen Dioxide
Sulfur Dioxide
PM10
PM2.5
Lead

Averaging Time

Federal Primary Standards

California Standard

1-Hour
8-Hour
8-Hour
1-Hour
Annual
1-Hour
Annual
24-Hour
1-Hour
Annual
24-Hour
Annual
24-Hour
30-Day Average
3-Month Average

0.12 PPM
3
0.08 µg/m
9.0 PPM
35.0 PPM
0.05 PPM
--0.03 PPM
0.14 PPM
--50 µg/m3
150 µg/m3
15 ug/m3
65 ug/m3
--1.5 µg/m3

0.09 PPM
* 0.070
9.0 PPM
20.0 PPM
--0.25 PPM
--0.04 PPM
0.25 PPM
20 µg/m3
50 µg/m3
-12 µg/m3
1.5 µg/m3
---

*New standard of 0.070 ppm was approved by the Air Resources Board on April 28, 2005 and is expected to become
effective in early 2006. However, the State has not yet issued attainment designations.
ppm = parts per million
3
µg/m = micrograms per cubic meter
Source: ARB, November 29, 2005; updated May 17, 2006

In addition, page 4.5-3, second paragraph, of the Draft EIR, has been revised as follows:
“Ozone is a secondary pollutant that is not produced directly by a source, but rather it is
formed by a reaction between NOx and reactive organic gases (ROG) in the presence of
sunlight. Reductions in ozone concentrations are dependent on reducing the amount of
these precursors. More recent data shows that air quality at every monitoring station in
the County complies with the federal 1-hour ozone standard. Consequently, on August
8, 2003, the SBCAPCD was reclassified as an attainment area for the federal 1-hour
ozone standard. Portions of the County continue to violate the more restrictive state
ozone standard; therefore, the County is designated a non-attainment area for the state
1-hour ozone standard. Although the state has not yet issued attainment designations
for the state 8-hour standard, the SBCAPCD indicates that the County will be
considered in non-attainment for this standard as well.”

City of Santa Maria
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Response 7B
The commentor points out that although the discussion of operational impact calculations and
Table 4.5-3 references the use of URBEMIS 2002 version 8.7, version 7.5 was used. The model has
been re-run using version 8.7.
Page 4.5-8, Table 4.5-3, of the Draft EIR, has been revised as follows:
Table 4.5-3 Estimated Operational Emissions (lbs/day)
Emission Source

ROG

Mobile Sources (100 Vehicle trips)
County Thresholds

NOX

1.26 1.36

1.81 1.95

25

25

Source: Urbemis 2002 Version 8.7.0, see Appendix C for calculations.

In addition, please note the updated URBEMIS modeling information contained in Appendix C.

City of Santa Maria
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Appendix A
Initial Study/Notice of Preparation and Responses

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
for the
Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Project
Santa Maria, California
Lead Agency:

Consulting Firm:

Santa Maria Utilities Department
2065 E. Main Street
Santa Maria, CA 93454

Rincon Consultants, Inc.
1530 Monterey St., Suite D
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Contact:
John Zhao, P.E.,
Solid Waste/Utilities Engineer

Contact:
Richard Daulton
Project Manager

Summary: The City of Santa Maria will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for a proposed expansion of the City’s Wastewater Treatment Plant and
associated improvements. The proposed project would annex approximately 252 acres of
unincorporated land to be used for treated wastewater percolation and groundwater recharge
ponds, pipelines, service roads, a Police Impound Yard, a Humane Society Animal Shelter, and
a City Corporation Yard. The requested modification involves an adjustment to the City Sphere
of Influence to include the subject property, annexation of the property, and associated City
General Plan amendments, zoning, and detachment of the property from the Santa Barbara
County Fire Protection District. The intent of the project is to provide more efficient and
effective wastewater treatment, consolidate various community facilities into one location, and
link two non-contiguous portions of the City of Santa Maria.
We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental
information that is germane to your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the
proposed project. Your agency will need to use the EIR prepared by our agency when
considering your permit or other approval for the project. The EIR is intended to serve as an
informational document to inform decision-makers and the general public of the environmental
consequences of the proposed project.
Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response to this notice must be sent at the
earliest possible date but not later than 30 days from receipt of this notice. Please send your
response to the City of Santa Maria at the address shown above. We will need the name for a
contact person in your agency.
A copy of the Initial Study is attached.
Project Title: Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Project
Project Location: The 252-acre wastewater treatment site is located approximately four miles
west of U.S. Highway 101, northwest of the City of Santa Maria adjacent to the City Limits,
1

within unincorporated Santa Barbara County. The site is bounded to the west by Black Road
and to the south by the Santa Maria Railroad. Stowell Road bisects the site. The existing
Wastewater Treatment Plant is located to the northwest of the property, in detached territory
within the City Limits. The site occupies unincorporated land, including Assessor’s Parcel
Numbers (APNs) 117-191-010, -013, 117-820-002, -003, -024, and -025.
Project Description: The proposed project includes the following components, described in
greater detail in the paragraph that follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Sphere of Influence Boundary Adjustment to include 252 acres into the City of Santa
Maria’s Sphere of Influence
Annexation of this area
Santa Maria General Plan Amendment to Community Facilities (CF)
Apply City of Santa Maria zoning of Public Facilities (PF) to site
Accommodate the following land uses on the project site:
o treated wastewater percolation and groundwater recharge ponds, related
pipelines and service roads
o Police Impound Yard
o Humane Society Animal Shelter
o City Corporation Yard.

Annexation of this project site will would connect the existing Wastewater Treatment Plant with
the greater contiguous incorporated area of the City of Santa Maria. The project would
consequently require an adjustment to the City’s Sphere of Influence to include the subject
property, annexation of the property, modification of the City General Plan amendments and
zoning, and detachment of the property from the Santa Barbara County Fire Protection District.
The property would designated Community Facilities (CF) and zoned Public Facilities (PF).
Potential Environmental Effects: Key issues that the EIR will address include agricultural resources,
aesthetics, biological resources, and geology/soils. The Initial Study for the project found that all other
impacts would be less than significant.
If you have any questions regarding this project, please contact John Shoals, Contract Planner or
Bill Shipsey, Planner III, Santa Maria Community Development Department, 110 S. Pine Street,
Suite 101, Santa Maria, CA 93456. You can also transmit by FAX to (805) 928-7565, or email
jshoals@ci.santa-maria.ca.us or bshipsey@ci.santa-maria.ca.us. Please provide the name of a
contact person in your agency.
Prepared By:

John Rickenbach, AICP
Rincon Consultants, Inc.
805-547-0900
_________________________________________
Signature
Date

2
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INTRODUCTION
LEGAL AUTHORITY
This Initial Study has been completed for the project described below because the project is subject to
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and was determined not to be exempt from
the requirement for the preparation of an environmental document. The information, analysis, and
conclusions contained in this Initial Study are the basis for deciding whether a Negative Declaration (ND)
or Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is to be prepared, or if preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) is required to further analyze impacts. Additionally, if preparation of an EIR is required, the
Initial Study is used to focus the EIR on the effects determined to be potentially significant.
Initial Study. Section 15063(c) of the CEQA Guidelines defines an Initial Study as the proper preliminary
method of analyzing the potential environmental consequences of a project. The purposes of an Initial
Study are:
(1)

To provide the Lead Agency with the necessary information to decide whether to prepare
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or a Negative Declaration;

(2)

To enable the Lead Agency to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts, thus avoiding
the need to prepare an EIR; and

(3)

To provide sufficient technical analysis of the environmental effects of a project to permit
a judgment based on the record as a whole, that the environmental effects of a project
have been adequately mitigated.

IMPACT ANALYSIS AND SIGNIFICANCE CLASSIFICATION
The following sections of this Initial Study provide discussions of the possible environmental effects of the
proposed project for specific issue areas that have been identified on the CEQA Initial Study Checklist.
For each issue area, potential effects are isolated.
A “significant effect” is defined by Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines as “a substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by a project,
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance.” According to the CEQA Guidelines, “an economic or social change by itself shall not be
considered a significant effect on the environment, but may be considered in determining whether the
physical change is significant.”
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City Of Santa Maria
Environmental Checklist
For The Wastewater Treatment Facility Expansion
(SP-2005-008, AN-106, GPZ-2005-001, and E-2005-012)
1.

Project Title
Wastewater Treatment Facility Expansion

2.

Lead Agency Name and Address
City of Santa Maria
Community Development Department
110 South Pine Street, #101
Santa Maria, CA 93458

3.

Contact Person and Phone Number
City of Santa Maria
John Zhao, P.E., Solid Waste/Utilities Engineer
Utilities Department
2065 E. Main Street
Santa Maria, CA 93454
(805) 925-0951 x. 7245

4.

Project Location
The property proposed for annexation is located northwest of the City of Santa Maria adjacent to
the City Limits. It includes assessor parcel numbers (APNs) 117-191-010, 117-820-002, 117820-003, 117-820-024, 117-820-025, and 117-191-013. To the northwest of the proposed
annexation property is the existing City Wastewater Treatment Plant which is a detached territory
within the City Limits (See Figure 1). Annexation of this property would connect the Wastewater
Treatment Plant with the greater contiguous incorporated area. The property includes frontage
on Stowell Road which bisects the site and Black Road which runs along the western edge. The
southern boundary of the project site is the Santa Maria Railroad. The site is relatively flat with
drainage by sheet flow and through irrigation ditches.

5.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address
City of Santa Maria
Utilities Department
2065 E. Main Street
Santa Maria, CA 93454

6.

Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Designation
Agriculture Commercial (AC)
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7.

Zoning Designation
Agriculture Commercial (AC)

8.

Brief Description of Project
This Initial Study examines the potential environmental effects associated with the proposed City
of Santa Maria annexation of 252 acres that would be used for treated wastewater percolation
and groundwater recharge ponds, pipelines, service roads, a Police Impound Yard, a Humane
Society Animal Shelter, and a City Corporation Yard. The intent of the project is to:
•
•
•

Provide more efficient and effective wastewater treatment;
Consolidate various community facilities in one location; and
Link two non-contiguous portions of the City of Santa Maria.

The proposed project includes an adjustment to the City Sphere of Influence to include the
subject property, annexation of the property, and associated City General Plan amendments,
zoning, and detachment of the property from the Santa Barbara County Fire Protection District.
The property would be given the Community Facilities (CF) land use designation and
corresponding Public Facilities (PF) zoning district. The property is currently in City ownership but
leased to Apio Land Company for agriculture production. Two acres (consisting of three
Assessor’s parcels, 117-820-003, -024, and -025) received the HCM (Heavy Commercial
Manufacturing) land use designation in 1993. These parcels are included in the annexation and
pre-zoning in order to prevent the creation of an unincorporated County island. They would be
pre-zoned to PD/CM consistent with the land use and zoning designations.
The proposed property annexation would include land covered by the following Assessor Parcel
Numbers within Santa Barbara County:
• 117-191-010
• 117-820-002
• 117-820-003
• 117-191-013
• 117-820-024
• 117-820-025
The portions of the property proposed for future development include APNs 117-191-010, 117820-002, and 117-191-013.
The expansion of the treated wastewater percolation and
groundwater recharge ponds would be developed on 40 acres of the project site and would be
located in the northern portion of the site, north of Stowell Road. The Animal Shelter and
Corporation Yard would be uses that are relocated from their current locations to the project site.
The new location for the City Corporation Yard is proposed for 20 acres on the southern portion
of the site, south of Stowell Road and would include an operational building with small offices, a
break room and locker room. The corporation yard would also include outdoor public works
equipment and vehicle storage. About 4 acres would be set aside for the relocated Humane
Society Animal Shelter. The Police Impound Yard would be a new use that is not currently
existing in the Santa Maria area. It would be developed on 12 acres. Both the Animal Shelter
and Impound Yard would be located on the eastern portion of the site that fronts Stowell Road.
(See Figure 2).
While none of these facilities has yet been designed, the relocated uses would be similar in size
and function as their existing counterparts located in the Santa Maria Area. Currently the Humane
Society Animal Shelter facility is located at 751 Black Road, and the City Corporation yard at 810
W. Church Street. The Police Impound Yard would include a small office with less than 5
employees.
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9.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting
The subject property is surrounded by row crop agriculture uses to the north, south, east and
west. The existing City Wastewater Treatment Facility is to the northwest. Property to the east
and west is designated and zoned Agriculture Commercial (AC) under Santa Barbara County
jurisdiction. To the south, in the City, adjacent property is the Santa Maria Railroad right-of-way.
An auto wrecking yard is located to the west of the portion of the project site that is south of
Stowell Road.

10.

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required
•
•
•

City of Santa Maria
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
Santa Barbara Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo)

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion and Property Annexation
Initial Study
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1.

AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X
X
X
X

Discussion:
a. Scenic Vistas: The project site is located within an agricultural area northwest of the City of Santa Maria.
The site is flat and provides expansive vistas of the surrounding agriculture fields and hills surrounding the
Santa Maria Valley. The Santa Maria General Plan does not specifically designate scenic vistas, however,
these vistas are important resources for residents of the City and the surrounding area. Since an approved
PR permit is required, the City Planning Commission will review the Humane Society, Police Impound Yard,
and the City Corporation Yard developments under the Project Review (PR) Permit process.
b. Scenic Resources: The project site does not include any trees, rock outcroppings or historic buildings.
It is currently in row crop production and contains only one metal storage building, not of historic
significance.
c. Visual Character: The primary purpose for the proposed project is to develop treated water percolation
and groundwater recharge ponds for the wastewater treatment plant. Secondarily, there will also be a City
Corporation Yard, Police Impound Yard, and a Humane Society Animal Shelter developed on the property.
As such, the site would be transformed from agricultural fields to municipal uses that are semi-industrial in
nature. However, ponds would be constructed on 20 acres of the site and would not include structures.
Aesthetically, percolation and groundwater recharge ponds are similar to agriculture production and the
existing rural setting would not be altered on the majority of the site. The Corporation Yard, Humane Society,
and Police Impound Yard proposed for the southern portions of the site would include structures and
equipment or vehicle storage that would alter the existing agricultural setting of that portion of the site.
However, the alteration would be consistent with agriculturally-related industrial uses that are located in the
general vicinity of the project site. Impacts would therefore be less than significant.
d. Light and Glare: Currently there are not sources of light on the project site. Lighting would not be
necessary for the proposed percolation and groundwater recharge ponds. However, security lighting would
be included in the development of the Animal Shelter, Corporation Yard, and Impound Yard. This type of
lighting has the potential to degrade nighttime views and therefore, is considered a potentially significant
impact.
Mitigation Measures:
1. Buildings: Proposed structures on the project site shall be one story, and clustered to preserve view
corridors of surrounding hills.
2.

Lighting: Prior to construction of any proposed structures, all proposed lighting shall be indicated
on site plans that demonstrate that spill-over of lighting would not affect adjacent properties. The
lighting plan shall incorporate lighting that directs light pools downward to prevent glare on
adjacent and surrounding areas. Lights shall have solid sides and reflectors to further reduce
lighting impacts by controlling light spillage. Light fixtures that shield adjacent properties from
excessive brightness at night shall be included in the lighting plan. Non-glare lighting shall be
used. Any signage that incorporates lighting shall be shielded to direct light towards the sign so
that glare will not affect motorists or neighbors.
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2.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?
c. Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

Discussion:
a. Farmland: The project site proposed is currently used for the production of broccoli. The majority of the
site is Prime Farmland as shown on the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program map. Approximately
19 acres of the site at the north end is Farmland of Statewide Importance and approximately 8 acres in
the south is Unique Farmland. The proposed uses for the site are non-agricultural, therefore conversion
of agriculture resources will occur. Impacts to prime, unique, or important farmland would be considered
potentially significant with the implementation of this project due to the nature of the soils on the site,
current active agriculture activities, and the non-agricultural nature of the proposed uses. Mitigation
measures will be required to ensure that agricultural productivity is maintained or enhanced within the
Santa Maria area. It should be noted that with proposed wastewater treatment improvements, the quality
of wastewater return flow may be somewhat improved. Irrigation water taken from this source would
therefore likely be somewhat better in quality, which in turn may improve agricultural productivity and
quality.
b. Williamson Act: The portion of the site that includes APN 117-191-010, 117-820-002, and 117-191-013
is currently under a Williamson Act contract (Contract # 71-AP-011). The contract was initiated in 1971
for the purpose of restricting the land to agricultural and open-space uses and to provide the property
owner property tax savings. Since April 2004 when the property was transferred from ownership by the
Apio Land Development Company to the City of Santa Maria, the contract was also transferred, and is
now an agreement between Santa Barbara County and the City. Upon annexation, the City would be
required to administer the Contract in accordance with the California Land Conservation Act and City
procedures for non-renewal or cancellation. The proposed uses for the site are not consistent with
allowed uses for property under Williamson Act Contract (Govt. Code § 51200 et seq.) and local Uniform
Rules, therefore, in order to implement the proposed project, the contract would require approval of either
a contract non-renewal, cancellation, or establishment of a conservation easement exchange pursuant to
the Agricultural Land Stewardship Program of 1995 (ALSP) (Public Resources Code § 10200 et seq.).
Effective January 1, 1998, a third method of landowner termination of a Williamson Act contract, beyond
the non-renewal or cancellation procedures is available, which involves placing a portion of land under a
conservation easement in exchange for the release of a comparable amount of land from a Williamson
Act contract. Under the ALSP, landowners may enter into 25-year conservation easements with the
Department of Conservation in exchange for a monetary grant from the Department. A conservation
easement is a voluntary, legally recorded agreement between a landowner and either the local
government or a nonprofit organization that limits the land to agricultural uses. In turn, the Williamson Act
(in particular, Government Code § 51256) now gives landowners the option of dedicating an easement on
one piece of property pursuant to ALSP in exchange for rescission of a Williamson Act contract on
another piece of property of equal or greater agricultural quality. The Director of Conservation and the
local legislative body must authorize any such termination of a Williamson Act contract.
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In addition to landowner termination of a Williamson Act contract, an often-overlooked provision of the Act
provides that, under certain circumstances, a contract automatically becomes null and void as to land
annexed to a city. In order for this automatic termination to occur, three requirements must be met: (1) the
land must have been within one mile of the city at the time of the contract; (2) the city must have filed and
the local agency formation commission (LAFCo) must have approved a protest to the contract; and (3) in
its resolution of intention to annex, the city must state its intent not to succeed to the contract. Whichever
method is used, development of the nature envisioned as part of the proposed project cannot occur until
the provisions of the Williamson Act contract no longer apply.
c. Farmland Conversion: The proposed project has the potential to convert the site to non-agricultural
uses (see discussion under section a). The proposed uses however, are considered compatible with the
surrounding agricultural activity. Such uses are not typically sensitive to dust, noise, odors, or pesticides
that are associated with agriculture as other uses, such as residences, commonly are. The proposed
uses are also not expected to create conditions that would inhibit the continued agricultural uses on
neighboring properties.
Mitigation Measure:
1. Williamson Act Contract Transfer. Prior to a change of use that would introduce non-agricultural
uses to the project site, the City shall complete a conservation easement exchange process
pursuant to ALSP to transfer the existing Williamson Act contract to another property adjacent to
the City limits and of comparable size, soil character, and feasibility for agricultural production.

3.

AIR QUALITY

Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?
b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?
d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X
X

X

X
X

Discussion:
a. Clean Air Plan: The proposed project is consistent with the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control
District (APCD) Clean Air Plan (CAP). The proposed project would contribute only a small fraction of
emissions to the 2005 Planning Emission Inventory Forecast for the City of Santa Maria and Santa
Barbara County. Based on the APCD’s guidelines, commercial and industrial projects are considered
consistent with the CAP if they incorporate appropriate CAP Transportation Control Measures (TCM) and
any applicable stationary source control measures, and are consistent with Air Pollution Control District
(APCD) rules and regulations. Measures to reduce the number and length of motor vehicles traveled by
facilitating transit use, carpooling, bicycling and other non-motorized modes of transportation have been
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incorporated by reference into the Santa Maria General Plan in accordance with the Clean Air Plan for
Santa Barbara County.
b-c. Air Quality Standards: Applicable air quality criteria for evaluation of the project’s impacts are federal
air pollutant standards established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and reported as
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS), which are equal to or more stringent than the federal standards. The California Air Resources
Board (CARB) coordinates and oversees both state and federal air quality control programs in California.
The CARB has established 14 air basins statewide. The City of Santa Maria is located in the South
Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB), which includes all of San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Ventura
counties. The site is under the jurisdiction of the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District
(APCD). CARB has established air quality standards and is responsible for the control of mobile emission
sources, while the APCD is responsible for enforcing standards and regulating stationary sources. At
present, the South Coast Basin of Santa Barbara County is in attainment for all state and federal air
quality standards except for State standards for particulate matter (PM10). In August 2003, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) reclassified the County as “Attainment” for the federal onehour ozone standard.
Ozone is a secondary pollutant that is not produced directly by a source, but rather it is formed by a
reaction between NOx and reactive organic gases (ROG) in the presence of sunlight. Reductions in
ozone concentrations are dependent on reducing the amount of these precursors. As stated above, the
County is in nonattainment regarding the state standard for particulate matter (PM10). The major sources
for this pollutant are mineral quarries, grading, demolition, agricultural tilling, road dust, and vehicle
exhaust. PM10 levels in the area are primarily due to grading and motor vehicle emissions.
Construction Impacts: There is one existing metal structure on the proposed project site, which, if it were
removed, would result in some impacts related to demolition. Project construction would also result in
temporary air quality impacts due to the use of heavy construction equipment and generation of fugitive
dust.
Heavy construction equipment emits numerous air pollutants, including reactive organic
compounds (ROC), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and particulate matter that are less than ten microns in
diameter (PM10). PM10 is comprised of finely divided solids or liquids such as dust, soot, aerosols,
fumes and mists.
The rough grading phase of the project would involve heavy-duty construction equipment, which is the
primary source of emissions during construction. Grading work could potentially generate fugitive dust
(fine particulate matter - PM10), but the concentrations of these emissions would be temporary. In
addition, the project would result in truck trips to and from the site during construction. These vehicles
would produce ozone precursor emissions and carbon monoxide.
All construction activity would be required to incorporate the APCD requirements pertaining to
minimizing construction-related emissions. The APCD does not have quantitative thresholds of
significance for construction emissions since they are considered to be short term and temporary.
However, since Santa Barbara County violates the state standard for PM10, dust reduction measures
are required for all discretionary construction activities. Relevant requirements, which are applied to
projects as a standard practice in the review of grading permits through the PR Permit process
(described in Section 1), are described below.


Dust Generation. If the construction site is graded and left undeveloped for over four weeks, the
applicant shall employ the following methods immediately to inhibit dust generation:
 Seeding and watering to revegetate graded areas; and/or
 Spreading of soil binders; and/or
 Other soil stabilization methods deemed appropriate by the Planning Department.



Watering. Water trucks shall be used during construction to keep all areas of vehicle movement
damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site. At a minimum, this would require two daily
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water applications (once in late morning and once at the end of the workday). Increased watering
shall be performed whenever wind speeds exceed 15 mph.


Disturbed Area. The amount of disturbed area shall be minimized and on-site vehicle speeds
shall be reduced to 15 mph or less.



Gravel Pads. Gravel pads shall be installed at all access points to prevent tracking of mud onto
public roads.



Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC). Low VOC asphalt and low VOC architectural coating will
be used whenever feasible.



Soil Stockpiling. If importation, exportation, or stockpiling of fill material is undertaken, soil
stockpiled for more than two days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to
prevent dust generation. Vehicles transporting soil material shall be covered with tarps from the
point of origin to the point of disposition.



Land Clearing. After clearing, grading, earth-moving or excavation is completed, the disturbed
area shall be treated by watering, revegetation, or by spreading soil binders until the area is
paved or otherwise developed.



Recording of Dust Control Requirements. Prior to land use clearance, the applicant shall
include, as a note on a separate informational sheet to be recorded with any map, the
aforementioned dust control requirements. All requirements shall be shown on grading and
building plans.



Monitoring of Dust Control Program. The contractor or builder shall designate a person or
persons to monitor the dust control program and to order increased watering as necessary to
prevent transport of dust off-site. Their duties shall include holiday and weekend periods when
work may not be in progress.



Construction Equipment. In order to reduce NOx and ROC emissions, any construction
equipment used on the site must meet the following conditions:










Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment manufactured after 1996
(with federally mandated “clean” diesel engines) should be used wherever
feasible;
The engine size must be the minimum practical size;
The number of pieces of equipment operating simultaneously must be minimized
through efficient management practices;
Construction equipment must be maintained in tune per manufacturer's
specifications;
Equipment shall be equipped with 2 to 4-degree engine timing retard or
precombustion chamber engines;
Catalytic converters shall be installed, if feasible;
Diesel catalytic converters shall be installed, if available;
Diesel-powered equipment such as booster pumps or generators should be
replaced by electric equipment, if feasible; and
Construction worker trips should be minimized by requiring carpooling and by
providing for lunch onsite.

Operational Impacts: The APCD has set a 25-pound per day threshold for ROC and NOx from project
vehicle emissions only, and a 240-pound per day threshold for ROC and NOx emissions from all project
sources of emissions. As discussed in Section 15, the percolation ponds would not generate any new
vehicle trips and the proposed Corporation Yard and Animal Shelter will redistribute existing trips from
other locations in the City. The police impound yard is expected to generate approximately 50-100 new
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daily vehicle trips. This few number of new vehicle trips is not expected to cause a significant change in
the air quality of the area. Therefore, there will not be a significant net increase in air emissions in the
region or City. Upon development of the proposed project vehicle trips associated with the project will be
concentrated on Stowell Road east of the project site. However, traffic will be free-flowing, and no
concentration of emissions near sensitive receptors, particularly carbon monoxide, would be expected.
Stationary emissions from the use of off-site electricity generation for on-site use will not change as a
result of this project because the uses that will require electricity are relocating from their existing
facilities.
d. Sensitive Receptors: The sensitive receptors located nearest to the project site include a single-family
residence on agricultural property directly north of the site. This residence would not be substantially
affected by project emissions, since the project would involve only minor releases of air contaminants
during construction and operations. Nevertheless, the APCD requirements pertaining to minimizing
construction-related emissions, as stated above, would be implemented during project construction. The
proposed uses would not result in direct operational emissions. However, as described in the paragraphs
above, vehicle trips generated by the proposed project would not result in increased air contaminant
emissions. These impacts would be considered less than significant.
e. Odors: The proposed project would involve the development of treated water percolation and
groundwater recharge ponds for the wastewater treatment plant, a City Corporation Yard, Humane
Society Animal Shelter, and Police Impound Yard. There is potential for odors related to the ponds and
animal shelter uses. The ponds are used to recharge wastewater that has been through primary and
secondary treatment into the groundwater. The existing percolation and groundwater recharge ponds at
the wastewater treatment plant across Black Road from the project site do not create offensive odors and
what odors there are smell like dirt and are slight. Odors associated with the animal shelter may include
animal feces but with proper maintenance, they are not expected to affect areas outside of the shelter
area. Moreover, the site is surrounded by agricultural operations which are not considered to be sensitive
to odors. Therefore, the project would not result in potentially significant impacts related to odors.

4.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?
d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

X
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Would the project:
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?
e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

Discussion:
a-b. Sensitive Habitat: The proposed project includes annexation and development of a 252-acre site
currently in agricultural production
A site visit to characterize the project area and evaluate the potential occurrence of special-status species
onsite was conducted on February 15, 2005. The majority of the site is in agricultural production and does
not contain suitable habitat for any endangered, rare, or threatened species. The site is vegetated with
non-native row crops. No sensitive plant species were observed on-site and would not be expected due
to the history of agricultural uses. Vegetation in the farm fields consists of agricultural crops with
occasional ruderal (weedy) vegetation between rows and along the borders.
The project site consists of two agricultural fields separated by Stowell Road. Drainage channels along
the perimeter of the two agriculture fields contain ruderal species. There is also a perennial agriculture
pond in the northeastern portion of the site that has reeds and cattails around its perimeter. This pond
has the potential to be suitable habitat for the California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), a
Federally Threatened and State Species of Special Concern. There are no trees or shrubs on the site.
Other than in the pond area, suitable habitat does not exist on the rest of the project site for any
endangered, rare, or threatened species.
Endangered, Rare or Threatened Species/Special Status Species: A review of California red-legged frog
records within a five-mile radius of the site was conducted via the California Department of Fish and
Game’s (CDFG) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (February 2005) to develop a map of
recorded red-legged frog occurrences in the project vicinity. There have been several occurrences of
red-legged frog in the Santa Maria River area approximately 3 miles north of the project site and in the
Mahoney Road/Black Road area approximately 1.25 miles south of the project site, as well as individual
occurrences to the east of the project site. It is apparent that CRLF have migrated from the Santa Maria
River throughout the area.
Preferred aquatic habitat of the CRLF is characterized by dense shrubby, or emergent riparian
vegetation, such as arroyo willow, cattails, and bulrushes, associated with deep (greater than 2 feet), still
or slow-moving water (Hunt, 2000). However, California red-legged frogs use a variety of habitat types,
including various aquatic, riparian, and upland habitats. They include, but are not limited to, ephemeral
ponds, intermittent streams, seasonal wetlands, springs, seeps, permanent ponds, perennial creeks,
man-made aquatic features, marshes, dune ponds, lagoons, riparian corridors, blackberry thickets,
nonnative annual grasslands, and oak savannas. Additionally, CRLF successfully breed in artificial ponds
with little or no emergent vegetation. As stated in the final designation of CRLF critical habitat (USFWS
March 2001), at any time of the year, adult California red-legged frogs may move long distances from
breeding sites. According to the final rule to list the CRLF as Federally Threatened (USFWS May 1996),
habitat loss and alteration are the primary factors that have negatively affected the CRLF throughout its
range. The majority of extant localities are isolated and fragmented remnants of larger historical
populations.
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The primary constituent elements for California red-legged frogs critical habitat are aquatic and upland
areas where suitable breeding and non-breeding habitat is interspersed throughout the landscape and is
interconnected by unfragmented dispersal habitat. CRLF disperse from breeding habitat to forage and
seek estivation habitat. Estivation is a dormant state that occurs during hot, dry periods and protects
some amphibians from dryness in much the same way as hibernation protects some animal species from
cold. Incised stream channels, small rodent burrows, and leaf litter are some areas that may provide
estivation habitat.
During the site visit no red-legged frogs were observed on the project site. Although most of the
drainages within the study area do not contain deep pools necessary for breeding activities, they are
considered adequate movement corridors for the CRLF. However, the agriculture pond in the
northeastern portion of the project site is a perennial pond with perimeter vegetation. CRLF have been
observed to disperse through uplands without any apparent regard to topography, and have been
observed to travel over one mile from breeding sites. Although somewhat limited by the disturbed habitat
within the existing agricultural operations on the project site and in surrounding areas, CRLF could use
uplands throughout the site for migration activities between aquatic sites.
Since CRLF dispersal patterns can occur over a variety of topographic features, it is assumed that CRLF
could potentially use any of the proposed development area for movement activities.
Indirect impacts to CRLF due to development of the proposed project include:
•
•
•
•

Disturbances due to the presence of humans, pets, light, and noise;
Barriers to movement and dispersal through infrastructure and development;
Changes in water quality in occupied or dispersal areas; and
Potential for introduction of exotic species and predators.

Long-term impacts related to human presence and associated light, noise and pets may include
disruption of foraging, sleeping patterns, habitat use patterns, dispersal, and breeding behavior and
displacement of individuals. Nocturnal species, such as the CRLF, that rely on darkness to hunt or evade
predators would experience adverse effects from lighting. The impact to CRLF and its resources arising
from long-term, human presence are considered a potentially significant impact.
Direct impacts to CRLF would most likely occur in the agriculture pond; however, individuals could be
injured or killed in upland portions of the project area during construction, because CRLF are known to
move across otherwise unsuitable habitat during the rainy season while dispersing or looking for breeding
areas. In addition, grading activities for the proposed project would increase the risk of direct mortality to
dispersing CRLF via accidents with automobiles or construction equipment.
Mitigation Measures:
1. CRLF Protocol Survey. Prior to construction on the project site near the existing agriculture pond,
protocol level surveys shall be conducted to determine the presence or absence of the California
Red-legged frog in the existing agriculture pond and within 100 feet surrounding the pond, as well
as within nearby drainage ditches that may support the movement of this species, provided that
such areas may be potentially disturbed by development. The survey shall use appropriate
survey protocol developed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service with input by the
California Department of Fish and Game. A report consistent with current Federal, State, and
local reporting regulations shall be prepared to document the methods and results of the survey.
Should the presence of the California Red-legged frog be determined, a map identifying locations
in which they were found shall be prepared. If California Red-legged frog are found on the project
site, substantial setbacks developed in conjunction with the resource agencies from their
identified habitat shall be implemented to avoid “take” of a federally listed species as determined
by a qualified biologist. If complete avoidance is not economically, technologically, or physically
feasible, then Section 10 of the Federal Endangered Species Act shall be used to authorize
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incidental “take” when no other Federal agency such as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is
involved.

5.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to §15064.5?
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?
d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

No Impact

X

X

X
X

Discussion:
a. Historical Resources: Historical resources in Santa Maria consist of several landmarks and structures.
There are ten structures and landmarks officially designated by the City and its landmark committee.
Additional sites are designated by private organizations. None of the identified historical resources are
found within the proposed project site. The site contains a metal storage building that does not have
historical significance.
b. Archaeological and Paleontological Resources: The Santa Maria Valley is not considered to be a
major archaeological or paleontological resource area as only a few sites have been recorded or
discovered. The Santa Maria Conservation and Open Space Element indicates that the project site is in
an area of negligible sensitivity for archaeological resources. A records search was initiated for the
proposed project site through the Central Coast Information Center (CCIC) at the University of California
Santa Barbara Department of Anthropology (February 24, 2005). Records were searched for all known
archaeological sites, historic resources, and previous cultural resource surveys within the project vicinity.
This records search included a search of the inventories of the State Historic Property Data Files, National
Register of Historic Places, National Register of Determined Eligible Properties, California Historical
Landmarks, California Points of Historic Interest, California OHP Archaeological Determinations of
Eligibility, and the Caltrans State and Local Bridge Surveys. The records search yielded no known
archaeological sites, historic resources, or previous cultural resource surveys within a ¼ mile radius of the
project area.
The project site and vicinity do not contain any previously identified archaeological resources. However,
the proposed project does involve earthmoving or grading that could result in either the disturbance or
accidental discovery of unknown archaeological resources. Construction of the proposed percolationand
groundwater recharge ponds would require excavation and earthmoving to create berms. Construction of
buildings for the proposed Police Impound Yard, Animal Shelter, and Corporation Yard, would require
excavation and grading for installing foundations. These excavations are likely to be deeper than has
previously occurred for agriculture cultivation. Nevertheless, the potential for disturbing cultural resources
is minimal, and would be subject to procedures prescribed by state law.
c. Geologic Features. There are no unique geological features located on the project site.
d. Human Remains. Although there are no records of human remains found on the project site or historic
use as a cemetery, there is potential for discovery and/or disturbance of unknown human remains during
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excavation and grading activities. Such discoveries, if any, would be handled in accordance with
procedures prescribed by state law.

6.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project:
a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.
ii. Strong Seismic ground shaking?
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
iv. Landslides?
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined the most
recent Uniform Building Code, creating substantial
risks to life or property?
e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of wastewater?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X
X
X
X

X
X

X

Discussion:
a-d. Geologic Hazards. According to the City of Santa Maria General Plan, the Santa Maria Valley is an
east-west trending alluvial valley bounded on the north by the San Rafael Range and to the south by the
Casmalia Range and the Solomon Hills. The City of Santa Maria is underlain by Quaternary alluvial
deposits (Worts, 1951). Recent alluvium consists of unconsolidated course gravel, sand, silt and clay.
According to water and oil well logs, the thickness of the alluvium uniformly increases from 50 feet at the
Sisquoc River (near the east side of the valley), to 70.1 meters (230 feet) at the Coast (Worts, 1951).
Average depth to groundwater in the region is approximately 21-24 meters (70-80 feet) below ground
surface and groundwater flow is toward the southwest.
The Santa Maria Valley is within a structural fold, (i.e., rock layers that are arched or bent) and a thrust
fault area: The axes of most of the structural elements in the region run northwest-southeast, parallel to
the valley. The Santa Maria basin and adjacent southern Coast Ranges have been subject to uplift during
the last 2 to 5 million years, and they are considered to be seismically active. The fault systems
associated with the area are considered seismically active. Based on their historical activity, faults are
classified as Active, Potentially Active, or Inactive. Active faults are those with demonstrable movement
within the most recent 1,000 year period. Potentially Inactive faults have movement within the last
500,000 years, but not within the most recent 11,000 year period. Inactive faults have not moved within
the last 500,000 years.
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The project area is located in an area of high seismic potential due to the presence of numerous local and
regional fault systems. According to the City of Santa Maria General Plan, the nearest fault to the project
area is the Casmalia fault, which is located approximately 4.5 miles south of the site. On May 29, 1980
this fault created a 5.1 magnitude earthquake known as the Point Sal earthquake (Earth Systems Pacific,
2003). None of the faults in the area qualify for Earthquake Fault Zone status as identified by the State
Geologist under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones Act.
In addition, substantial Groundshaking occurred in the Santa Maria area during an earthquake centered
near San Simeon on December 22, 2003. This Magnitude 6.5 earthquake occurred on the north end of
the San Simeon/Oceanic/Hosgri fault system and damaged structures throughout San Luis Obispo
County and Northern Santa Barbara County, including the water tower in the community of Guadalupe.
The site is within California Building Code Seismic Zone 4, the most active seismic zone rated. The site
has the potential to experience strong ground shaking from earthquakes on regional and/or local faults
(Earth Systems Pacific, 2003). Earth Systems Pacific conducted a probabilistic seismic analysis to
determine the design basis earthquake (DBE) at the site. The results of the analysis concluded that the
DBE is estimated to have a peak spectral acceleration of 0.71 g at 0.3 seconds and a maximum peak
horizontal ground acceleration of 0.32g.
Since the project area is located within an area of high seismicity potential, damage to proposed project
components could occur from severe groundshaking during and earthquake. Such damage could include
collapse of structures and cracking or destruction of new infrastructure. Therefore, seismically-induced
ground shaking related to earthquake activity would be considered a potentially significant impact.
Standard engineering design can usually reduce the potential for structural seismic hazards, however,
additional recommendations included in the soils engineering report will further reduce the potential to a
less than significant level.
Liquefaction. The potential for liquefaction, which is the transformation of water saturated sand and silt
from a solid to a liquid during an earthquake, is generally considered low. According to the City’s Safety
Element, due to the deep groundwater levels, the project site is not in a potential liquefaction area.
Landslides. The site is relatively flat with no steep slopes or other features. According to the City of
Santa Maria’s Safety Element, there does not appear to be a potential for landslides in the project area.
Soil Erosion. Under natural conditions, the erosion of various soil materials varies depending upon such
factors as vegetative cover, cohesion of soil particles, slope of ground surface, etc. Construction and
other development activities have the potential to alter one or more of these characteristics, which can
lead to a greater potential for erosion of soil materials. Although the topography of the study area is
generally flat, the surface soils have been identified as being highly susceptible to erosion (Earth Systems
Pacific, 2003). Erosion would be associated with earth materials involved with grading, excavation, fill or
cut operations, until such time as the materials were stabilized by covering with structures, paving, or
vegetation. Earthen berms necessary for the proposed percolation and groundwater recharge ponds
could potentially be eroded. Erosion of the berms could lead to the release of treated wastewater into
portions of the site not intended for wastewater disposal. It is a standard requirement for the design and
construction of such berms to be approved by a soils engineer. In addition, compliance with the
recommendations contained in the Soils Engineering and Engineering Geology Report (Earth Systems
Pacific, 2003) would mitigate potential impacts to a less than significant level.
Subsidence. Subsidence is generally defined as the sinking of the ground surface. Historically, the City
has not had significant subsidence problems, despite historical drilling in the area.
Expansive Soils. According to the “Soil Survey of the Northern Santa Barbara Area” prepared by the
United States Department of Agriculture (1972), Sorrento loam (SvA), a potentially expansive soil, is
located in the project area. However, the Soils Engineering Report prepared for the project area indicates
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that “the site soils were judged as being generally nonexpansive, therefore no special measures with
respect to expansive soils are anticipated.”
According to the Soils Engineering and Engineering Geology Report prepared by Earth Systems Pacific
for the site (September 19, 2003), soil borings encountered flood plain deposits and alluvium, which is
consistent with the valley flood plain deposits and alluvium shown on the Geologic Map of Santa Maria
and Twitchell Dam Quadrangles (Dibblee, Jr., 1994). “The flood plain deposits and alluvium consist
predominantly of poorly graded sand occasionally interlayered with thin strata of sandy silt and clayey
sand.” The primary concerns discussed in the soils report include the stability of perimeter pond berms,
the erodible nature of the soils, the percolation and permeability rates of the soils, the potential for
differential settlement in structures, the stability of excavations, and the potential for soil instability during
grading. The site will need to be prepared in accordance with the Preliminary Geotechnical
Recommendations of that report in order to ensure hazards related to landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, collapse, or expansive soil, are minimized and there will not be substantial risks
to life or property.
d. Septic Systems. The proposed wastewater treatment plant treated water percolation and groundwater
recharge ponds will not require sewer services. The proposed Animal Shelter, Corporation Yard, and
Police Impound Yard may include structures with offices that will require sewer services. Upon
annexation to the City, these services will be provided by the City wastewater disposal system and
septics will not be necessary.
Mitigation Measures:
1. Proposed site improvements shall be designed to standards no less than for “Zone 4” as
designated by the latest edition of the Uniform Building Code. For components of the project not
specifically addressed in the UBC, design shall accommodate peak spectral acceleration of 0.71
g at 0.3 seconds and a maximum peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.32g.
2. Prior to commencement of construction, the City shall have a Geotechnical Engineer and
Certified Engineering Geologist review the project design with respect to the Soils Engineering
and Engineering Geological Report prepared by Earth Systems Pacific (September 19, 2003) to
determine if any additional recommendations are necessary in order to mitigate potential soils
hazards due to project design. Recommendations of the Soils Engineering and Engineering
Geological Report and any recommendations of the Geotechnical Engineer and Certified
Engineering Geologist shall be fully implemented.

7.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Would the project:
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?
c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X
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Would the project:
d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?
e. For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

X

X

Discussion:
a-b. Hazardous Materials: The WWTP is an environmental facility where wastewater, which can cause
disease and pollution of receiving waters, is treated. The treatment process reduces constituents to
acceptable levels, thereby protecting public health and the environment. The proposed percolation ponds
will be used for disposal of treated effluent. The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
requirements are designed specifically to ensure wastewater is at a level of quality that protects human
health. The proposed project could create potentially significant public health impacts if the public is
exposed to treated effluent or through the release of hazardous material or waste. The development of
additional percolation and groundwater recharge ponds for the wastewater treatment plant would have a
beneficial impact on public health because it would provide additional contained areas for the disposal of
treated effluent, whereas the current facility has had a history of exceeding capacity during periods of
heavy rain. Therefore, impacts associated with an accidental overflow of treated effluent from the
percolation ponds will be beneficial with implementation of the proposed project.
The proposed Corporation Yard may store hazardous materials which may include compressed gases,
flammable and combustible liquids, fertilizers, pesticides and cleaning agents. No toxic gases are
expected to be used or stored at the site. The use and storage of hazardous materials is primarily
regulated by the Uniform Fire Code. Storage and disposal of hazardous wastes is primarily regulated by
the Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Services Division through their Hazardous Waste
Generator Program and authorized by the State Health and Safety Code. Any business that stores
hazardous materials in accordance with Article 80 of the Uniform Fire Code must provide either a
hazardous materials inventory statement or a hazardous materials management plan to the Fire Chief of
the City of Santa Maria and the County of Santa Barbara. The proposed project will not result in
additional hazardous materials transport than is currently taking place. Transport of hazardous materials
and waste on public streets is primarily regulated by the California Vehicle Code and the City’s Municipal
Code.
c. School Site: The nearest school to the site is El Puente Community High School located at 402 Farnel
Road, approximately a mile and a half from the project site. Because it is outside the one-quarter mile
radius, no hazard-related impact is expected to occur.
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d. Public Hazard: A search of hazardous materials records occurrences within a one-mile radius of the
project site was conducted by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR; February 14, 2005). Based on
the EDR report, the project site is not listed on a local, state, or federal hazardous materials database.
e. Airports: The airport closest to the project area is the Santa Maria Public Airport, approximately 2.5
miles to the south. No hazards are expected from the operation of this airport.
f. Private Airstrip: There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the project area.
g. Emergency Plans: The standardized Emergency Management System (EMS) consists of the
emergency management staffs of all local jurisdictions, Operational Areas (Countywide), OES Mutual Air
Regions and State Government. Local jurisdictions would be responsible for directing and/or coordinating
emergency operations, with the other levels being responsible for coordinating and/or providing support to
the local jurisdictions. The City maintains the Multi-hazard Functional Plan which conforms to the State’s
emergency preparedness plans. Overall management and coordination of the City’s response to
emergency situations is handled by the Emergency Services Director. The City Manager acts as the
Emergency Services Director under authority from the City Council. The proposed project would not
impair or interfere with the implementation of these plans or operations.
h. Wildland Fire Hazards: Factors influencing wildland fires in the area are climate, vegetation, slope and
human proximity. Wildland fires in the Santa Maria area are characterized a limited grassland and brush
fires due to the absence of extensive tracts of mountainous brush covered terrain. The project area is flat
and does not contain grassland or brush. Proper maintenance of landscaping and weeds would ensure
the fire risks are less than significant.

8.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Would the project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?
c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?
d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

X
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Would the project:
e. Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?
f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X
g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?
h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?
i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

X

X
X
X

Discussion:
a. Water Quality Standards: The proposed project includes construction of percolation ponds for the
disposal of treated wastewater. Treated effluent from the wastewater treatment plant would be
discharged into the percolation ponds where the water is allowed to percolate until the pond is dry. The
top layer of soil is then tilled to increase the pond’s percolation capacity prior to refilling it with treated
effluent. The wastewater treatment plant is under the regulatory jurisdiction of the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Central Coast Region. The RWQCB sets treated effluent quality
limits to protect the groundwater basin quality for present and future beneficial uses. The project would
therefore be subject to approval by the RWQCB. The RWQCB maintains the Regional Groundwater
Quality Basin Plan that includes water quality objectives for the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin which
would receive the plant effluent after percolation. The Plan states that “treatment processes should be
tailored to insure that local ground waters are not degraded” and outlines specific water quality objectives
for the groundwater underlying the City of Santa Maria.
Development of the site with a Police Impound Yard, Animal Shelter, and Corporation Yard would add
impermeable surfaces such as parking areas and other surfaces such as roads, and driveways that would
accumulate deposits of oil, grease, and other vehicle fluids and hydrocarbons. Traces of heavy metals
deposited on driveways and parking areas from auto operation and/or fall out of airborne contaminants
are also common urban surface water pollutants. During storms these deposits would be washed into
and through the drainage systems and ultimately to the Santa Maria River. The project would also
introduce landscaping and associated maintenance chemicals such as fertilizers, pesticides, and
herbicides. Urban runoff can have a variety of deleterious effects. Oil and grease contain a number of
hydrocarbon compounds, some of which are toxic to aquatic organisms at low concentrations. Heavy
metals such as lead, cadmium, and copper are the most common metals found in urban storm water
runoff. These metals can be toxic to aquatic organisms, and have the potential to contaminate drinking
water supplies. Nutrients from fertilizers including nitrogen and phosphorous can result in excessive or
accelerated growth of vegetation or algae, resulting in oxygen depletion and additional impaired uses of
water. Compliance with the RWQCB NPDES program, as required in Mitigation Measure 2 from Item VI,
Geology and Soils, would ensure less than significant project impacts related to RWQCB water quality
standards.
b. Groundwater Supply: Currently, the City of Santa Maria’s primary source of municipal water is
groundwater, but the City uses imported water supplied from the State Water Project because it provides
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higher quality water. The City extracts water from the Santa Maria groundwater basin through wells
primarily in the airport area. Santa Maria delivers the maximum amount of State water that is available
before blending in the well water. For most times of the year, State water delivery amounts are adequate
to meet demand without blending. The proposed project includes the construction of wastewater
percolation ponds, a Humane Society Animal Shelter, a Police Impound Yard, and a City Corporation
Yard. The percolation ponds would not require potable water for operation. Development of the Animal
Shelter and Corporation Yard on the site would replace existing uses found elsewhere in the City, and
thus would not increase water demand, or contribute to the degradation of water quality. The new Police
Impound Yard would require water services for the small office. The amount of water demand for the
office with so few employees is not expected to be significant and adequate service would be provided by
the City.
c-f. Drainage: The proposed project includes the construction of percolation ponds for the disposal of
treated effluent. Earthen berms necessary for the proposed percolation ponds could potentially be
eroded and will alter the drainage pattern on the site. It is a standard requirement for the design and
construction of such berms to be approved by a soils engineer to ensure stability. In addition, compliance
with the recommendations contained in the Soils Engineering and Engineering Geology Report (Earth
Systems Pacific, 2003) would mitigate potential erosion impacts to a less than significant level. Currently,
the relatively flat site drains by sheet flow but is being cultivated with irrigated broccoli crops and drainage
is affected by the irrigation system. Proper drainage around all the ponds, structures, and improvements
must be established and maintained in order to reduce surface erosion damage. However, site clearing,
grading, and compaction of soil necessary for project construction has the potential to result in discharge
of sediment and temporary water quality impacts. This could increase erosion/ sedimentation and the
quantity of floodwaters. The proposed improvements would occur on greater than one acre of land, and
therefore would require a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (refer to
Mitigation Measure 1 from Section VI, Geology and Soils). With the adherence to NPDES policies and
required mitigation measures, less than significant impacts would result.
Paving for the Police Impound Yard, Animal Shelter, and Corporation Yard would result in an increase in
impervious surfaces on the site, which would reduce groundwater recharge. However, due to the
construction of the percolation ponds, designed to recharge groundwater efficiently, and the presence of
large unpaved areas adjacent to the site, this impact would not be substantial. Less than significant
impacts would result.
The project would also increase the area covered by impervious surfaces resulting in potential increases
in surface runoff and accelerated erosion. Due to the fact that stormwater runoff would continue to
sheetflow across the site until it is intercepted by pervious drainage ditches surrounding the project site,
the proposed project improvements is not likely to result in long-term significant impacts to downstream
surface water quality. Runoff from the project site would be directed to existing drainage ditches,
previously designed to support runoff from the subject site.
g.-h. Flooding: As shown in Figure SE-3 of the City Safety Element, the project site is located outside of
the 100-year and 500-year floodplains. Therefore, potential flooding impacts are considered less than
significant.
i. Dam Inundation: According to the City Safety Element, Twitchell Dam is the closest potential source of
dam inundation in the Santa Maria area. However, Twitchell Dam is not used for perennial water storage.
The dam is primarily used for groundwater recharge and flood control. If Twitchell Dam is filled to
capacity and the dam and the Santa Maria Levee fail, a significant portion of the City would be inundated
by flood water. However, the probability of total dam failure and levee failure is remote. In addition, the
dam holds water only periodically for groundwater recharge and is not a reservoir, therefore impacts are
considered less than significant.
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j. Seiche or Tsunami: The project site is not located in the vicinity of any body of water that could result in
a seiche or tsunami, and the site does not contain soils that could result in mudflow inundation. No
impacts would result.

9.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community?
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

Discussion:
a. Division of Community: The project site is vacant and would provide a linkage between the greater
incorporated City of Santa Maria area and the existing wastewater treatment plant. Therefore, the project
would not contribute to the division of an established community. No impacts would result.
b. Plan or Regulation Conflict: The proposed project site is located northwest of the City of Santa Maria in
Santa Barbara County. The City proposes to annex the project site into its incorporated area and
therefore would be under the City jurisdiction. The project site is outside of the current City Sphere of
Influence (SOI) therefore an amendment of the General Plan would be required to expand the City limits,
SOI, and establish a land use designation for the property. The proposed land use designation is
Community Facilities (CF). The area would also be required to be included in the City’s Public Facilities
(PF) zoning district. These actions would require the City to adopt findings that the project is consistent
with the City General Plan.
Goal LU.2 of the Land Use Element states that the City shall, “provide all necessary urban services and
facilities for present and future City residents which includes providing sufficient land for community
facilities.” Land Use Element Policy LU.2 and Objective LU.2.h emphasize the importance of providing
adequate land for future services. The City Utilities Master Plan Update for Water and Sewer Utilities,
adopted on March 4, 2003, identified the need for additional wastewater disposal capacity to meet future
needs of City residents. The preferred alternative for providing additional capacity is to acquire property
adjacent to the wastewater treatment plant to facilitate the construction of additional percolation ponds.
The project site was purchased from the Apio Land Development Company in April, 2004. The proposed
project is the next step towards implementing the Utilities Master Plan Update with the goal of providing
wastewater disposal services for future City residents, consistent with Goal LU.2 of the General Plan.
Land Use Element Goal LU.5 and Policy LU.5 directs the City to establish the SOI as the ultimate
boundary for urban development and to discourage “leap-frog” development. The proposed project will
connect the wastewater treatment plan, which is an incorporated island, to the greater incorporated City of
Santa Maria area, creating a more contiguous urban area. The proposed project is consistent with this
goal and policy as well as Objective LU.5d which directs the City to “locate new development contiguous
to compatible existing development.”
Goal LU-6.b directs the City to, “accommodate growth while making every effort to preserve agricultural
resources in the surrounding region.” In addition, policies and programs under Goal 5 of the Resource
Management Element encourage the preservation of agriculture land, uses, and soils for continued
agricultural activities. As discussed in Section 2, the proposed project will have a significant affect on
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agriculture resources by introducing non-agriculture uses on land suitable for and currently being used for
agriculture. However, mitigation recommended in that section will preserve additional agriculture land in
an off-site area also susceptible to conversion to urban uses. Preservation of an off-site agriculture use
will allow the City to expand the wastewater treatment plant to accommodate future needs while also
meeting the goal of preserving agriculture resources in the area.
c. Habitat Conservation Plan. The proposed project would not conflict with any habitat conservation plan
or natural communities conservation plan, since no such plans apply to the project site.

10.

MINERAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be a value to the region and the
residents of the state?
b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

No Impact

X

X

Discussion:
a.-b. Mineral Resources: Within the City’s planning area, the primary resources suitable for mining and
conservation are sand, rock, and oil. Sand and rock resources are primarily associated with aggregate in
the Santa Maria River channel. The State Department of Conservation’s Division of Mines and Geology
(DMG) is the principal state agency involved in the administration of mining operations. The State
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) has classified areas as Mineral Resource Zones 2
or 3 (MRZ-2 or MRZ-3), Scientific Zones (SZ), or designated as mineral deposits of regional or statewide
significance. The City Resource Management Element indicates that the project site is designated as
MRZ-2, “an area where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present or
where it is judged that a high likelihood for their presence exists.” However, the project site is not
currently being used for mineral extraction and there is no indication that it has in the past.
The Santa Maria oil field is generally located south of Stowell Road. According to the City Resource
Management Element, the southern portion of the project site is in an “area of operational, existing, or
abandoned oil facilities.” The EDR report prepared for this project indicates that all of the oil, gas, or
related wells associated with the oil field are south of the Santa Maria Valley Railroad except for one.
The one well north of the railroad is on the property adjacent to the project site to the west and not within
the project boundaries. Due to the absence of important mineral resources on the site, there will be no
impacts.

11.

NOISE

Would the project:
a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels
in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X
X
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Would the project:
without the project?
d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
e. For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?
f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

Discussion:
a-d. Noise Levels: The project site is currently in agricultural production, where equipment noise is
sometimes generated, as it is on surrounding agricultural properties. Proposed uses for the project site
are not considered sensitive to noise, nor are they considered substantial noise generators.
Sensitive noise receptors in the vicinity of the site are limited to one existing residential use to the north of
the project site along Black Road. While the construction activities associated with the construction of the
percolation and groundwater recharge ponds would temporarily increase noise, the long-term use of the
northern portion of the project site as percolation ponds would not significantly change existing noise
levels in the area. The proposed Police Impound Yard, Animal Shelter, and City Corporation Yard do
have the potential to generate operational noise. These uses would be located in the southern portion of
the site along the north side of Stowell Road and south of Stowell Road. These areas are surrounded by
agricultural and industrial uses. There are no noise sensitive receptors in the vicinity.
The proposed project would not involve pile-driving or other construction activities that would be expected
to result in excessive groundborne vibration or noise. Vehicle trips generated as a result of project
implementation would result in an increase in groundborne noise and vibration, but this effect would not
be considered excessive.
Project grading and construction would result in temporary noise impacts to surrounding properties.
Noise levels would temporarily increase as a result of truck movement (earth movement, grading, and
other associated construction activities) and operation of construction equipment (saws, power nail
guns/hammering, cement mixers, etc.). Construction activities in the northern portion of the project site
would need to be limited to daytime hours in order to reduce the potential impact to less than significant.
With the temporary nature of construction activities, the distance between the project site and noise
sensitive uses, and the standard code conditions of approval regulating the hours of construction and
grading, the potential short-term impact would be considered less than significant.
The Santa Maria General Plan Noise Element has adopted maximum outdoor and indoor noise level
standards for commercial land uses. A maximum outdoor noise level of 70 dBA Ldn is the adopted
standard and is considered "Normally Acceptable" for industrial areas. The maximum allowable indoor
noise level for industrial uses is 65 dBA Ldn. Due to the distance of the site from substantial noise
sources, including heavily traveled roads, future users of the site would not be exposed to exterior or
interior noise levels in excess of these standards.
The project would redistribute vehicle traffic within the City by moving the Animal Shelter and Corporation
Yard uses from their current locations to the project site. This redistribution would decrease the number
of vehicle trips and roadway noise in the vicinity of those existing uses. However, roadway noise in the
vicinity of the project site would incrementally increase. In addition, the development of a police impound
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yard is expected to contribute 50-100 daily vehicle trips. However, due to the relatively small amount of
traffic generated by the proposed project, the fact that most of these trips are existing trips redistributed
because of the new location of the proposed uses, and the likely high dispersal of these trips throughout
the City, noise impacts from traffic associated with the proposed project would be considered less than
significant.
e-f. Airport Noise: The proposed project site is located approximately 2.5 miles northwest of the Santa
Maria Airport, a public airport. There are no private airstrips in the vicinity. Therefore the proposed
project would not be affected by air traffic noise impacts.

12.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
c. Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

No Impact

X

X

X

Discussion:
a.-c. Population and Housing: The proposed project does not include any facilities that would generate
additional population. The project site is currently vacant, and does not include any housing units.
Therefore, the project would not displace any people or occupied housing.

13.

PUBLIC FACILITIES

Would the project:
a. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service rations, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public
services:
i. Fire protection?
ii. Police protection?
iii. Schools?
iv. Parks?
v. Other public facilities?
Discussion:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X
X
X
X
X
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a.i. Fire Protection: The project site is currently within the Santa Barbara County Fire Protection District.
Fire protection and emergency medical services are provided by the Santa Barbara County Fire
Department. Upon annexation, the property will be served by the City of Santa Maria Fire Department.
City Fire Stations #1, located at 300 W. Cook Street, and #2, located at 416 W. Carmen Lane would
respond to emergencies at the project site. Primary concerns of the fire station are property access and
project design features to minimize the risk of fire hazards. All construction is required to comply with the
Building and Fire Codes adopted by the City. Additionally, Building and Fire Department review occurs
during the PR Permit process prior to issuance of a building permit. Therefore, the potential impact on
Fire protection would be less than significant.
a.ii. Police: The proposed project site is currently in the jurisdiction of the Santa Barbara County Sheriffs
Department. Upon annexation, the City of Santa Maria Police Department would provide police protection
and law enforcement services to the site. The Police Department main office is located at 222 E. Cook
Street, approximately 2.5 miles to the east of the project site. Response time to calls for service vary
depending on a number of factors such as the nature of the call, the location of responding units, and
weather and road conditions. The City has a departmental policy standard of reaching a sworn officer force
of 1.3 officers per 1,000 residents. Although the proposed project, due to the nature of new development,
would be expected to increase calls for service it is not expected to generate additional population. The
Police Department has not indicated that new or modified police facilities would be required to adequately
serve the project. Therefore no direct or indirect impacts on the physical environment would occur.
a.iii-iv. Schools and Parks: The proposed project does not include a land use that could result in
population growth and associated public service impacts. The project includes public facilities that are
necessary to meet the needs of future development accounted for in the City General Plan. Therefore,
the proposed project would not impact existing school or parks and recreation services.
v. Public Services: The proposed project would benefit both the police and public works services that the
City provides. The development of a new City Corporation Yard and Police Impound Yard will allow the
City to provide these services more efficiently and at the capacity necessary for current and future City
residents.

14.

RECREATION

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

X

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

X

Discussion:
a.-b. Recreation Facilities: The proposed project would not generate additional City population and would
not cause an increase in park usage. The project also does not include recreational facilities therefore
there would be no impacts to recreation.
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15.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Would the project:
a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?
b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?
c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?
d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
e. Result in inadequate emergency access?
f. Result in inadequate parking capacity?
g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

X
X
X
X

Discussion:
a.-b. Traffic: The proposed project includes the development of treated water percolation and groundwater
recharge ponds, a City Corporation Yard, a Police Impound Yard, and a Humane Society Animal Shelter.
The expansion of the percolation and groundwater recharge ponds would not cause an increase in
vehicle trips. The Animal Shelter and Corporation Yard are already existing uses in the Santa Maria area
and the project would result in relocation of them. Therefore, these uses would not generate new vehicle
trips but would redistribute existing vehicle trips with a new destination and origination point. The trip
distribution pattern for the proposed Humane Society animal shelter would be very similar to existing
conditions since the existing shelter is located on Black Road one mile from the proposed new location.
The police impound yard is expected to generate approximately 50-100 new vehicle trips. The majority of
vehicles coming to and going from the proposed project site would travel on Stowell Road east of the
project site. A weekday traffic count conducted in November 2004 on Stowell east of Hanson resulted in
3,754 counted vehicles. Stowell Road is projected to have long-term capacity to accommodate the low
level of vehicular traffic increase that may result from the proposed project. The intersection of Stowell
and Blosser Roads was evaluated to have a level of service (LOS) of “B” in 2001. The City standard for
LOS is “D” and it is not expected that the proposed project would decrease the LOS of this intersection
below the standard.
c. Air Traffic: Due to the low vertical profile of the proposed improvements and the project’s distance from
the Santa Maria Airport, the proposed project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns or air
traffic levels. No impacts would result.
d.-g. Parking and Access: Through the development review process project design will be reviewed to
ensure compliance with the City development standards and Building and Fire Codes adopted by the
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City. These existing regulations are adequate to minimize any impacts to emergency access, parking, or
policies for the support of alternative transportation.

16.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Would the project:
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b. Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
c. Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements needed?
e. Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?
g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

Discussion:
a.-d. Wastewater Treatment Requirements: The City wastewater treatment plant is under the regulatory
jurisdiction of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Central Coast Region. The
RWQCB set treated effluent quality limits when it issued the wastewater treatment plant’s water discharge
and water reclamation orders. The discharge limits are set to protect the groundwater basin quality for
present and future uses. The discharge permit specifies constituents for effluent monitoring along with the
frequency of that monitoring. The RWQCB has written a Regional Groundwater Quality Basin Plan that
includes water quality objectives for the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin which receives the plant effluent
after percolation. The proposed improvments at the wastewater treatment plant site will not result in an
increase in the amount of effluent discharged to the percolation and groundwater recharge ponds and
ultimately to the groundwater basin. The City is required to comply with the Waste Discharge
Requirements granted by the RWQCB for effluent disposal.
b. Expansion of Wastewater Facilities: The project includes new percolation ponds at the existing
wastewater treatment plant, but no anticipated increase in treatment capacity. No significant impacts are
anticipated.
c. Stormwater Drainage Facilities: The proposed project would require on-site stormwater management
and drainage would be directed to existing drainage ditches that surround the site. However, due to the
fact that stormwater runoff would be intercepted by pervious drainage ditches, the proposed project
improvements are not likely to result in long-term significant impacts to stormwater drainage systems in
the vicinity or the construction of additional facilities.
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d. Water Supply: As discussed in Section 8, water supplies are adequate to serve the proposed project.
e.-g. The expanded treated water percolation and groundwater recharge ponds and relocated Animal
Shelter and Corporation Yard would not generate a need for additional wastewater or solid waste
services. The small office associated with the police impound yard would require new wastewater and
solid waste services but the amount requiring disposal will be insignificant and existing facilities have the
capacity to serve these uses. No impacts would result.
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City Departments Consulted
Administrative Services
Attorney
Fire
X
Library
City Manager
Police
X
Public Works
Recreation and Parks
County Agencies/Departments Consulted
Air Pollution Control District
Association of Governments
Flood Control District
Environmental Health
Fire (Hazardous Materials)
LAFCO
Public Works
Planning and Development
X
Other (list)

Special Districts Consulted
Santa Maria Public Airport
Airport land Use Commission
Cemetery
Santa-Maria Bonita School District
Santa Maria Joint Union High School
Laguna County Sanitation District
Cal Cities Water Company
State/Federal Agencies Consulted
Army Corps of Engineers
Caltrans
CA Fish and Games
Federal Fish and Wildlife
FAA
Regional Water Quality Control Bd.
X
Integrated Waste Management Bd.
Other (list)

DATA SOURCES
General Plan
Land Use Element
X
Circulation Element
X
Safety Element
X
Noise Element
X
Housing Element
Resources Management Element
X
Other
X
X

X

X
X

X
X

Agricultural Preserve Maps
Archaeological Maps/Reports
Architectural Elevations
Biology Reports
CA Oil and Gas Maps
FEMA Maps (Flood)
Grading Plans
Site Plan
Topographic Maps
Aerial Photos
Traffic Studies
Trip Generation Manual (ITE)
URBEMIS Air Quality Model
Zoning Maps
Other (list)

• California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
& State Guidelines, 2003.

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion
Environmental Checklist
February 28, 2005
Page 32
• California Archaeological Inventory
Information Center. Records Search:
Stowell/Black Road. February 24, 2005.
• Environmental Data Resources, Inc. The EDR
Radius Map with GeoCheck, Apio Land
Development Co. South Black Road, Santa
Maria CA 93458. February 14, 2005.
• Earth Systems Pacific, Soils Engineering
Report Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment
Plant Percolation Pond Expansion East of
Stowell and Black Roads, Santa Maria,
California. September 19, 2003.

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion
Environmental Checklist
February 28, 2005
Page 33

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Potentially
Significant
Impact

1. Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?
2. Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects)?
3. Does the project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

1. Based upon the analysis throughout this Initial Study, the proposed project would not have the
potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animals or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. The
biological and cultural elements analyzed above indicate that, with proposed mitigation, this project
proposal does not consist of development and would impact suitable habitat for any species of special
concern, nor is there any reason to believe that any impacts to sites of significant historical importance or
prior Native American occupancy.
2. The proposed implementation of the proposed project would not change any existing regulations, plans
or policies that are currently in place. Furthermore, the services currently provided by the City are not
anticipated to change significantly under the proposed project. Since services would be provided at a
level equal to the current level, no short- or long-term cumulative service impacts are anticipated. Since
the proposed project would not generate a significant number of additional vehicle trips, impacts relating
to air quality, transportation/circulation, and noise generation attributable to the project are considered
less than significant. Implementation of the proposed project would result in minor changes to the
character of the aesthetic environment in the project vicinity. As described in this Initial Study the air
quality, noise, transportation/traffic, public services, and utilities impacts of the project, when considered
in combination with the effects of past projects, current projects, and probable future projects in the
planning area, would result in less than significant impacts. Project impacts related to several issue
areas, including geology, hazards and hazardous materials, and recreation, would be site-specific and
would result in no cumulative impacts.
3. As described in this Initial Study, the air quality, noise, transportation/traffic, public services, and utilities
impacts of the project, when considered in combination with the effects of past projects, current projects,
and probable future projects in the planning area, would result in less than significant impacts upon
incorporation of mitigation and conditions of project approval. Project impacts related to several issue
areas, including geology, hazards and hazardous materials, and recreation, would be site-specific and
would result in no cumulative impacts.
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SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
X
X
X
X

Aesthetics
Agricultural Resources
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Geology/Soils
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning
Mineral Resources
Noise
Population and Housing
Public Services
Recreation
Transportation/Traffic
Utilities and Services Systems
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DETERMINATION
On the basis of the Initial Study, the staff of the Community Development Department:

Finds that the proposed project is a Class_ CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION and no further
environmental review is required.
Finds that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

_X_ Finds that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed
to by the project proponent A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
Finds that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
Finds that the proposed project may have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant
unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately
analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to acceptable standards, and 2) has been addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on the attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)/SUBSEQUENT EIRISUPPLEMENTAL
EIR/ADDENDUM is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
Finds that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because
all significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuantto acceptable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant
to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that
are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.
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The enclosed.cominimt (s) on yourNegative Declaration ~as (were) ieceivedby the State Cleariitgbouie ..
after the . end ofthe state review period, which closed on January 27, .2006. We are forwiudillg these .
cotnments to you because they provide information or raise isSues !hat shoilldbe adili:essed in your final

enViron.meri.tal da"Cument~
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.The CO!ifomis ~vironrnentnl Qilality Act does nat require .biad Agencies to respond to late co=ents.
· However, we encourage you to incorporate these. additjonal COilJilleJ1tS into. yam final environmental
tbempri.orJo- taking
final
action
project..
docuraent .·and
. to consider
.
.
.
. . on. the proposed
.
..
.

Pleas~ canta~tthe 'stiite Clearingho,;.e at (916) MS-0613. ~you have ~y questlons conterning the
· environrnentahevieW. process. Ifyouhave a question regar(iing.the above-naraed•project; please refur to
. the
State Clearinghouse number
(200512117l)when
contacting _.this
. ten-digii
.
.
. .
. office.'
· Sincerely,

.·.~.4-t~a:::.

Terry R~b~rts .. ·. · .

·. •. .

..

. .

Senior P)anner, State Clearinghouse

Eni:losuresoc: Resources Agency

.1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0518 FAX (916) 323-3018. www.opr.ca.guv ·
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Bill Shipsey
City of Santa Maria
l!O·S.Phie Stree~ SuitelOl
. Santa. Maria, CA 93458-5082
Subject: Santa Marla Wastewater Treatuient Plant ExpanSion·
.
SCH#: 2005121171
Dear Bill S'uipsey:
The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Negatiye Declaration to selected state agencies .for · .
review, The review period closed on Jannary27, 2006, and no state ,agencie~. submitted comments by.that
date, This letter acknowledges that you have complied With the State Clearinghouse review requirements
for draft environmental documents, pursuant'to the California Envirom:nental Quality Act
Please call the State Clearinghouse at'(916) 445-0613 if you have any questio;, regardhig the
environmentalreviewprocess. If you have a question about the above~niuned project, please refer to the
·
ten-digit State Clearinghouse nuruber when contactiog this office.
Shicerely,

~~;.~
Terry R~erts
Director, State Clearinghouse

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO~ CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
SCH#
Project TiUe
Lead Agency
Type
Description

200512117f
Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion
Santa Marla, City of
Neg

Negative Declaration

The proposed project would annex approximately 252 acres of unincorporated land to be used for
treated wastewater percolation and groundwater recharge ponds, pipelines, service roads, a Pollee
Impound Yard, a Humane Society Animal Shelter, and a City Corporation Yard. The requested
modification Involves an adjustment to the City Sphere of Influence to Include the subject property,
annexation ofthe property, and associated City General Plan amendments, zoning, and detachment of
the property from the Santa Barbara County Fire Protection District. The intent of the project is to
provide more efficient and effective wastewater treatment, consolidate various community facUlties Into
one location, and link two non-contiguous portion so the Clty·of Santa Marla.

Lead Agency Contact
Name
Agency
Phone
email
Address
City

Bill Shlpsey
City of Santa Marla
(805) 925-0951 x244

Fax

110 S. Pine Street, Suite 101
Santa Maria

State CA

Zip 93458-5082

Project Location
County
City
Region
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township

Santa Barbara
Santa Marla
Black Road and Stowell Road

Range

Section

Base·

Proximity to:
Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use
Project Issues
Reviewing
Agencies

Date Received

166
SMPAD
SMVRR

Agriculture/Public Facility
AesthetlcNJsual; Agricultural Land; Biological Resources; Geologic/Seismic
Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of
Water Resources; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5; Native American Heritage Commission;
Public Utilities Commission; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans,
District 5; State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Quality; Department of Toxic
Substances Control; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 3

12/29/2005

Start of Review

12/29/2005

End of Review 0112712006

Note: Blanks in data fields result from Insufficient information provided by lead agency.

Agricultural Commissioner's Office
Wei,ghts & Measures

111

County of Santa Barbara

William D. Gillette
Commissioner f Director

January 31, 2006
City of Santa Maria
110 So. Pine Street
Santa Maria, CA 93458
Attn: Bill Shipsey, Planner III
Re: Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plan Expansion Annexation
Dear Mr. Shipsey:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation for the Santa Maria
Wastewater Treatment Plan Expansion Annexation. I am forwarding a copy of this letter
directly to Rincon Consulting for their review as welL I look forward to working with each of
you during preparation of the environmental document. My comments are as follows:

L The exhibit and description contained in theN otice of Preparation made it difficult to
establish which parcels and parcel boundaries are contained in this request. The black
and white exhibit did not clearly establish the project/annexation boundaries or the City
limits.
2. Although the parcels to be annexed may provide a link between two non-contiguous
portions of the City of Santa Maria, our office is concerned with the expansion of urbantype uses beyond the existing City limits. Albeit, the expansion of the wastewater
treatment facilities is in keeping with the previously annexed area west of the City and
the pre-zoning is for public facilities we do question the appropriateness of the police
impound yard, animal shelter, and city corporation yard. The Animal Shelter raises
particular concern since members of the public, small children, etc. will frequent the
·
facility.
3. We are considered with the additional vehicular trips that would be generated by the
proposed uses implying increased public activities adjacent to active agricultural
productive areas and the inherent conflicts that may arise.
4. We look forward to reviewing more fully developed mitigation measures pertaining to
the identified impact to agricultural resources and an analysis of possible improvements
to agriculture as suggested in Section 2 page 8.

263 Camino del Remedio • Santa Barbara, California 9311 0
Phone (805) 681-5600 • Fax (805) 681·5603
www.countyofsb.org(agcomm;

SMWWTP/NOP Letter
January 31, 2006
Page 2of2

5. You should consult further with our office and the County's Agricultural Preserve
Committee regarding the options for addressing compliance with the Williamson Act.
Although the notice of preparation identifies several options to address the Williamson
Act status of the parcels to be annexed these options need to be further identified and
analyzed for feasibility.
I appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to working with the City of Santa
Maria to achieve mutually beneficial goals. You may reach me at: 805-934-6200 or
lbodrogilalco.santa-barbara.ca.us or in the Santa Maria Agricultural Commissioner's Office
located at 624 Foster Road Ste. E, Santa Maria, CA 93455.
·
Sincerely,

d~'frl.:I!Jwho~
0
Lisa M Bodrogi
Agricultural Land Use Planner

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, RESOURCES AGENCY

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF

CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF LAND RESOURCE PROTECTION
801 K STREET • MS 18-01
PHONE 916/324-0850 •

• SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

FAX 916/327-3430 •

TDD 916/324-2555 •

WEB SITE canservatron.co.gav

February 1, 2006
COMlviUl"MT'/ CEVELIJP~.;1Er-rr

Mr. Bill Shipsey, Planner Ill
City of Santa Maria
Community Development Department
110 S. Pine Street, Suite 101
Santa Maria, CA 93458
Subject:

DIJ:.~--------

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)- SCH# 2005121171,
Santa Barbara County

Dear Mr. Shipsey:
The Department of Conservation's (Department) Division of Land Resource Protection
(Division) has reviewed the NOP for the referenced project. The Division monitors
farmland conversion on a statewide basis and administers the California Land
Conservation (Williamson) Act and other agricultural land conservation programs. We
offer the following comments and recommendations with respect to the project's impacts
on agricultural land and resources.
Project Description
The project is the proposed annexation of approximately 252 acres for the expansion of
the City of Santa Maria's {City) Wastewater Treatment Plant (VVWTP), a new Police
Impound Yard and relocation of a Humane Society Animal Shelter and City Corporation
Yard. The project includes an adjustment to the City's Sphere of Influence, annexation
of the property and General Plan Amendments and Zoning Changes. The property is
currently owned by the City but leased for agriculture. Surrounding land is in ·
agricultural use. The property is located in unincorporated Santa Barbara County
(County) near the intersection of Black and Stowell Roads and adjacent to the eastern
border of the existing WWTP.
The majority of the project site is Prime Farmland according to the Department's
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Nineteen acres are designated Farmland
of Statewide Importance, and eight acres are designated Unique Farmland. A portion of
rrfic f])e:partment of Conseruation ~ mission is to protect Californians arul tlier'r environment 6y:
'Protectiug lives arufproperty from eartfiquafi.cs aruf liuufslitfes; 'En.ruring safe miniug aruf oi{arufgas tfriCliug;
Conscrviug Cafrjomia'sfarmlimtf; arufSaviug energy aruf mourres tnrougn recycliug.

Mr. Bill Shipsey, Planner Ill
February 1, 2006
Page 2 of 6

the site is enforceably restricted by Williamson Act contract. The Department has responded
to the City's post-acquisition notice in letters dated July 26 and November 29, 2005.
According to the Environmental Checklist, the contract remains in effect under City
ownership of the property, and the City would be required to succeed to the contract
administration upon annexation. The Checklist states that because the proposed uses are
not compatible under the contract and local Uniform Rules, contract termination would be
required through nonrenewal, cancellation or easement exchange. The conversion of
designated farmland and conflicts with a Williamson Act contract are considered potentially
significant impact.
AgricLIItural Setting of the.Project ..

:-< .

The DEIR should describe the project setting in terms of the actual and potential
agricultural productivity of the land. The Division's Important Farmland Map (IFM) for
the County should be utilized to identify agricultural land within the project site and in
the surrounding area that may be impacted. Acreages for each land use designation
should be identified for both areas. Likewise, the County's Williamson Act Map should
be utilized to identify potentially impacted contract, Farmland Security Zone (FSZ) and
agricultural preserve land by acreage and whether it is prime or nonprime agricultural
land according to definition in Government Code §51201 (c). Maps of the Important
Farmland and Williamson Act land should be included in the DEIR.
In addition, we recommend including the following items of information to characterize
the agricultural land resource setting of the project.
o
o

Current and past agricultural use of the project area. Include data on the types of
crops grown, crop yields and farm gate sales values.
To help describe the full agricultural resource value of the soils of the site, we
recommend the use of economic multipliers to assess the total contribution of the
site's potential or actual agricultural production to the local, regional and state
economies; ·state and 'Federal'agericies such·as the UC Cooperative Extension
Service and USDA are sources of economic multipliers.

Project Impacts on Agricultural Land
The Department recommends that the following be included in the DEIR in the analysis
of project impacts.
o

o

Type, amount, and location of farmland lost to project implementation. The
conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide
Importance is considered a potentially significant adverse impact.
A discussion of conflicts with Williamson Act contracts, including termination in order
to accommodate the project. The DEIR should also discuss the impacts that

Mr. Bill Shipsey, Planner Ill
February 1, 2006
Page 3 of 6

•

•
•

•

conflicts or termination would have on nearby properties under contract; i.e., growthinducing impacts from the perspective that the removal of contract protection
removes a barrier to development and results in an incentive to shift to a more
intensive land use such as urban development. The termination of a Williamson Act
contract is considered a potentially significant adverse impact.
Indirect impacts on current and future agricultural operations; e.g., land-use conflicts,
increases in land values and taxes, vandalism, population, traffic, water availability,
etc.
Growth-inducing impacts, including whether leapfrog development is involved.
Incremental project impacts leading to cumulatively considerable impacts on
.
agricultural land. These impacts would include impactdrom the. proposed project as
well as impacts from past, current and probable future projects. The Division's
farmland conversion tables may provide useful historical data.
Impacts on agricultural resources may also be quantified and qualified by use of
established thresholds of significance (CEQA Guidelines §15064.7). The Division
has developed a California version of the USDA Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment (LESA) Model, a semi-quantitative rating system for establishing the
environmental significance of project-specific impacts on farmland. The model may
also be used to rate the relative value of alternative project sites. The LESA Model
is recommended by CEQA and is available from the Division at the contact listed
below.

Williamson Act Lands
The Department recommends that the following information be included in the DEIR
regarding Williamson Act land impacted by the project.
As a general rule, land can be withdrawn from Williamson Act contract only through the
nine-year nonrenewal process. Immediate termination via cancellation is reserved for
"extraordinary", unforeseen situations (See Sierra Club v. City of Hayward ( 1981) 28
Cai.3d 840, ·852~655)). ·Furthermore, it has been held that "cancellation is inconsistent
with the purposes of the (Williamson) act if the objectives to be served by cancellation
should have been predicted and served by non renewal at an earlier time, or if such
objectives can be served by non renewal now" (Sierra Club v. City of Hayward).
•

If cancellation is proposed, notification must be submitted to the Department when
the County or City accepts the application as complete (Government Code
§51284.1). The board or council must consider the Department's comments prior to
approving a tentative cancellation. Required findings must be made by the board or
council in order to approve tentative cancellation. Cancellation involving FSZ
contracts include additional requirements. We recommend that the DEIR include .
discussion of how cancellations involved in this project would meet required findings.
However, notification must be submitted separately from the CEQA process and

Mr. Bill Shipsey, Planner Ill
February 1, 2006
Page 4 of 6

•

•

CEQA documentation. (The notice should be mailed to Bridgett Luther, Director,
Department of Conservation, c/o Division of Land Resource Protection, 801 K Street
MS 18-01, Sacramento, CA 95814-3528.)
Pursuant to Government Code §51243, if a city annexes land under Williamson Act
contract, the city must succeed to all rights, duties and powers of the county under
the contract unless conditions in §51243 .5 apply to give the city the option to not
succ~ed to the contract. Although a city may have protested a contract and
although LAFCO may have upheld the protest, conditions in §51243.5 may not have
been met to give the city the option to not succeed to the contract. A LAFCO must
notify the Department within 10 days of a city's proposal to annex land under
contract (GovernmentCode .§567'53.5), A LAFCO must not approve a change toE.
sphere of influence or annexation of contracted land to a city unless speCified
conditions apply (Government Code §§51296.3, 56426, 56426.5, 56749 and
56856.5).
An easement exchange pursuant to Government Code sections 51256 and 51256.1
requires adherence to cancellation provisions under section 51282 et seq., among
other requirements, as well as approval of the Secretary of Resources. We advise
contact with the Department prior to beginning the process in order to avoid
unnecessary expense of time or money. It should also be noted that the Department
does not consider the easement as mitigation of a project's agricultural impacts.
Rather, it is an alternative to the required payment of a cancellation fee.

The Department would be glad to assist the City in its discussion of contract termination
options.
Mitigation Measures
The Department encourages the use of agricultural conservation easements on land of
at least equal quality and size as partial compensation for the direct loss of agricultural
land. If a Williamson Act contract is terminated, or if growth inducing or cumulative
agricultural·imi'Jacts•are ·involved·,·we recommend· that· this· ratio· be· increased:· We ··~·. ··
highlight this measure because of its acceptance and use by lead agencies as
mitigation under CEQA. It follows a rationale similar to that of wildlife habitat mitigation.
The loss of agricultural land represents a permanent reduction in the State's agricultural
land resources. Agricultural conservation easements will protect a portion of those
remaining resources and lessen project impacts in accordance with CEQA Guideline
§15370.
Mitigation using agricultural conservation easements can be implemented by at least
two alternative approaches: the outright purchase of easements or the donation of
mitigation fees to a local, regional or statewide organization or agency whose purpose
includes the acquisition and stewardship of agricultural conservation easements. The
conversion of agricultural land should be deemed an impact of at least regional

Mr. Bill Shipsey, Planner Ill
February 1, 2006
Page 5 of 6

significance, and the search for replacement lands conducted regionally or statewide,
and not limited strictly to lands within the project's surrounding area.
Other forms of mitigation may be appropriate for this project, including the following:
•

•

•

Protecting farmland in the project area or elsewhere in the County through the use of
less than permanent long-term restrictions on use such as 20-year Farmland
Security Zone contracts (Government Code §51296 et seq.) or 10-year Williamson
Act contracts (Government Code §51200 et seq.).
Directing a mitigation fee to invest in supporting the commercial viability of the
·remaining agricultural land in the project area, County or region through a mitigation
bank that invests in agricultural infrastructure, water supplies, marketing, etc.
The Department also has available listing of approximately 30 "conservation tools"
that have been used to conserve or mitigate project impacts on agricultural land.
This compilation report may be requested from the Division at the address or phone
number below.

Although the direct conversion of agricultural land and other agricultural impacts are
often deemed to be unavoidable by an agency's CEQA analysis, mitigation measures
must nevertheless be considered. The adoption of a Statement of Overriding
Consideration does not absolve the agency of the requirement to implement feasible
mitigation that lessens a project's impacts. A principal purpose of an EIR is to present a
discussion of mitigation measures in order to fully inform decision-makers and the public
about ways to lessen a project's impacts. In some cases, the argument is made that
· mitigation cannot reduce impacts to below the level of significance because agricultural
land will still be converted by the project, and, therefore, mitigation is not required.
However, reduction to a level below significance is not a criterion for mitigation. Rather,
the criterion is feasible mitigation that lessens a project's impacts. Pursuant to CEQA
Guideline 15370, mitigation includes measures that "avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce or
eliminate, or compensate" for the impact. For example, mitigation includes "Minimizing
impacts by limiting tl1e· degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation
(§15370(b}}" or "Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environments (§ 15370(e})."
All measures ostensibly feasible should be included in the DEIR. Each measure should
be discussed, as well as the reasoning for selection or rejection. A measure brought to
the attention of the Lead Agency should not be left out unless it is infeasible on its face.
Finally, when presenting mitigation measures in the DEIR, it is important to note that
mitigation should be specific, measurable actions that allow monitoring to ensure their
implementation and evaluation of success. A mitigation consisting only of a statement
of intention or an unspecified future action may not be adequate pursuant to CEQA.

Mr. Bill Shipsey, Planner Ill
February 1, 2006
Page 6 of 6

Information about agricultural conservation easements, the Williamson Act and
provisions noted above is available on the Department's website or by contacting the
Division at the address and phone number listed below. The Department's website
address is:
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/index.htm
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this NOP. The Department looks forward
to receiving your response, including a copy of the DEIR. If you have questions on our
comments or require technical assistance or information on agricultural land
conservation, please contact Bob Blanford at 801 K Street, MS 18-01, Sacramento,
California 95814; or, phone (916) 327-2145.
Sincerely,

9---.]~0~

Dennis J. O'Bryant
Acting Assistant Director
cc:

State Clearinghouse
Cachuma Resource Conservation District
920 East Stowell
Santa Maria, CA 93454

January 24,2006

RECEIVED

Bill Shipsey, Project Planner
City of Santa Maria
110 S. Pine Street #101
Santa Maria, California 93458
RE:

.JAN 25 2006
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

D~-----------~~~

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plan Expansion/Annexation: Notice of
Preparation

Dear Bill,
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the air quality-related section
of the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DElli.) and
Environmental Checklist for the above referenced annexation and expansion project.
General Comments: Please note that the DElli. must provide detailed justification for
every conclusion that a potential impact will be insignificant. All assumptions and
calculations must be detailed in the Appendix in the interest of full public disclosure.
Specific Comments:
1. Page 9, Section 3, Air Quality, a. Clean Air Plan: The document states that the
project is consistent with the Clean Air Plan because, "The proposed project would

contribute only a small fraction of the emissions to the 2005 Planning Emission
Inventory Forecast for the City of Santa Mmia and Santa Barbara County". Please
note there is no separate emission inventory forecast for the City of Santa Maria.
Consistency with the 2004 Clean Air Plan (CAP) for this project should be based
on the vehicle miles traveled (vmt) associated with the population growth
assumed in the CAP. The vmt is based on the Regional Growth Forecast
prepared by the Santa Barbara Cmmty Association of Governments. Growthinducing impacts must be discussed in the DElli.. If this WWTP expansion
project will indirectly induce population growth and increase vmt, it may not be
consistent with the 2004 CAP. However, if the project-specific traffic emissions\
are less than 25 pounds per day, the inconsistency with the CAP may be
./
classified as adverse but not significant.

Terence

;o

Dressier

E.

North San Antonio Road, Suite A

o

Santa Barbara, CA

Air
o

Pollution

Control

Officer

93110 • www.sbcapcd.org , 805.961.8800 " 805.961.8801 (fax)

Santa Maria Wastewater Trea hnent Plan Expansion NOP
January 23, 2006
Page 2 of4

2. Page 9, Section 3, Air Quality, a. Clean Air Plan: We are pleased to note that,
"Measures to reduce the number and length of motor vehicles traveled by facilitating
transit use, em-pooling, bicycling and other non-motorized modes of transportation have
been inco1-porated by reference into the Santa Maria General Plan in accordance with the
../Clean Air Plan for Santa Barbara County". Please note that this should be used to
determine consistency with the City of Santa Maria's General Plan not the Clean
Air Plan because these strategies were only provided as guidance to local
jurisdictions.

J

¥

Pages 9 and 10, Section 3, Air Quality, b-e Air Quality Standards: The
California Air Resources Board has a new chart, revised in November, 2005,
{\").; \ ('-\ €
which can be found on their website at http:l/www.arb.ca.gov/aqs/aaqs2.pdf.
Q~"t'- j.
The state recently adopted a new eight-hour ozone standard (0.07 ppm) that will~~R
go into effect early 2006. Although the state has not yet issued attainment
~\l
designations, our data indicate we will be considered in nonattainment of this
standard.

4. PagelO, Section 3, Air Quality, b-e Air Quality Standards, Construction
1 Impacts: The document states that one existing metal structure may be
demolished. Any such buliding that involves demolition or renovation is
required to complete an "Asbestos Demolition/Renovation Notification" form. The
completed form, which can be downloaded from the APCD website, should be
mailed to the APCD no later than the date specified in the instructions.
j 5. PageslO and 11, Section 3, Air Quality, b-e Air Quality Standards, Construction
Impacts: Please add an additional impact from construction equipment.
Particulate emissions from diesel exhaust are now classified as carcinogenic by
the state of California. Therefore, strategies should be implemented to reduce
emissions of diesel particulates and NOx from any diesel equipment that does not
have a Portable Equipment Registration certificate from the State. In the absence of
sensitive receptors nearby, air quality impacts from diesel construction equipment
are generally regarded as potentially significant but feasibly mitigated. In addition
to the fugitive dust control measures listed in the document, the following is a list
of strategies that should be implemented, to the maximum extent feasible, to
reduce potentially significant impacts from emissions of diesel particulates and
NOx from any temporary diesel equipment does not have a Portable Equipment
Registration certificate from the State.

Santa Maria Wastewatet Treahnent Plan Expansion NOP
January 23, 2006
Page 3 of4

•

Heavy-duty diesel-powered equipment manufactured after 1996 (with federally
mandated "clean" diesel engines) should be utilized wherever feasible.

•

The engine size of diesel-powered equipment shall be the minimum practical
size.

•

The number of diesel-powered equipment operating simultaneously shall be
minimized through efficient management practices to ensure that the smallest
practical number is operating at any one time.

•

Diesel- and gasoline-powered equipment shall be maintained in tune per the
manufacturer's specifications.

•

Diesel-powered equipment operating onsite shall be equipped with two to four
degree engine timing retard or pre-combustion chamber engines.

•

Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasoline-powered equipment, if
feasible.

•

All diesel-powered equipment shall use ultra low sulfur diesel fuel.

•

Diesel catalytic converters, diesel oxidation catalysts and diesel particulate filters
as certified and/or verified by EPA or California shall be installed, if available.

•

Diesel-powered equipment should be replaced by electric equipment whenever
feasible.

•

Idling of heavy-duty diesel haul trucks during loading and unloading must be
limited to five minutes; auxiliary power units should be used whenever possible.

•

Worker trips should be minimized by requiring carpooling and by providing for
lunch onsite.

6. Pagell, Section 3, Air Quality, b-e Air Quality Standards, Operational Impacts:
The document states, " ... This Jew number of new vehicle trips is not expected to cause

Santa Maria Wastewater Treahnent Plan Expansion NOP
January 23, 2006
Page4 of4

a significant change in the air quality of the area. Therefore, there will not be a
significant net increase in air emissions in the region or City". The DEIR should
substantiate this statement by quantifying the expected number of trips from
each proposed use and estimating emissions. URBEI\.1IS2002 (the latest version is
8.7) should be used to estimate motor vehicle emissions associated with vehicle
trips generated by land use development projects. URBEI\.1IS can also estimate
construction emissions and emissions from fuel combustion related sources such
as natural gas and diesel back up generators associated with the development.
Electric equipment need not be included. The total estimate must be compared
to the thresholds of significance to determine if mitigations will be required. If
the project proposes to use diesel stand-by or bade-up generators, please note
that diesel engines rated at greater than 50 brake-horsepower are now required
to obtain APCD permits before installation.
7. Pagell, Section 3, Air Quality, e. Odors: Although the site is currently
surrmmded by agricultural uses, if there is a reasonably foreseeable possibility
that the surrounding areas may be developed with residential uses, and thereby
cause a potentially significant impact, an Odor Abatement Plan may be required.
Please consult the APCD's "Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections" available on
our website for details.

J

Thank you again for the opportunity to respond to the Notice of Preparation for this
project. Please call me at 961-8893 or contact me by e-mail at vlj@sbcapcd.org, if you have
questions.
Sincerely,

vh~

Air Quality Specialist
Technology and Environmental Assessment Division

cc:

John Zhao, P. E. Solid Waste/Utilities Engineer, 2065 E. Main St., Santa Maria, CA 93454
Bobbie Bratz, Public Wormation and Community Programs Supervisor
Project File (Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Facility Expansion/Annexation)
TEA Chron File

\ \sbcapcd.org\shares\groups\ pea\ wp \pcacorr\sm wastewater treatment plant nop.doc
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February 1, 2006

RECEIVED
FEB 0 1 2006
Mr. Bill ;Shipsey, Planner Ill
City •:lf Santa MariEl
Community Develr.)pment Department
11 o :S. Pine Street Suite 101
Santa Maria, CA ;13458
Subject:

STATE CLEARING HOUSE

Sant::t Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEl R) - SCH# 2005121171,
Santl Barbara County

Dear llllr. Shipsey:
The Department of Conservation's (Department) Division of Land Resource Protection
(Divieion) has reviewed the NOP for the referenced project. The Division monitors
farmland conversicn on a statewide basis and administers the California Land
Conservation (Williamson) Act and other agricultural land conservation programs. We
offer th~ following uomments and recommendations with respect to the project's impacts
on agricultural lane and resources.

'
Projecf Description

The project is the proposed annexation of approximately 252 acres for the expansion of
the City of Santa ll.'laria's (City) Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), a new Police
lmpoul'ld Yard anci relocation of a Humane Society Animal Shelter and City Corporation
Yard. The project includes an adjustment to the City's Sphere of Influence, annexation
of the pmperty amj General Plan Amendments and Zoning Cbariges. The property is
currently owned b:,t the City but leased for agriculture .. Surrounding land is in
agricultural use. The property is located in unincorporated Santa Barbara County
(County) near the intersection of Black and Stowell Roads and adjacent to the eastern
bord1:tr of the existing WWTP.
The majc•rity of thn project site is Prime Farmland according to the Department's .
Farmland MappintJ and Monitoring Program. Nineteen acres are designated Farmland
of Statewide Importance, and eight acres are designated Unique Farmland. A portion of
'ITio a:"!'""""'"' tif Conmwrion :r musion u zo pm"CI Cal'rfomiam aruf tfidr en·oimmrwnt {Jy!
ll'rot•cti"'l fit"' anrlprrpurtyftcm cat<fiqua.R;.r ant! &.nJ!J.·Cufc.r; !E.n•ur/no •afo mining aruf oi( arufgtu t{rilti71{};
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the site is enforcea:~ly restricted by Williamson Act contract. The Department has responded
to the City's post-a,;quisition notice ln letters dated July 26 and November 29, 2005.
According to the Environmental Checklist, the contract remains in effect under City
owne1·ship of the property, and the City would be required to succeed to the contract
administration upon annexation. The Checklist states that because the proposed uses are
not compatible under the contract and local Uniform Rules, contract termination would be
required tluough nllnrenewal, cancellation or easement exchange. The conversion of
designated farmlar.d and conflicts with a Williamson Act contract are considered potentially
signi·fican1 impact.
Agricultural Settlnq of the Project
The DEJA should cescribe the project setting in terms of the actual and potential
agricultural produc·tivity of the land. The Division's Important Farmland Map (IFM) for
the County should be utilized to identify agricultural land within the project site and in
the surroLtnding anoa that may be impacted. Acreages for each land use designation
should be identifietl for both areas. Likewise, the County's Williamson Act Map should
be utilized to identify potentially impacted contract, Farmland Security Zone (FSZ) and
agricultural preserve land by acreage and whether it is prime or nonprime agricultural
land according to c:efinition in Government Code §5120'1 (c). Maps of the important
Farmland and Williamson Act land should be included in the DEIR.
In aclditiol1, we recommend including the following items of information to characterize
the agricuiturallan.:i resource setting of the project.
•
•

Current and past agricultural use of the project area. Include data on the types of
crops grown, crop yields and farm gate sales values.
To l:lelp descrit:e the full agricultural resource value of the soils of the site, we
recommend .the·, use of economic multipliers -to assess the total contribution of the
stre's potential Jr actual agricultural production to the local, regional and state
economies.' St::l1e and Federal agencies such as the UC Cooperative Extension
Sleryice and Uf;DA are sources of economic multipliers.

Project Impacts or Agricultural Land
The Depctrtment re,cornmends that the following be included In the DEIR in the analysis
of project impacts.
·
•

•

Type, amount, and location of farmland lost to project implementation. The
conversion of F'rime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide
Importance is c:onsidered a potentially significant adverse impact.
A discussion ol conflicts with Williamson Act contracts, including termination in order
to accommoda>e the project. The DEJA should also discuss the impacts that
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•

•
•

•

conflic:ts, or ten nination would have on nearby properties under contract; i.e., growthinducing impac:is from the perspective that the removal of contract protection
removes a barrier to development and results in an incentive to shift to a more
intens:ive land ·.1se such as urban development. The termination of a Williamson Act
contract is considered a potentially significant adverse impact.
Indirect impacts on current and future agricultural operations; e.g., land-use conflicts,
incre~1ses in land values and taxes, vandalism, population, traffic, water availability,
etc.
Glrowlh-inducirhg impacts, including whether leapfrog development is involved.
Incremental pr.:lject Impacts leading to cumulatively considerable impacts on
.
agricultural lard .. These impacts would include impacts from the proposed project as
well as impact:; from past, current and probable future projects. The Division's
farmland conv.;:rsion tables may provide useful historical data.
Impacts on ag ·icultural resources may also be quantified and qualified by use of
E~stabllshed th1esholds of significance (CEQA Guidelines §15064.7). The Division
ha$ developec a California version of the USDA Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment (LESA) Model, a semi-quantitative rating system for establishing the
emiironmental significance of project-specific impacts on farmland. The model may
atso be used t•' rate the relative value of alternative project sites. The LESA Model
is recommend.:~d by CEQA and is available from the Division at the contact listed
below.

Williamson Act Lepds
The Department recommends that the following Information be Included in the DEIR
regal'ding William3on Act land impacted by the project.
As a general rule, land can be withdrawn from Williamson Act contract only through the
nine-year nonrennwal process. Immediate termination via cancellation is reserved for
"extraordinary", unforeseen situations (See Sierra Club v. Citv of Hayward (1981) 28
Cal.3d 840, B52-E:55)). Furthermore, it has been held that "cancellation is inconsistent
with the purposes of the (Williamson) act if the objectives to be served by cancellation
should have beer predicted and served by non renewal at an earlier time, or if such
objectives can be served by nonrenewal now" (Sierra Club v. Citv of Hayward),
•

lr cai1Jcellatlon ls proposed, notification must be submitted to the Department when
the County or City accepts the application as complete (Government Code
§512:34.1 ). The board or council must consider the Department1S comments prior to
.approving a tentative cancellation. Required findings must be made by the board or
CIJUm:il Jn ordr::r to approve tentative cancellation. Cancellation involving FSZ
contracts inciL de additional requirements. We recommend that the DEIR include
discussion of 11ow cancellations involved In this project would meet required findings.
However, noti"ication must be submitted separately from the CEOA process and
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•

•

C:EQA docume1tation. (The notice should be mailed to Bridgett Luther, Director,
Dapartment of ·:;onservation, c/o Division of Land Resource Protection, 801 K Street
MS 1Ei-01, Sac:amento, CA 95814-3528.)
Pursuant to Government Code §51243, if a city annexes land under Williamson Act
contract, the clly must succeed to all rights, duties and powers of the county under
the contract un1ess conditions in §51243.5 apply to give the city the option to not
succ!led to the contract. Although a city may have protested a contract and
although LAFCO may have upheld the protest, conditions in §51243.5 may not have
been met to give the city the option to not succeed to the contract. A LAFCO must
noti'fy the Depa1iment wfthin 10 days of a city's proposal to annex land under
contract (Government Code §56753.5). A LAFCO must not approve a change to a
sphere of influe:nce or annexation of contracted land to a city unless specified
conditions appl·v (Government Code §§51296.3, 56426, 56426.5, 56749 and
56856.5).
An easement e)cchange pursuant to Government Code sections 51256 and 51256.1
re·q\.lires adhemnce to cancellation provisions under section 51282 et seq., among
other requiremllnts, as well as approval of the Secretary of Resources. We advise
contact with thE I Department prior to beginning the process in order to avoid
unnecessary e:cpense of time or money. It should also be noted that the Department
does not consioller the easement as mitigation of a project's agricultural impacts.
Rather, it is an alternative to the required payment of a cancellation fee.

The Department would be glad to assist the City In its discussion of contract termination
opti011~.

Mitigation Measur<•s
The Depe1rtment encourages the use of agricultural conservation easements on land of
at le~t:51 equal quat;ty and size as partial compensation for the direct loss of agricultural
land. If a Williams.Jn Act contract is terminated, or if growth inducing or cumulative
agrlc~Jitural imp'act3 are involved, we recommend that this ratio be increased. We
highlight this meal:ure because of its acceptance and use by lead agencies as
mitigation under CE.QA. It follows a rationale similar to that of wildlife habitat mitigation.
The loss of agricul·:uralland represents a permanent reduction in the State's agricultural
land resources. A·¥icultural conservation easements will protect a portion of those
remaining resourct~s and lessen project impacts in accordance with CEQA Guideline

§15370.

.

.

Mitigation using a~ ricultural conservation easements can be implemented by at least
· two a.ltemative apr.rroaches: the outright purchase of easements or the donation of
mitigation fees to ;;, local, regional or statewide organization or agency whose purpose
lncll.l!des the acqui~lition and stewardship of agricultural conservation easements, The
conversion of agrk:t.Jituralland should be deemed an Impact of at least regional
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signilicance, and t 1e search for replacement lands conducted regionally or statewide,
and not limited strictly to lands within the project's surrounding area.
Other fonns of mit:gation may be appropriate for this project, including the following:
•

•

•

Protecting farmland In the project area or elsewhere in the County through the use of
Jess than penn anent long-term restrictions on use such as 20-year Farmland
Soacurity Zone •:ontracts (Government Code §51296 et seq.) or 1a-year Williamson
Act contracts (i:;,overnment Code §51200 et seq.).
Directing a mitigation fee to invest in supporting the commercial viability of the
r•:,maining agric:ulturalland in the project area, County or region through a mitigation
bank that invests in agricultural infrastructure, water supplies, marketing, etc.
The Department also has available listing of approximately 30 "conservation tools"
t11at have been used to conserve or mitigate project impacts on agricultural land.
This compilation report may be requested from the Division at the address or phone
number below.

Although the direc1 conversion of agricultural land and other agricultural impacts are
often deemed to b::t unavoidable by an agency's CEQA analysis, mitigation measures
must nev.!!rtheless be considered. The adoption of a Statement of Overriding
Con:sidenation does not absolve the agency of the requirement to implement feasible
mitigll1tion that lesE.ens a project's impacts. A principal purpose of an EIR is to present a
discussion of mitigation measures in order to fully lnfonn decision-makers and the public
about ways to leso.en a project's impacts. In some cases, the argument is made that
mitigation cannot 1educe impacts to below the level of significance because agricultural
land wHI ~1till be converted by the project, and, therefore, mitigation is not required.
However, reduction to a level below significance is not a criterion for mitigation. Rather,
the c:riterion is fea:~ible mitigation that lessens a project's impacts. Pursuant to CEQA
Guici®Jine 15370, 1nitigation includes measures that "avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce or
eliminate, or com~ensate" for the impact. For example, mitigation includes "Minimizing
impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation
(§15.970(.b))'' or "Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute

resources- or enviranments (§15370(e))."
All measures oste 1sibly feasible should be included in the DEJA. Each measure should
be discus.sed, as ~~ell as the reasoning for selection or rejection. A measure brought to
the atten1ion of thE: Lead Agency should not be left out unless it is infeasible on its face.
Finally, when presenting mitigation measures in the DEJA, it is important to note that
to ensure their
imple•mentation ar.d evaluation of success. A mitigation consisting only of a statement
of intention or an LJI1Specified future action may not be adequate pursuant to CEQA.
miti~r<:ttion should lfe specific, measurable actions that allow monitoring
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nforrnation about agrlcultur;;.l conservation easements, the Williamson Act and
)revisions noted above is a\Jailable on the Department's website or by contacting the
Jivision at the P.1ddress and phone number listed below. The Department's website
~ddress is:

i:. "..
I

•

• /.

!
I

http://wNw.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/index.htm
rhank you for the opportunity' to comment on this NOP. The Department looks forward
o receiving your response, i1cluding a copy of the DEIR. If you have questions on our
;omments or require technical assistance or information on agricultural land
:onservation, please contacl Bob Blanford at 801 K Street, MS 18-01, Sacramento,
:::alifornia 958'14; or, phone !916) 327-2145.
3incerely,

9--3 . ~~:r
Jennis J. O'Bryant
~cting Assistant Director

;c:
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Cachuma Resource Conservation District
920 East Stc,well
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Appendix C

Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

Project Location:
County:

%NJ"A

Cross Streets:

'1-'--.? t2.J. " -A-

~

1;2! ,Az:.,f'

f-0142

,.. •.

City/Nearest Community:

PtNQ if!PLtletv fOAP

Assessor's Parcel No.

Section:

.L.I

1

"2f'<t4TA !'vli\-?{ /><

Total Acres:
Zip Code:

Twp.

'ZC?~ l f -

"134-:;-S

Range:_ _ _ _.Base:_ _ __

Schools:
Document Type:
CEQA:

~NOP
D
D
D

Early Cons
Neg Dec
Mit Neg Dec
Local Action Type:

D
~
D
D
D

D
D
D
D

Draft EIR
Supplement to EIR
Subsequent EIR
Other:

General Plan Update
General Plan Amendment
General Plan Element
Community Plan
Specific Plan
Development Type:

D
D
D
D
D
D

D
D
D
D
~

•

Other:
Joint Document
Final Document
Other:

NEPA:
NO!
EA
Draft EIS
FONSI

D
D
D

D
D
D
D

Master Plan
Planned Unit Development
Site Plan
Rezone

D
D

)&
D

Use Permit
Land Division (Subdivision, etc.)
Annexation
Redevelopment

D
D

Coastal Permit
Other:

Prezone

Residential: Units __ Acres
Office:
Sqjt. _ _ Acres
Employees
Commercial:Sqjt. __ Acres
Employees
I ndustriul: Sqjt. __ Acres
Employees
Educational _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Recreational _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

D
D
D
D

Type
Type

Mining:

/vfineral

Power:
;~ Waste Treatment:
D Hazardous Waste:
(}
(/
~Other:
Project Issues That May Have A Significant Or Potentially Significant Im ct:
)2(. Aesthetic/Visual
D Economic/Jobs
D Public Services/Facilities
)'!: Agricultural Land
D Fiscal
D Recreation/Parks
D Air Quality
D Flood Plain/Flooding
D Schools/Universities
D Archeological/Historical
D Forest Land/Fire Hazard
D Septic Systems
":;_;; Biological Resources
~ Geologic/Seismic
D Sewer Capacity
D Coastal Zone
D Minerals
D Soil Erosion!
D Drainage/Absorption
D Noise
Compaction/Grading
D Population/Housing Balance
D Solid Waste
D Toxic/Hazardous

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:

MGD

Water Facilities:
Transportation:

MW
MGD

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

Traffic/Circulation
Vegetation
Water Quality
Water Supply/Groundwater
Wetland/Riparian
Growth Inducement
Land Use
Cumulative Effects
Other_ _ _ __

~C...Uv"!Ua.e-

Project Description: (please use a separate page if necessmy)
NOTE: The State Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects.
(e.g. Notice or Preparation or previous draft document) please fill in.

Jf a SCH number already exists for a project
Revised 2005

o/~t- N1~v NO\t$ ~ ffl-BpAf2.ATwrl P0(1).{M~
;\IJb tN\Tl/\L--- ijf'uD\.

Reviewing Agencies Checklist

Appendi-c C continued

Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below.

Air Resources Board
Boating & Waterways, Department of
California Highway Patrol
Caltrans District# Q
Caltrans Division of Aeronautics
Caltrans Planning
Coachella Valley Mountains
Conservancy
Coastal Commission
Colorado River Board
Commission

Office of Emergency Services
Office of Historic Preservation
_Parks & Recreation
~ Pesticide Regulation, Department of
Public Utilities Commission
Reclamation Board
/

Conservation, Department of

Corrections, Department of
Delta Protection Commission
Education, Department of
Office of Public School Construction
Energy Commission
Fish & Game Region#~---
Food & Agriculture, Department of
Forestry & Fire Protection
General Services, Department of
Health Services, Department of
Housing & Community Development
Integrated Waste Management Board
Native American Heritage Commission _ _

Regional WQCB #_ __
Resources Agency
S.F. Bay Conservation & Development
San Gabriel & Lower Los Angeles Rivers
& Mountains Conservancy
San Joaquin River Conservancy
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
State Lands Commission
SWRCB: Clean Water Grants
SWRCB: Water Quality
SWRCB: Water Rights
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Toxic Substances Control, Department of
Water Resources, Department of

Other:------------Other:-------------

Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency)
Starting Date_

l/Ut-Mlot~. ~- Wf?

Ending

Dat~~,tR?&

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable):

t--\~N CoJb.VtJAt-tf0
Address: \62iJ MpH\@lf1' ~/Zre~?j(lt.l:/
City/State/Zip:MSN toW tli26'f.tJ/k$tjt, \
Contact: J9 qfg?: /) ,'t)]\0 [/ ('i?N
Consulting Firm:

Phone: ( i2aQ2l ____________

Ap pI icant:T-r::XH-7-t-.-,~.;;,.;,-";,<-!;;!.1
A dress:

0 .
City/State/ZipSMtfPr

!I

MAt:! A\ CA

Phone:CM0.:J'1z0.-$\

Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: S ction 21161, Public Resources

q;~c;~

;>?#

ode.

Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812

US Rsh and Wildlife
2493 Portola Road, #B
Ventura, CA 93003

California Regional Water
Quality Control Board
Central Coast Region
895 Aerovista Place, #101
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-7906

California Division of Oil, Gas
And Geothermal Resources
5075 South Bradley Road, #221
Santa Maria, CA 93455

Caltrans, District 5
50 Higuera Street
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Gary Rice, .General Manager
Santa Maria Public Airport District
3217 Terminal Drive
Santa Maria, CA 93455

Santa Maria Area Transit
110 South Pine Street, #221
Santa Maria, CA 93458

Zoriada Abresch
County of Santa Barbara
Planning & Development
624 W. Foster Road
Santa Maria, CA 93455

Vijaya Jammalamdaka, AICP
County of Santa Barbara
Air Pollution Control District
260 N. San Antonio Road, Ste. A
Santa Barbara, CA 93110

Michael Powers
ll.irport Land Use Commission
5BCAG
260 N. San Antonio Road
3anta Barbara, CA 93110

Tom Fayram
SB County Flood Control District
123 East Anapamu Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Santa Barbara County
Petroleum Division
624 W. Foster Road, Ste. B
Santa Maria, CA 93455

3anta Barbara County
~g Commissioner's Office
)24 W. Foster Rd.
3anta Maria, CA 93455-3623

Santa Barbara County Rre Dept.
Protection Services Division
Hazardous Materials Section
195 West Highway 246, #102
Buellton, CA 93427

Santa Barbara County
Clerk of the Board
105 East Anapamu Street
Room. 407
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

3M Joint Union High School
)istrict
~560 Skyway Drive
ianta Maria, CA 93455

Santa Maria-Bonita Elementary
School District
708 South Miller Street
Santa Maria; CA 93454

SB County Education Office
North County Administration
402 Farnel Road
Santa Maria, CA 93458

ianta Maria Valley
:hamber of Commerce
i14 South Broadway
ianta Maria, CA 93454

Allan Hancock College
800 South College Drive
Santa Maria, CA 93454

City Librarian
Santa Maria Public Library
420 South Broadway
Santa Maria, CA 93454

:ity Clerk
10 East Cook Street, Room 3
mta Maria, CA 93454

Director of Community Development
Community Development Dept.
110 South Pine Street, #101
Santa Maria, CA 93458

City Engineer
Engineering Division
110 South Pine Street, #221
Santa Maria, CA 93458

ity Manager
10 East Cook Street, Room 1
anta Maria, CA 93454

Fire Chief
Fire Department
314 West Cook Street, #8
Santa Maria, CA 93458

Director of Recreation and Parks
Recreation and Parks Department
615 South McClelland Street
Santa Maria, CA 93454

alice Chief
alice Department
22 East Cook Street
3nta Maria, CA 93454

Director of Public Works
Public Works Department
810 West Church Street
Santa Maria, CA 93458

Director of Utilities
Utilities Department
2065 East .Main Street
Santa Maria, CA 93454-8026

CITY OF SANTA MARIA
NOTICE OF PREPARATION
To:

See attached list
(Agency)
(Address)

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental 1m pact Report
Consultant (if applicable):

Lead Agency:

Rincon Consultants
1530 Monterey Street, Ste D

Agency Name:

City of Santa Maria

Firm Name:

Street Address:

110 S. Pine Street

Street Address:

City/State/Zip:

Santa Maria, CA 93458

City/State/Zip:

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Contact:

Bill

Contact:

Richard Daulton

Shipse~.

Planner Ill

The City of Santa Maria will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental impact report
(EIR) for the project identified below. We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and
content of the environmental information which is germane to your agency's statutory requirements in
connection with the proposed project. Your agency will need to use the EIR prepared by our agency
when considering your permit or other approval for the project.
The project description, location, and the potential environmental effects are contained in the attached
materials. A copy of the initial study LX_ is_ is not) attached.
Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date
but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice.
If you have any questions regarding this project, please contact Bill Shipsey, Planner Ill, Santa Maria
Community Development Department, 110 S. Pine Street, Suite 101, Santa Maria, CA 93458. You
can also transmit by FAX to (805) 928-7565, or email bshipsey@ci.santa-maria.ca.us. Please provide
the name of a contact person in your agency.
Project Title:

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plan Expansion Annexation

Project Location: Santa Maria, Santa Barbara County, CA.
Project Description: Attached
Date:

December 27, 2005

Signature:
Title:
Telephone:

(805) 925-0951, ext. 244

Project Title: Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Project
Project Location: The 252-acre wastewater treatment site Is located approximately four miles west
of U.S. Highway 101, northwest of the City of Santa Marla adjacent to the City Limits, within
unincorporated Santa Barbara County. The site is bounded to the west by Black Road and to the
south by the Santa Maria Railroad. Stowell Road bisects the site. The existing Wastewater
Treatment Plant is located to the northwest of the property, in detached territory within the City Limits.
The site occupies unincorporated land, including Assessor's Parcel Numbers (APNs) 117-191-010,013, 117-820-002,-003,-024, and -025.
Project Description: The proposed project would annex approximately 252 acres of unincorporated
land to be used for treated wastewater percolation and groundwater recharge ponds, pipelines,
service roads, a Police Impound Yard, a Humane Society Animal Shelter, and a City Corporation
Yard. The requested modification involves an adjustment to the City Sphere of Influence to include
the subject property, annexation of the property, and associated City General Plan amendments,
zoning, and detachment of the property from the Santa Barbara County Fire Protection District. The
intent of the project is to provide more efficient and effective wastewater treatment, consolidate
various community facilities into one location, and link two non-contiguous portions of the City of
Santa Maria. The proposed project includes the following components, described in greater detail in
the paragraph that follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Sphere of Influence Boundary Adjustment to include 252 acres into the City of Santa
Maria's Sphere of Influence
Annexation of this area
Santa Maria General Plan Amendment to Community Facilities (CF)
Apply City of Santa Maria zoning of Public Facilities (PF) to site
Accommodate the following land uses on the project site:
o treated wastewater percolation and groundwater recharge ponds, related pipelines and
service roads
o Police Impound Yard
o Humane Society Animal Shelter
o City Corporation Yard.

Annexation of this project site will would connect the existing Wastewater Treatment Plant with the
greater contiguous incorporated area of the City of Santa Maria. The project would consequently
require an adjustment to the City's Sphere of Influence to include the subject property, annexation of
the property, modification of the City General Plan amendments and zoning, and detachment of the
property from the Santa Barbara County Fire Protection District. The property would be designated
Community Facilities (CF) and zoned Public Facilities (PF).

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Annexation
Annexation No. 106,
City Files: AN-2005-001 ,SP-2004-001, E-2005-005
ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY

The Environmental Officer has determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is
required for the proposed project in accordance with Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines.
The basis for the determination is that the proposed project may have a significant effect on
the environment.
An initial study was prepared for the proposed project (on file at the Community Development
Department). Based on the initial study, several impact categories were determined not to
require further review in the EIR. Those categories are air quality, cultural resources,
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning,
mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public facilities, recreation, transportation,
and utilities. Key issues that the EIR will address include agricultural resources, aesthetics,
biological resources, and geology/soils.

Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion
Environmental Checklist
April 11, 2005
Page i
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INTRODUCTION
LEGAL AUTHORITY
This Initial Study has been completed for the project described below because the project is subject to
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and was determined not to be exempt from
the requirement for the preparation of an environmental document. The information, analysis, and
conclusions contained in this Initial Study are the basis for deciding whether a Negative Declaration (NO)
or Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is to be prepared, or if preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) is required to further analyze impacts. Additionally, if preparation of an EIR is required, the
Initial Study is used to focus the EIR on the effects determined to be potentially significant.
Initial Study. Section 15063(c) of the CEQA Guidelines defines an Initial Study as the proper preliminary
method of analyzing the potential environmental consequences of a project. The purposes of an Initial
Study are:
(1)

To provide the Lead Agency with the necessary information to decide whether to prepare
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or a Negative Declaration;

(2)

To enable the Lead Agency to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts, thus avoiding
the need to prepare an EIR; and

(3)

To provide sufficient technical analysis of the environmental effects of a project to permit
a judgment based on the record as a whole, that the environmental effects of a project
have been adequately mitigated.

IMPACT ANALYSIS AND SIGNIFICANCE CLASSIFICATION
The following sections of this Initial Study provide discussions of the possible environmental effects of the
proposed project for specific issue areas that have been identified on the CEQA Initial Study Checklist.
For each issue area, potential effects are isolated.
A "significant effect" is defined by Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines as "a substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by a project,
including land, air, water, minerals, fiora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance." According to the CEQA Guidelines, "an economic or social change by itself shall not be
considered a significant effect on the environment, but may be considered in determining whether the
physical change is significant."
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City Of Santa Maria
Environmental Checklist
For The Wastewater Treatment Facility Expansion
(SP-2005-008, AN-1 06, GPZ-2005-001, and E-2005-012)
1.

Project Title
Wastewater Treatment Facility Expansion

2.

Lead Agency Name and Address
City of Santa Maria
Community Development Department
110 South Pine Street, #1 01
Santa Maria, CA 93458

3.

Contact Person and Phone Number
City of Santa Maria
John Zhao, P.E., Solid Waste/Utilities Engineer
Utilities Department
2065 E. Main Street
Santa Maria, CA 93454
(805) 925-0951 X. 7245

4.

Project Location
The property proposed for annexation is located northwest of the City of Santa Maria adjacent to
the City Limits. It includes assessor pancel numbers (APNs) 117-191-010, 117-820-002, 117820-003, 117-820-024, 117-820-025, and 117-191-013. To the northwest of the proposed
annexation property is the existing City Wastewater Treatment Plant which is a detached territory
within the City Limits (See Figure 1). Annexation of this property would connect the Wastewater
Treatment Plant with the greater contiguous incorporated area. The property includes frontage
on Stowell Road which bisects the site and Black Road which runs along the western edge. The
southern boundary of the project site is the Santa Maria Railroad. The site is relatively ftat with
drainage by sheet flow and through irrigation ditches.

5.

Project Sponsor's Name and Address
City of Santa Maria
Utilities Department
2065 E. Main Street
Santa Maria, CA 93454

6.

Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Designation
Agriculture Commercial (AC)
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7.

Zoning Designation
Agriculture Commercial (AC)

8.

Brief Description of Project
This Initial Study examines the potential environmental efFects associated with the proposed City
of Santa Maria annexation of 252 acres that would be used for treated wastewater percolation
and groundwater recharge ponds, pipelines, service roads, a Police Impound Yard, a Humane
Society Animal Shelter, and a City Corporation Yard. The intent of the project is to:
•
•
•

Provide more efficient and efFective wastewater treatment;
Consolidate various community facilities in one location; and
Link two non-contiguous portions of the City of Santa Maria.

The proposed project includes an adjustment to the City Sphere of Influence to include the
subject property, annexation of the property, and associated City General Plan amendments,
zoning, and detachment of the property from the Santa Barbara County Fire Protection District.
The property would be given the Community Facilities (CF) land use designation and
corresponding Public Facilities (PF) zoning district. The property is currently in City ownership but
leased to Apia Land Company for agriculture production. Two acres (consisting of three
Assessor's parcels, 117-820-003, -024, and -025) received the HCM (Heavy Commercial
Manufacturing) land use designation in 1993. These parcels are included in the annexation and
pre-zoning in order to prevent the creation of an unincorporated County island. They would be
pre-zoned to PD/CM consistent with the land use and zoning designations.
The proposed property annexation would include land covered by the following Assessor Parcel
Numbers within Santa Barbara County:
•
117-191-010
•
117-820-002
•
117-820-003
•
117-191-013
•
117-820-024
•
117-820-025
The portions of the property proposed for future development include APNs 117-191-010, 117820-002, and 117-191-013.
The expansion of the treated wastewater percolation and
groundwater recharge ponds would be developed on 40 acres of the project site and would be
located in the northern portion of the site, north of Stowell Road. The Animal Shelter and
Corporation Yard would be uses that are relocated from their current locations to the project site.
The new location for the City Corporation Yard is proposed for 20 acres on the southern portion
of the site, south of Stowell Road and would include an operational building with small offices, a
break room and locker room. The corporation yard would also include outdoor public works
equipment and vehicle storage. About 4 acres would be set aside for the relocated Humane
Society Animal Shelter. The Police Impound Yard would be a new use that does not currently
exist in the Santa Maria area. It would be developed on 12 acres. Both the Animal Shelter and
Impound Yard would be located on the eastern portion of the site that fronts Stowell Road. (See
Figure 2).
While none of these facilities has yet been designed, the relocated uses would be similar in size
and function as their existing counterparts located in the Santa Maria Area. Currently the Humane
Society Animal Shelter facility is located at 751 Black Road, and the City Corporation yard at 810
W. Church Street. The Police Impound Yard would include a small office with less than 5
employees.
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9.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting
The subject property is surrounded by row crop agriculture uses to the north, south, east and
west. The existing City Wastewater Treatment Facility is to the northwest. Property to the east
and west is designated and zoned Agriculture Commercial (AC) under Santa Barbara County
jurisdiction. To the south, in the City, adjacent property is the Santa Maria Railroad right-of-way.
An auto wrecking yard is located to the west of the portion of the project site that is south of
Stowell Road.

10.

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required
•
•
•

City of Santa Maria
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
Santa Barbara Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo)
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1.

AESTHETICSNISUAL RESOURCES

Would the project:
a.
b.

c.
d.

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic hig_hway?
Substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings?
Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area?

Potentially

Potentially
Significant

Significant
Impact

Unless
Mitigated

Less Than

Significant
Impact

No Impact

X
X
X
X

Discussion:

a. Scenic Vistas: The project site is located within an agricultural area northwest of the City of Santa Maria.
The site is flat and provides expansive vistas of the surrounding agriculture fields and hills surrounding the
Santa Maria Valley. The Santa Maria General Plan does not specifically designate scenic vistas, however,
these vistas are important resources for residents of the City and the surrounding area. Since an approved
Project Review (PR) permit is required, the City Planning Commission will review the Humane Society, Police
Impound Yard, and the City Corporation Yard developments under the PR Permit process.
b. Scenic Resources: The project site does not include any trees, rock outcroppings or historic buildings.
It is currently in row crop production and contains only one metal storage building, not of historic
significance.
c. Visual Character: The primary purpose for the proposed project is to develop treated water percolation
and groundwater recharge ponds for the wastewater treatment plant Secondarily, there will also be a City
Corporation Yard, Police Impound Yard, and a Humane Society Animal Shelter developed on the property.
As such, the site would be transformed from agricultural fields to municipal uses that are semi-industrial in
nature. However, ponds would be constructed on 20 acres of the site and would not include structures.
Aesthetically, percolation and groundwater recharge ponds are similar to agriculture production and the.
existing rural setting would not be altered on the majority of the site. The Corporation Yard, Humane Society,
and Police Impound Yard proposed for the southern portions of the site would include structures and
equipment or vehicle storage that would alter the existing agricultural setting of that portion of the site.
However, the alteration would be consistent with agriculturally-related industrial uses that are located in the
general vicinity of the project site. Impacts would therefore be less than significant.
d. Light and Glare: Currently there are not sources of light on the project site. Lighting would not be
necessary for the proposed percolation and groundwater recharge ponds. However, security lighting would
be included in the development of the Animal Shelter, Corporation Yard, and Impound Yard. This type of
lighting has the potential to degrade nighttime views and therefore, is considered a potentially significant
impact.
Mitigation Measures:
1.

Buildings: Proposed structures on the project site shall be designed and clustered to preserve view
corridors of surrounding hills.

2.

Lighting: Prior to construction of any proposed structures, all proposed lighting shall be indicated
on site plans that demonstrate that spill-over of lighting would not affect adjacent properties. The
lighting plan shall incorporate lighting that directs light pools downward to prevent glare on
adjacent and surrounding areas. Lights shall have solid sides and reflectors to further reduce
lighting impacts by controlling light spillage. Light fixtures that shield adjacent properties from
excessive brightness at night shall be included in the lighting plan. Non-glare lighting shall be
used. Any signage that incorporates lighting shall be shielded to direct light towards the sign so
that glare will not affect motorists or neighbors.
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2.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
Potentially

Would the project:

Potentially

Significant

Less Than

Significant
Impact

Unless

Significant
Impact

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or

X

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Aqency, to non-aqricultural use?
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?
c. Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-aqricultural use?

X

Mitigated

No Impact

X

Discussion:
a. Farmland: The project site is used for the production of broccoli. The majority of the site is Prime
Farmland as shown on the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program map. According to the map,
approximately 19 acres of the site at the north end is Farmland of Statewide Importance and
approximately 8 acres in the south is Unique Farmland. The proposed uses for the site are nonagricultural; therefore, conversion of agriculture resources will occur. Impacts to prime, unique, or
important farmland would be considered potentially significant with the implementation of this project due
to the nature of the soils on the site, current active agriculture activities, and the non-agricultural nature of
the proposed uses. Mitigation measures will be required to ensure that agricultural productivity is
maintained or enhanced within the Santa Maria area. It should be noted that with proposed wastewater
treatment improvements, the quality of wastewater return fiow may be somewhat improved. Irrigation
water taken from this source would therefore likely be somewhat better in quality, which in turn may
improve agricultural productivity and quality.
b. Williamson Act: The portion of the site that includes APN 117-191-010, 117-820-002, and 117-191-013
is under a Williamson Act contract (Contract# 71-AP-011). The contract was initiated in 1971 for the
purpose of restricting the land to agricultural and open-space uses and to provide the property owner
property tax savings. Since April 2004 when the property was· transferred from ownership by the Apia
Land Development Company to the City of Santa Maria, the contract was also transferred, and is now an
agreement between Santa Barbara County and the City. Upon annexation, the City would be required to
administer the Contract in accordance with the California Land Conservation Act and City procedures for
non-renewal or cancellation. The proposed uses for the site are not consistent with allowed uses for
property under Williamson Act Contract (Govt. Code § 51200 et seq.) and local Uniform Rules, therefore,
in order to implement the proposed project, the contract would require approval of either a contract nonrenewal, cancellation, or establishment of a conservation easement exchange pursuant to the Agricultural
Land Stewardship Program of 1995 (ALSP) (Public Resources Code § 10200 et seq.).
Effective January 1, 1998, a third method of landowner termination of a Williamson Act contract, beyond
the non-renewal or cancellation procedures is available, which involves placing a portion of land under a
conservation easement in exchange for the release of a comparable amount of land from a Williamson
Act contract. Under the ALSP, landowners may enter into 25-year conservation easements with the
Department of Conservation in exchange for a monetary grant from the Department. A conservation
easement is a voluntary, legally recorded agreement between a landowner and either the local
government or a nonprofit organization that limits the land to agricultural uses. In turn, the Williamson Act
(in particular, Government Code§ 51256) now gives landowners the option of dedicating an easement on
one piece of property pursuant to ALSP in exchange for rescission of a Williamson Act contract on
another piece of property of equal or greater agricultural quality. The Director of Conservation and the
local legislative body must authorize any such termination of a Williamson Act contract.
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In addition to landowner termination of a Williamson Act contract, an often-overlooked provision of the Act
provides that, under certain circumstances, a contract automatically becomes null and void as to land
annexed to a city. In order for this automatic termination to occur, three requirements must be met: (1) the
land must have been within one mile of the city at the time of the contract; (2) the city must have filed and
the local agency formation commission (lAFCo) must have approved a protest to the contract; and (3) in
its resolution of intention to annex, the city must state its intent not to succeed to the contract. Whichever
method is used, development of the nature envisioned as part of the proposed project cannot occur until
the provisions of the Williamson Act contract no longer apply.
c. Farmland Conversion: The proposed project has the potential to convert the site to non-agricultural
uses (see discussion under section a). The proposed uses however, are considered compatible with the
surrounding agricultural activity. Such uses are not typically sensitive to dust, noise, odors, or pesticides
that are associated with agriculture as other uses, such as residences, commonly are. The proposed
uses are also not expected to create conditions that would inhibit the continued agricultural uses on
neighboring properties.

3.

AIR QUALITY

Would the project:
a.
b.

c.

d.
e.

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? ·
Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X
X

X

X
X

Discussion:

a. Clean Air Plan: The proposed project is consistent with the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control
District (APCD) Clean Air Plan (CAP). The proposed project would contribute only a small fraction of
emissions to the 2005 Planning Emission Inventory Forecast for the City of Santa Maria and Santa
Barbara County. Based on the APCD's guidelines, commercial and industrial projects are considered
consistent with the CAP if they incorporate appropriate CAP Transportation Control Measures (TCM) and
any applicable stationary source control measures, and are consistent with Air Pollution Control District
(APCD) rules and regulations. Measures to reduce the number and length of motor vehicles traveled by
facilitating transit use, carpooling, bicycling and other non-motorized modes of transportation have been
incorporated by reference into the Santa Maria General Plan in accordance with the Clean Air Plan for
Santa Barbara County.
b-e. Air Quality Standards: Applicable air quality criteria for evaluation of the project's impacts are federal
air pollutant standards established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and reported as
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS), which are equal to or more stringent than the federal standards. The California Air Resources
Board (CARS) coordinates and oversees both state and federal air quality control programs in California.
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The GARB has established 14 air basins statewide. The City of Santa Maria is located in the South
Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB), which includes all oF San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Ventura
counties. The site is under the jurisdiction of the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District
(APCD). GARB has established air quality standards and is responsible for the control of mobile emission
sources, while the APCD is responsible for enforcing standards and regulating stationary sources. At
present, the South Coast Basin of Santa Barbara County is in attainment for all state and federal air
quality standards except for State standards for particulate matter (PM10). In August 2003, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) reclassified the County as "Attainment" for the federal onehour ozone standard.
Ozone is a secondary pollutant that is not produced directly by a source, but rather it is formed by a
reaction between NOx and reactive organic gases (ROG) in the presence of sunlight. Reductions in
ozone concentrations are dependent on reducing the amount of these precursors. As stated above, the
County is in nonattainment regarding the state standard for particulate matter (PM10). The major sources
for this pollutant are mineral quarries, grading, demolition, agricultural tilling, road dust, and vehicle
exhaust. PM10 levels in the area are primarily due to grading and motor vehicle emissions.
Construction Impacts: There is one existing metal structure on the proposed project site, which, if it were
removed, would result in some impacts related to demolition. Project construction would also result in
temporary air quality impacts due to the use of heavy construction equipment and generation of fugitive
dust.
Heavy construction equipment emits numerous air pollutants, including reactive organic
compounds (ROC), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and particulate matter that are less than ten microns in
diameter (PM10). PM10 is comprised of finely divided solids or liquids such as dust, soot, aerosols,
fumes and mists.

The rough grading phase of the project would involve heavy-duty construction equipment, which is the
primary source of emissions during construction. Grading work could potentially generate fugitive dust
(fine particulate matter - PM1 0), but the concentrations of these emissions would be temporary. In
addition, the project would result in truck trips to and from the site during construction. These vehicles
would produce ozone precursor emissions and carbon monoxide.
All construction activity would be required to incorporate the APCD requirements pertaining to
minimizing construction-related emissions. The APCD does not have quantitative thresholds of
significance for construction emissions since they are considered to be short term and temporary.
However, since Santa Barbara County violates the state standard for PM10, dust reduction measures
are required for all discretionary construction activities. Relevant requirements, which are applied to
projects as a standard practice in the review of grading permits through the PR Permit process
(described in Section 1), are described below.
o

Dust Generation. If the construction site is graded and left undeveloped for over four weeks, the
applicant shall employ the following methods immediately to inhibit dust generation:
• Seeding and watering to revegetate graded areas; and/or
• Spreading of soil binders; and/or
• Other soil stabilization methods deemed appropriate by the Planning Department.

o

Watering. Water trucks shall be used during construction to keep all areas of vehicle movement
damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site. At a minimum, this would require two daily
water applications (once in late morning and once at the end of the workday). Increased watering
shall be performed whenever wind speeds exceed 15 mph.

o

Disturbed Area. The amount of disturbed area shall be minimized and on-site vehicle speeds
shall be reduced to 15 mph or less.

o

Gravel Pads. Gravel pads shall be installed at all access points to prevent tracking of mud onto
public roads.
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o

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC). Low VOC asphalt and low VOC architectural coating will
be used whenever feasible.

o

Soil Stockpiling. If importation, exportation, or stockpiling of fill material is undertaken, soil
stockpiled for more than two days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to
prevent dust generation. Vehicles transporting soil material shall be covered with tarps from the
point of origin to the point of disposition.

o

Land Clearing. After clearing, grading, earth-moving or excavation is completed, the disturbed
area shall be treated by watering, revegetation, or by spreading soil binders until the area is
paved or otherwise developed.

o

Recording of Dust Control Requirements. Prior to land use clearance, the applicant shall
include, as a note on a separate informational sheet to be recorded with any map, the
aforementioned dust control requirements. All requirements shall be shown on grading and
building plans.

o

Monitoring of Dust Control Program. The contractor or builder shall designate a person or
persons to monitor the dust control program and to order increased watering as necessary to
prevent transport of dust off-site. Their duties shall include holiday and weekend periods when
work may not be in progress.

o

Construction Equipment. In order to reduce NOx and ROC emissions, any construction
equipment used on the site must meet the following conditions:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment manufactured after 1996
(with federally mandated "clean" diesel engines) should be used wherever
feasible;
The engine size must be the minimum practical size;
The number of pieces of equipment operating simultaneously must be minimized
through efficient management practices;
Construction equipment must be maintained in tune per manufacturer's
specifications;
Equipment shall be equipped with 2 to 4-clegree engine timing retard or
precombustion chamber engines;
Catalytic converters shall be installed, if feasible;
Diesel catalytic converters shall be installed, if available;
Diesel-powered equipment such as booster pumps or generators should be
replaced by electric equipment, if feasible; and
Construction worker trips should be minimized by requiring carpooling and by
providing for lunch onsite.

Operational Impacts: The APCD has set a 25-pound per day threshold for ROC and NOx from project
vehicle emissions only, and a 240-pound per day threshold for ROC and NOx emissions from all project
sources of emissions. As discussed in Section 15, the percolation ponds would not generate any new
vehicle trips and the proposed Corporation Yard and Animal Shelter will redistribute existing trips from
other locations in the City. The police impound yard is expected to generate approximately 50-100 new
daily vehicle trips. This few number of new vehicle trips is not expected to cause a significant change in
the air quality of the area. Therefore, there will not be a significant net increase in air emissions in the
region or City. Upan development of the proposed project vehicle trips associated with the project will be
concentrated on Stowell Road east of the project site. However, traffic will be free-fiowing, and no
concentration of emissions near sensitive receptors, particularly carbon monoxide, would be expected.
Stationary emissions from the use of off-site electricity generation for on-site use will not change as a
result of this project because the uses that will require electricity are relocating from their existing
facilities.
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d. Sensitive Receptors: The sensitive receptors located nearest to the project site include a single-family
residence on agricultural property directly north of the site. This residence would not be substantially
affected by project emissions, since the project would involve only minor releases of air contaminants
during construction and operations. Nevertheless, the APCD requirements pertaining to minimizing
construction-related emissions, as stated above, would be implemented during project construction. The
proposed uses would not result in direct operational emissions. However, as described in the paragraphs
above, vehicle trips generated by the proposed project would not result in increased air contaminant
emissions. These impacts would be considered less than significant.
e. Odors: The proposed project would involve the development of treated water percolation and
groundwater recharge ponds for the wastewater treatment plant, a City Corporation Yard, Humane
Society Animal Shelter, and Police Impound Yard. There is potential for odors related to the ponds and
animal shelter uses. The ponds are used to recharge wastewater that has been through primary and
secondary treatment into the groundwater. The existing percolation and groundwater recharge ponds at
the wastewater treatment plant across Black Road from the project site do not create offensive odors and
what odors there are smell like dirt and are slight. Odors associated with the animal shelter may include
animal feces but with proper maintenance, they are not expected to affect areas outside of the shelter
area. Moreover, the site is surrounded by agricultural operations which are not considered to be sensitive
to odors. Therefore, the project would not result in potentially significant impacts related to odors.

4.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the project:
a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Garne or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?
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?
Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
Confiict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
re_gional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Potentially

Significant
Impact

Potentially
Signlflcant
Unless

Significant

Mltioated

Impact

Less Than
No Impact

X

X

X

.
X

X

X
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Discussion:
a-b. Sensitive Habitat: The proposed project includes annexation and development of a 252-acre site
currently in agricultural production
A site visit to characterize the project area and evaluate the potential occurrence of special-status species
onsite was conducted on February 15, 2005. The majority of the site is in agricultural production and does
not contain suitable habitat for any endangered, rare, or threatened species. The site is vegetated with
non-native row crops. No sensitive plant species were observed on-site and would not be expected due
to the history of agricultural uses. Vegetation in the farm fields consists of agricultural crops with
occasional ruderal (weedy) vegetation between rows and along the borders.
The project site consists of two agricultural fields separated by Stowell Road. Drainage channels along
the perimeter of the two agriculture fields contain ruderal species. There is also a perennial agriculture
pond in the northeastern portion of the site that has reeds and cattails around its perimeter. This pond
has the potential to be suitable habitat for the California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), a
Federally Threatened and State Species of Special Concern. There are no trees or shrubs on the site.
Other than in the pond area, suitable habitat does not exist on the rest of. the project site for any
endangered, rare, or threatened species.
Endangered, Rare or Threatened Species/Special Status Species: A review of California red-legged frog
records within a five-mile radius of the site was conducted via the California Department of Fish and
Game's (CDFG) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (February 2005) to develop a map of
recorded red-legged frog occurances in the project vicinity. There have been several occurrences of redlegged frog in the Santa Maria River area approximately 3 miles north of the project site and in the
Mahoney Road/Black Road area approximately 1.25 miles south of the project site, as well as individual
occurrences to the east of the project site. It is apparent that CRLF have migrated from the Santa Maria
River throughout the area.
Preferred aquatic habitat of the CRLF is characterized by dense shrubby, or emergent riparian
vegetation, such as arroyo willow, cattails, and bulrushes, associated with deep (greater than 2 feet), still
or slow-moving water (Hunt, 2000). However, California red-legged frogs use a variety of habitat types,
including various aquatic, riparian, and upland habitats. They include, but are not limited to, ephemeral
ponds, intermittent streams, seasonal wetlands, springs, seeps, permanent ponds, perennial creeks,
man-made aquatic features, marshes, dune ponds, lagoons, riparian corridors, blackberry thickets,
nonnative annual grasslands, and oak savannas. Additionally, CRLF successfully breed in artificial ponds
with little or no emergent vegetation. As stated in the final designation of CRLF critical habitat (USFWS
March 2001 ), at any time of the year, adult California red-legged frogs may move long distances frorn
breeding sites. According to the final rule to list the CRLF as Federally Threatened (USFWS May 1996),
habitat loss and alteration are the primary factors that have negatively affected the CRLF throughout its
range. The majority of extant localities are isolated and fragmented remnants of larger historical
populations.
The primary constituent elements for California red-legged frogs critical habitat are aquatic and upland
areas where suitable breeding and non-breeding habitat is interspersed throughout the landscape and is
interconnected by unfragmented dispersal habitat. CRLF disperse frorn breeding habitat to forage and
seek estivation habitat. Estivation is a dormant state that occurs during hot, dry periods and protects
some amphibians frorn dryness in much the same way as hibernation protects some animal species frorn
cold. Incised stream channels, small rodent burrows, and leaf litter are some areas that may provide
estivation habitat.
During the site visit no red-legged frogs were observed on the project site. Although most of the
drainages within the study area do not contain deep pools necessary for breeding activities, they are
considered adequate movement corridors for the CRLF.
However, the agriculture pond in the
northeastern portion of the project site is a perennial pond with perimeter vegetation. CRLF have been
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observed to disperse through uplands without any apparent regard to topography, and have been
observed to travel over one mile from breeding sites. Although somewhat limited by the disturbed habitat
within the existing agricultural operations on the project site and in surrounding areas, CRLF could use
uplands throughout the site for migration activities between aquatic sites.
Since CRLF dispersal patterns can occur over a variety of topographic features, it is assumed that CRLF
could potentially use any of the proposed development area for movement activities.
Indirect impacts to CRLF due to development of the proposed project include:
•
•
•
•

Disturbances due to the presence of humans, pets, light, and noise;
Barriers to movement and dispersal through infrastructure and development;
Changes in water quality in occupied or dispersal areas; and
Potential for introduction of exotic species and predators.

Long-term impacts related to human presence and associated light, noise and pets may include
disruption of foraging, sleeping patterns, habitat use patterns, dispersal, and breeding behavior and
displacement of individuals. Nocturnal species, such as the CRLF, that rely on darkness to hunt or evade
predators would experience adverse effects from lighting. The impact to CRLF and its resources arising
from long-term, human presence are considered a potentially significant impact.
Direct impacts to CRLF would most likely occur in the agriculture pond; however, individuals could be
injured or killed in upland portions of the project area during construction, because CRLF are known to
move across otherwise unsuitable habitat during the rainy season while dispersing or looking for breeding
areas. In addition, grading activities for the proposed project would increase the risk of direct mortality to
dispersing CRLF via accidents with automobiles or construction equipment.
Mitigation Measures:

i.

CRLF Protocol Survey. Prior to construction on the project site near the existing agriculture pond,
protocol level surveys shall be conducted to determine the presence or absence of the California
Red-legged frog in the existing agriculture pond and within i 00 feet surrounding the pond, as well
as within nearby drainage ditches that may support the movement of this species, provided that
such areas may be potentially disturbed by development. The survey shall use appropriate
survey protocol developed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service with input by the
California Department of Fish and Game. A report consistent with current Federal, State, and
local reporting regulations shall be prepared to document the methods and results of the survey.
Should the presence of the California Red-legged frog be determined, a map identifying locations
in which they were found shall be prepared. If California Red-legged frog are found on the project
site, substantial setbacks developed in conjunction with the resource agencies from their
identified habitat shall be implemented to avoid "take" of a federally listed species as determined
by a qualified biologist. If complete avoidance is not economically, technologically, or physically
feasible, then Section i 0 of the Federal Endangered Species Act shall be used to authorize
incidental "take" when no other Federal agency such as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is
involved.
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5.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:
a.

b.

c.

d.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
11,15064.5?
Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to §15064.5?
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?
Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

Potentially
Signlflcant
Impact

Potentially
Significant

Less Than

Unless

Significant

Mitigated

Impact

No Impact

X

X

X
X

Discussion:
a. Historical Resources: Historical resources in Santa Maria consist of several landmarks and structures.
There are ten structures and landmarks officially designated by the City and its landmark committee.
Additional sites are designated by private organizations. None of the identified historical resources are
found within the proposed project site. The site contains a metal storage building that does not have
historical significance.
b. Archaeological and Paleontological Resources: The Santa Maria Valley is not considered to be a
major archaeological or paleontological resource area as only a few sites have been recorded or
discovered. The Santa Maria Conservation and Open Space Element indicates that the project site is in
an area of negligible sensitivity for archaeological resources. A records search was initiated for the
proposed project site through the Central Coast Information Center (CCIC) at the University of California
Santa Barbara Department of Anthropology (February 24, 2005). Records were searched for all known
archaeological sites, historic resources, and previous cultural resource surveys within the project vicinity.
This records search included a search of the inventories of the State Historic Property Data Files, National
Register of Historic Places, National Register of Determined Eligible Properties, California Historical
Landmarks, California Points of Historic Interest, California OHP Archaeological Determinations of
Eligibility, and the Caltrans State and Local Bridge Surveys. The records search yielded no known
archaeological sites, historic resources, or previous cultural resource surveys within a X mile radius of the
project area.
The project site and vicinity do not contain any previously identified archaeological resources. However,
the proposed project does involve earthmoving or grading that could result in either the disturbance or
accidental discovery of unknown archaeological resources. Construction of the proposed percolationand
groundwater recharge ponds would require excavation and earthmoving to create berms. Construction of
buildings for the proposed Police Impound Yard, Animal Shelter, and Corporation Yard, would require
excavation and grading for installing foundations. These excavations are likely to be deeper than has
previously occurred for agriculture cultivation. Nevertheless, the potential for disturbing cultural resources
is minimal, and would be subject to procedures prescribed by state law.
c. Geologic Features. There are no unique geological features located on the project site.
d. Human Remains. Although there are no records of human remains found on the project site or historic
use as a cemetery, there is potential for discovery and/or disturbance of unknown human remains during
excavation and grading activities. Such discoveries, if any, would be handled in accordance with
procedures prescribed by state law.
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6.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Potentially

Would the project:
Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.
ii. Stroflg Seismic_ground shaking?
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
iv. Landslides?
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined the most
recent Uniform Building Code, creating substantial
risks to life or iJroperty_?
e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of wastewater?

Potentially
Significant

Significant
Unless

Significant

Impact

Mitigated

Impact

Less Than
No Impact

a.

X

X

X
X
X

X
X

X

Discussion:

a-d. Geologic Hazards. According to the City of Santa Maria General Plan, the Santa Maria Valley is an
east-west trending alluvial valley bounded on the north by the San Rafael Range and to the south by the
Casmalia Range and the Solomon Hills. The City of Santa Maria is underlain by Quaternary alluvial
deposits (Worts, 1951). Recent alluvium consists of unconsolidated course gravel, sand, silt and clay.
According to water and oil well logs, the thickness of the alluvium uniformly increases from 50 feet at the
Sisquoc River (near the east side of the valley), to 70.1 meters (230 feet) at the Coast (Worts, 1951).
Average depth to groundwater in the region is approximately 21-24 meters (70-80 feet) below ground
surface and groundwater flow is toward the southwest.
The Santa Maria Valley is within a structural fold, (i.e., rock layers that are arched or bent) and a thrust
fault area: The axes of most of the structural elements in the region run northwest-southeast, parallel to
the valley. The Santa Maria basin and adjacent southern Coast Ranges have been subject to uplift during
the last 2 to 5 million years, and they are considered to be seismically active. The fault systems
associated with the area are considered seismically active. Based on their historical activity, faults are
classified as Active, Potentially Active, or Inactive. Active faults are those with demonstrable movement
within the most recent 1 ,DOD year period. Potentially Inactive faults have movement within the last
500,000 years, but not within the most recent 11 ,DOD year period. Inactive faults have not moved within
the last 500,000 years.
The project area is located in an area of high seismic potential due to the presence of numerous local and
regional fault systems. According to the City of Santa Maria General Plan, the nearest fault to the project
area is the Casmalia fault, which is located approximately 4.5 miles south of the site. On May 29, 1980
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this fault created a 5.1 magnitude earthquake l<nown as the Point Sal earthquake (Earth Systems Pacific,
2003). None of the faults in the area qualify for Earthquake Fault Zone status as identified by the State
Geologist under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones Act.
In addition, substantial Groundshaking occurred in the Santa Maria area during an earthquake centered
near San Simeon on December 22, 2003. This Magnitude 6.5 earthquake occurred on the north end of
the San Simeon/Oceanic/Hosgri fault system and damaged structures throughout San Luis Obispo
County and Northern Santa Barbara County, including the water tower in the community of Guadalupe.
The site is within California Building Code Seismic Zone 4, the most active seismic zone rated. The site
has the potential to experience strong ground shaking from earthquakes on regional and/or local faults
(Earth Systems Pacific, 2003). Earth Systems Pacific conducted a probabilistic seismic analysis to
determine the design basis earthquake (DBE) at the site. The results of the analysis concluded that the
DBE is estimated to have a peak spectral acceleration of 0.71 g at 0.3 seconds and a maximum peak
horizontal ground acceleration of 0.32g.
Since the project area is located within an area of high seismicity potential, damage to proposed project
components could occur from severe groundshaking during an earthquake. Such damage could include
collapse of structures and cracking or destruction of new infrastructure. Therefore, seismically-induced
ground shaking related to earthquake activity would be considered a potentially significant impact.
Standard engineering design can usually reduce the potential for structural seismic hazards, however,
additional recommendations included in the soils engineering report will further reduce the potential to a
Jess than significant level.
Liquefaction. The potential for liquefaction, which is the transformation of water saturated sand and silt
from a solid to a liquid during an earthquake, is generally considered low. According to the City's Safety
Element, due to the deep groundwater levels, the project site is not in a potentia/liquefaction area.
Landslides. The site is relatively flat with no steep slopes or other features. According to the City of
Santa Maria's Safety Element, there does not appear to be a potential for landslides in the project area.
Soil Erosion. Under natural conditions, the erosion of various soil materials varies depending upon such
factors as vegetative cover, cohesion of soil particles, slope of ground surface, etc. Construction and
other development activities have the potential to alter one or more of these characteristics, which can
lead to a greater potential for erosion of soil materials. Although the topography of the stuay area is
generally flat, the surface soils have been identified as being highly susceptible to erosion (Earth Systems
Pacific, 2003). Erosion would be associated with earth materials involved with grading, excavation, fill or
cut operations, until such time as the materials were stabilized by covering with structures, paving, or
vegetation. Earthen berms necessary for the proposed percolation and groundwater recharge ponds
could potentially be eroded. Erosion of the berms could lead to the release of treated wastewater into
portions of the site not intended for wastewater disposal. It is a standard requirement for the design and
construction of such berms to be approved by a soils engineer. Compliance with the recommendations
contained in the Soils Engineering and Engineering Geology Report (Earth Systems Pacific, 2003) would
mitigate potential impacts to a Jess than significant level. Those recommendations are incorporated
herein by reference.
Subsidence. Subsidence is generally defined as the sinking of the ground surface. Historically, the City
has not had significant subsidence problems, despite historical drilling in the area.
Expansive Soils. According to the "Soil Survey of the Northern Santa Barbara Area" prepared by the
United States Department of Agriculture (1 972), Sorrento loam (SvA), a potentially expansive soil, is
located in the project area. However, the Soils Engineering Report prepared for the project area indicates
that "the site soils were judged as being generally nonexpansive, therefore no special measures with
respect to expansive soils are anticipated."
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According to the Soils Engineering and Engineering Geology Report prepared by Earth Systems Pacific
for the site (September 19, 2003), soil borings encountered fiood plain deposits and alluvium, which is
consistent with the valley flood plain deposits and alluvium shown on the Geologic Map of Santa Maria
and Twitchell Dam Quadrangles (Dibblee, Jr., 1994). "The flood plain deposits and alluvium consist
predominantly of poorly graded sand occasionally interlayered with thin strata of sandy silt and clayey
sand." The primary concerns discussed in the soils report include the stability of perimeter pond berms,
the erodible nature of the soils, the percolation and permeability rates of the soils, the potential for
differential settlement in structures, the stability of excavations, and the potential for soil instability during
grading.
The site will need to be prepared in accordance with the Preliminary Geotechnical
Recommendations of that report in order to ensure hazards related to landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, collapse, or expansive soil, are minimized and there will not be substantial risks
to life or property.
d. Seotic Systems. The proposed wastewater treatment plant treated water percolation and groundwater
recharge ponds will not require sewer services. The proposed Animal Shelter, Corporation Yard, and
Police Impound Yard may include structures with offices that will require sewer services. Upon
annexation to the City, these services will be provided by the City wastewater disposal system and
septics will not be necessary.
Mitigation Measures:

7.

1.

Proposed site improvements shall be designed to standards no less than for "Zone 4" as
designated by the latest edition of the Uniform Building Code. For components of the project not
specifically addressed in the UBC, design shall accommodate peak spectral acceleration of 0.71
g at 0.3 seconds and a maximum peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.32g.

2.

Prior to commencement of construction, the City shall have a Geotechnical Engineer and
Certified Engineering Geologist review the project design with respect to the Soils Engineering
and Engineering Geological Report prepared by Earth Systems Pacific (September 19, 2003) to
determine if any additional recommendations are necessary in order to mitigate potential soils
hazards due to project design. Recommendations of the Soils Engineering and Engineering
Geological Report and any recommendations of the Geotechnical Engineer and Certified
Engineering Geologist shall be fully implemented.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a.

b.

c.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
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?
Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

Potentially
Significant

Less Than

Unless

Significant

Mitigated

Impact

No Impact

X

X

X
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Potentially
Potentially

Would the project:

Significant
Impact

d.

e.

f.

g.

h.

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?
For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residinq or workin(:l in the project area?
Impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are intermixed with ·
wildlands?

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X
v
A

X

X

X

Discussion:
a-b. Hazardous Materials: The WWTP is an environmental facility where wastewater, which can cause
disease and pollution of receiving waters, is treated. The treatment process reduces constituents to
acceptable levels, thereby protecting public health and the environment. The proposed percolation ponds
will be used for disposal of treated effluent. The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
requirements are designed specifically to ensure wastewater is at a level of quality that protects human
health. The proposed project could create potentially significant public health impacts if the public is
exposed to treated effluent or through the release of hazardous material or waste. The development of
additional percolation and groundwater recharge ponds for the. wastewater treatment plant would have a
beneficial impact on public health because it would provide additional contained areas for the disposal of
treated effluent, whereas the current facility has had a history of exceeding capacity during periods of
heavy rain. Therefore, impacts associated with an accidental overflow of treated effluent from the
percolation ponds will be beneficial with implementation of the proposed project.

-

The proposed Corporation Yard may store hazardous materials which may include compressed gases,
flammable and combustible liquids, fertilizers, pesticides and cleaning agents. No toxic gases are
expected to be used or stored at the site. The use and storage of hazardous materials is primarily
regulated by the Uniform Fire Code (UFC). Storage and disposal of hazardous wastes is primarily
regulated by the Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Services Division through their Hazardous
Waste Generator Program and authorized by the State Health and Safety Code. Any business that
stores hazardous materials in accordance with Article 80 of the UFC must provide either a hazardous
materials inventory statement or a hazardous materials management plan to the Fire Chief of the City of
Santa Maria and the County of Santa Barbara. The proposed project will not result in additional
hazardous materials transport than is currently taking place. Transport of hazardous materials and waste
on public streets is primarily regulated by the California Vehicle Code and the City's Municipal Code.
c. School Site: The nearest school to the site is El Puente Community High School located at 402 Farnel
Road, approximately a mile and a half from the project site. Because it is outside the one-quarter mile
radius, no hazard-related impact is expected to occur.
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d. Public Hazard: A search of hazardous materials records occurrences within a one-mile radius of the
project site was conducted by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR; February 14, 2005). Based on
the EDR report, the project site is not listed on a local, state, or federal hazardous materials database.
e. Airports: The airport closest to the project area is the Santa Maria Public Airport, approximately 2.5
miles to the south. No hazards are expected from the operation of this airport.
f. Private Airstrip: There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the project area.
g. Emergency Plans: The standardized Emergency Management System (EMS) consists of the
emergency management staffs of all local jurisdictions, Operational Areas (Countywide), OES Mutual Air
Regions and State Government. Local jurisdictions would be responsible for directing and/or coordinating
emergency operations, with the other levels being responsible for coordinating and/or providing support to
the local jurisdictions. The City maintains the Multi-hazard Functional Plan which conforms to the State's
emergency preparedness plans. Overall management and coordination of the City's response to
emergency situations is handled by the Emergency Services Director. The City Manager acts as the
Emergency Services Director under authority from the City Council. The proposed project would not
impair or interfere with the implementation of these plans or operations.
h. Wildland Fire Hazards: Factors infiuencing wildland fires in the area are climate, vegetation, slope and
human proximity. Wildland fires in the Santa Maria area are characterized a limited grassland and brush
fires due to the absence of extensive tracts of mountainous brush covered terrain. The project area is flat
and does not contain grassland or brush. Proper maintenance of landscaping and weeds would ensure
the fire risks are Jess than significant.

8.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Potentially

Would the project:
a.
b.

c.

d.

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharg_e requirements?
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been wanted)?
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in fiooding on- or offsite?

Potentially

Significant

Less Than

Significant

Unless

Impact

Mitigated

Significant
impact

No Impact

X

X

X

X
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Potentially

Would the project:
e.

f.

Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Potentially
Significant

Significant

Impact

Mitigated

Unless

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X
g.

h.

i.

j.

Place housing within a 1DO-year flood hazard area
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?
Place within a 1DO-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding_ as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

X

X
X
X

Discussion:
a. Water Quality Standards: The proposed project includes construction of percolation ponds for the
disposal of treated wastewater. Treated effluent from the wastewater treatment plant would be
discharged into the percolation ponds where the water is allowed to percolate until the pond is dry. The
top layer of soil is then tilled to increase the pond's percolation capacity prior to refilling it with treated
effluent. The wastewater treatment plant is under the regulatory jurisdiction of the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Central Coast Region. The RWQCB sets treated effluent quality
limits to protect the groundwater basin quality for present and future beneficial uses. The project would
therefore be subject to approval by the RWQCB. The RWQCB maintains the Regional Groundwater
Quality Basin Plan that includes water quality objectives for the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin which
would receive the plant effluent after percolation. The Plan states that "treatment processes should be
tailored to insure that local ground waters are not degraded" and outlines specific water quality objectives
for the groundwater underlying the City of Santa Maria.
Development of the site with a Police Impound Yard, Animal Shelter, and Corporation Yard would add
impermeable surfaces such as parking areas and other surfaces such as roads, and driveways that would
accumulate deposits of oil, grease, and other vehicle fluids and hydrocarbons. Traces of heavy metals
deposited on driveways and parking areas from auto operation and/or fall out of airborne contaminants
are also common urban surface water pollutants. During storms these deposits would be washed into
and through the drainage systems and ultimately to the Santa Maria River. The project would also
introduce landscaping and associated maintenance chemicals such as fertilizers, pesticides, and
herbicides. Urban runoff can have a variety of deleterious effects. Oil and grease contain a number of
hydrocarbon compounds, some of which are toxic to aquatic organisms at low concentrations. Heavy
metals such as lead, cadmium, and copper are the most common metals found in urban storm water
runoff. These metals can be toxic to aquatic organisms, and have the potential to contaminate drinking
water supplies. Nutrients from fertilizers including nitrogen and phosphorous can result in excessive or
accelerated growth of vegetation or algae, resulting in oxygen depletion and additional impaired uses of
water. Compliance with the RWQCB NPDES program, as required in Mitigation Measure 2 from Item 6,
Geology and Soils, would ensure less than significant project impacts related to RWQCB water quality
standards.
b. Groundwater Supply: Currently, the City of Santa Maria's primary source of municipal water is
groundwater, but the City uses imported water supplied from the State Water Project because it provides
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higher quality water. The City extracts water from the Santa Maria groundwater basin through wells
primarily in the airport area. Santa Maria delivers the maximum amount of State water that is available
before blending in the well water. For most times of the year, State water delivery amounts are adequate
to meet demand without blending. The proposed project includes the construction of wastewater
percolation ponds, a Humane Society Animal Shelter, a Police Impound Yard, and a City Corporation
Yard. The percolation ponds would not require potable water for operation. Development of the Animal
Shelter and Corporation Yard on the site would replace existing uses found elsewhere in the City, and
thus would not increase water demand, or contribute to the degradation of water quality. The new Police
Impound Yard would require water services for the small office. The amount of water demand for the
office with so few employees is not expected to be significant and adequate service would be provided by
the City.
c-f. Drainage: The proposed project includes the construction of percolation ponds for the disposal of
treated effluent. Earthen berms necessary for the proposed percolation ponds could potentially be
eroded and will alter the drainage pattern on the site. It is a standard requirement for the design and
construction of such berms to be approved by a soils engineer to ensure stability. In addition, compliance
with the recommendations contained in the Soils Engineering and Engineering Geology Report (Earth
Systems Pacific, 2003) would mitigate potential erosion impacts to a less than significant level. Currently,
the relatively flat site drains by sheet flow but is be"1ng cultivated with irrigated broccoli crops and drainage
is affected by the irrigation system. Proper drainage around all the ponds, structures, and improvements
must be established and maintained in order to reduce surface erosion damage. However, site clearing,
grading, and compaction of soil necessary for project construction has the potential to result in discharge
of sediment and temporary water quality impacts. This could increase erosion/ sedimentation and the
quantity of floodwaters. The proposed improvements would occur on greater than one acre of land, and
therefore would require a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (refer to
Mitigation Measure 1 from Section 6, Geology and Soils). With the adherence to NPDES policies and
required mitigation measures, less than significant impacts would result.
Paving for the Police Impound Yard, Animal Shelter, and Corporation Yard would result in an increase in
impervious surfaces on the site, which would reduce groundwater recharge. However, due to the
construction of the percolation ponds, designed to recharge groundwater efficiently, and the presence of
large unpaved areas adjacent to the site, this impact would not be substantial. Less than significant
impacts would result.
The project would also increase the area covered by impervious surfaces resulting in potential increases
in surface runoff and accelerated erosion. Due to the fact that stormwater runoff would continue to
sheetflow across the site until it is intercepted by pervious drainage ditches surrounding the project site,
the proposed project improvements is not likely to result in long-term significant impacts to downstream
surface water quality. Runoff from the project site would be directed to existing drainage ditches,
previously designed to support runoff from the subject site.
g.-h. Flooding: As shown in Figure SE-3 of the City Safety Element, the project site is located outside of
the 1DO-year and 500-year fioodplains. Therefore,. potential flooding impacts are considered less than
significant.

i. Dam Inundation: According to the City Safety Element, Twitchell Dam is the closest potential source of
dam inundation in the Santa Maria area. However, Twitchell Dam is not used for perennial water storage.
The dam is primarily used for groundwater recharge and flood control. If Twitchell Dam is filled to
capacity and the dam and the Santa Maria Levee fail, a significant portion of the City would be inundated
by fiood water. However, the probability of total dam failure and levee failure is remote. In addition, the
dam holds water only periodically for groundwater recharge and is not a reservoir, therefore impacts are
considered less than significant.
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j. Seiche or Tsunami: The project site is not located in the vicinity of any body of water that could result in
a seiche or tsunami, and the site does not contain soils that could result in mudflow inundation. No
impacts would result.

9.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

a.
b.

c.

Physically_divide an established community?
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
miti<:Jating an environmental effect?
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan?

Potentially
Significant
Unless

Mitigated

Less Than

Significant
impact

No Impact

X

X

X

Discussion:

a. Division of Community: The project site is vacant and would provide a linl<age between the greater
incorporated City of Santa Maria area and the existing wastewater treatment plant. Therefore, the project
would not contribute to the division of an established community. No impacts would result.
b. Plan or Regulation Conflict The proposed project site is located northwest of the City of Santa Maria in
Santa Barbara County. The City proposes to annex the project site into its incorporated area and
therefore would be under the City jurisdiction. The project site is outside of the current City Sphere of
Influence (SOl) therefore an amendment of the General Plan would be required to expand the City limits,
SOl, and establish a land use designation for the property. The proposed land use designation is
Community Facilities (CF). The area would also be required to be included in the City's Public Facilities
(PF) zoning district. These actions would require the City to adopt findings that the project is consistent
with the City General Plan.
·
Goal LU.2 of the Land Use Element states that the City shall, "provide all necessary urban services and
facilities for present and future City residents which includes providing sufficient land for community
facilities." Land Use Element Policy LU.2 and Objective LU.2.h emphasize the importance of providing
adequate land for future services. The City Utilities Master Plan Update for Water and Sewer Utilities,
adopted on March 4, 2003, identified the need for additional wastewater disposal capacity to meet future
needs of City residents. The preferred alternative for providing additional capacity is to acquire property
adjacent to the wastewater treatment plant to facilitate the construction of additional percolation ponds.
The project site was purchased from the Apia Land Development Company in April, 2004. The proposed
project is the next step towards implementing the Utilities Master Plan Update with the goal of providing
wastewater disposal services for future City residents, consistent with Goal LU.2 of the General Plan.
Land Use Element Goal LU.5 and Policy LU.5 directs the City to establish the SOl as the ultimate
boundary for urban development and to discourage "leap-frog" development. The proposed project will
connect the wastewater treatment plant, which is an incorporated island, to the greater incorporated City
of Santa Maria area, creating a more contiguous urban area. The proposed project is consistent with this
goal and policy as well as Objective LU.5d which directs the City to "locate new development contiguous
to compatible existing development."
Goal LU-6.b directs the City to, "accommodate growth while making every effort to preserve agricultural
resources in the surrounding region." In addition, policies and programs under Goal 5 of the Resource
Management Element encourage the preservation of agriculture land, uses, and soils For continued
agricultural activities. As discussed in Section 2, the proposed project will have a significant affect on
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agriculture resources by introducing non-agriculture uses on land suitable for and currently being used for
agriculture. However, mitigation recommended in that section will preserve additional agriculture land in
an off-site area also susceptible to conversion to urban uses. Preservation of an off-site agriculture use
will allow the City to expand the wastewater treatment plant to accommodate future needs while also
meeting the goal of preserving agriculture resources in the area.
c. Habitat Conservation Plan. The proposed project would not conflict with any habitat conservation plan
or natural communities conservation plan, since no such plans apply to the project site.

10.

MINERAL RESOURCES
Potentially

Would the project:
a.

b.

Potentially
Significant

Significant

Less Than

Unless

Impact

Mitigated

Significant
Impact

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be a value to the region and the
residents of the state?
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?

No Impact

X

X

Discussion:
a.-b. Mineral Resources: Within the City's planning area, the primary resources suitable for mining and
conservation are sand, rocl<, and oil. Sand and rock resources are primarily associated with aggregate in
the Santa Maria River channel. The State Department of Conservation's Division of Mines and Geology
(DMG) is the principal state agency involved in the administration of mining operations. The State
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) has classified areas as Mineral Resource Zones 2
or 3 (MRZ-2 or MRZ-3), Scientific Zones (SZ), or designated as mineral deposits of regional or statewide
significance. The City Resource Management Element indicates that the project site is designated as
MRZ-2, "an area where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present or
where it is judged that a high likelihood for their presence exists." However, the project site is not
currently being used for mineral extraction and there is no indication that it has in the past.
The Santa Maria oil field is generally located south of Stowell Road. According to the City Resource
Management Element, the southern portion of the project site is in an "area of operational, existing, or
abandoned oil facilities." The EDR report prepared for this project indicates that all of the oil, gas, or
related wells associated with the oil field are south of the Santa Maria Valley Railroad except for one.
The one well north of the railroad is on the property adjacent to the project site to the west and not within
the project boundaries. Due to the absence of important mineral resources on the site, there will be no
impacts.

11.

NOISE
Potentially

Would the project:
a.

b.
c.

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels
in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or !'lroundborne noise levels?
A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing

Potentially

Less Than

Significant

Significant
Unless

Significant

Impact

Mitigated

Impact

No impact

X

X

X
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Would the project:
d.

e.

f.

without the_[lroject?
A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless

Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

Discussion:
a-d. Noise Levels: The project site is currently in agricultural production, where equipment noise is
sometimes generated, as it is on surrounding agricultural properties. Proposed uses for the project site
are not considered sensitive to noise, nor are they considered substantial noise generators.
Sensitive noise receptors in the vicinity of the site are limited to one existing residential use to the north of
the project site along Black Road. While the construction activities associated with the construction of the
percolation and groundwater recharge ponds would temporarily increase noise, the long-term use of the
northern portion of the project site as percolation ponds would not significantly change existing noise
levels in the area. The proposed Police Impound Yard, Animal Shelter, and City Corporation Yard do
have the potential to generate operational noise. These uses would be located in the southern portion of
the site along the north side of Stowell Road and south of Stowell Road. These areas are surrounded by
agricultural and industrial uses. There are no noise sensitive receptors in the vicinity.
The proposed project would not involve pile-driving or other construction activities that would be expected
to result in excessive groundborne vibration or noise. Vehicle trips generated as a result of project
implementation would result in an increase in ground borne noise and vibration, but this effect would not
be considered excessive.
Project grading and construction would result in temporary noise impacts to surrounding properties.
Noise levels would temporarily increase as a result of truck movement (earth movement, grading, and
other associated construction activities) and operation of construction equipment (saws, power nail
guns/hammering, cement mixers, etc.). Construction activities in the northern portion of the project site
would need to be limited to daytime hours in order to reduce the potential impact to less than significant.
With the temporary nature of construction activities, the distance between the project site and noise
sensitive uses, and the standard code conditions of approval regulating the hours of construction and
grading, the potential shcirt-term impact would be considered less than significant.
The Santa Maria General Plan Noise Element has adopted maximum outdoor and indoor noise level
standards for commercial land uses. A maximum outdoor noise level of 70 dBA Ldn is the adopted
standard and is considered "Normally Acceptable" for industrial areas. The maximum allowable indoor
noise level for industrial uses is 65 dBA Ldn. Due to the distance of the site from substantial noise
sources, including heavily traveled roads, future users of the site would not be exposed to exterior or
interior noise levels in excess of these standards.
The project would redistribute vehicle traffic within the City by moving the Animal Shelter and Corporation
Yard uses from their current locations to the project site. This redistribution would decrease the number
of vehicle trips and roadway noise in the vicinity of those existing uses. However, roadway noise in the
vicinity of the project site would incrementally increase. In addition, the development of a police impound
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yard is expected to contribute 50-1 DO daily vehicle trips. However, due to the relatively small amount of
traffic generated by the proposed project, the fact that most of these trips are existing trips redistributed
because of the new location of the proposed uses, and the likely high dispersal of these trips throughout
the City, noise impacts from traffic associated with the proposed project would be considered less than
significant.
e-f. Airport Noise: The proposed project site is located approximately 2.5 miles northwest of the Santa
Maria Airport, a public airport. There are no private airstrips in the vicinity. Therefore the proposed
project would not be affected by air traffic noise impacts.

12.

POPULATION AND HOUSING
Potentially

Would the project:
a.

Potentially

Significant

Significant

Unless

Less Than
Significant

Impact

Mitigated

Impact

Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

b.

c.

No Impact

X

X
X

Discussion:
a.-c. Population and Housing: The proposed project does not include any facilities that would generate
additional population. The project site is currently vacant, and does not include any housing units.
Therefore, the project would not displace any people or occupied housing.

13.

PUBLIC FACILITIES

Would the project:
a.

i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service rations, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public
services:
Fire protection?
Police protection?.
Schools?
Parks?
Other public facilities?

Potentially

Potentially
Significant

Significant

Unless

Impact

MitiQated

Less Than

Significant
impact

No Impact

X
X
X
X
X
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Discussion:
a.i. Fire Protection: The project site is currently within the Santa Barbara County Fire Protection District.
Fire protection and emergency medical services are provided by the Santa Barbara County Fire
Department. Upon annexation, the property will be served by the City of Santa Maria Fire Department.
City Fire Stations #1, located at 300 W. Cook Street, and #2, located at 416 W. Carmen Lane would
respond to emergencies at the project site. Primary concerns of the fire station are property access and
project design features to minimize the risk of f1re hazards. All construction is required to comply with the
Building and Fire Codes adopted by the City. Additionally, Building and Fire Department review occurs
during the PR Permit process prior to issuance of a building permit. Therefore, the potential impact on
Fire protection would be less than significant.
a.ii. Police: The proposed project site is curren~y in the jurisdiction of the Santa Barbara County Sheriffs
Department. Upon annexation, the City of Santa Maria Police Department would provide police protection
and law enforcement services to the site. The Police Department main office is located at 222 E. Cook
Street, approximately 2.5 miles to the east of the project site. Response time to calls for service vary
depending on a number of factors such as the nature of the call, the location of responding units, and
weather and road conditions. The City has a departmental policy standard of reaching a sworn officer force
of 1.3 officers per 1,000 residents. Although the proposed project, due to the nature of new development,
would be expected to increase calls for service it is not expected to generate additional population. The
Police Department has not indicated that new or modified police facilities would be required to adequately
serve the project. Therefore no direct or indirect impacts on the physical environment would occur.
a.iii-iv. Schools and Parks: The proposed project does not include a land use that could result in
population growth and associated public service impacts. The project includes public facilities that are
necessary to meet the needs of future development accounted for in the City General Plan. Therefore,
the proposed project would not impact existing school or parks and recreation services.
v. Public Services: The proposed project would benefit both the police and public works services that the
City provides. The development of a new City Corporation Yard and Police Impound Yard will allow the
City to provide these services more efficiently and at the capacity necessary for current and future City
residents.

14.

RECREATION
Potentially

Would the project:
a.

b.

Potentially

Significant
Impact

Less Than

Significant
Unless

Significant

Mitigated

Impact

No Impact

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?

X

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?

n

v

Discussion:
a.-b. Recreation Facilities: The proposed project would not generate additional City population and would
not cause an increase in park usage. The project also does not include recreational facilities therefore
there would be no impacts to recreation.
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15.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Potentially

Would the project:
a.

b.

c.

d.

e.
f.
g.

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?
Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?
Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?
Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
Result in inadequate emergency access?
Result in inadequate parking capacity?
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Significant
Unless

Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

X
X
X
X

Discussion:
a.-b. Traffic: The proposed project includes the development of treated water percolation and groundwater
recharge ponds, a City Corporation Yard, a Police Impound Yard, and a Humane Society Animal Shelter.
The expansion of the percolation and groundwater recharge ponds would not cause an increase in
vehicle trips. The Animal Shelter and Corporation Yard are already existing uses in the Santa Maria area
and the project would result in relocation of them. Therefore, these uses would not generate new vehicle
trips but would redistribute existing vehicle trips with a new destination and origination point The trip
distribution pattern for the proposed Humane Society animal shelter would be very similar to existing
conditions since the existing shelter is located on Black Road one mile from the proposed new location.
The police impound yard is expected to generate approximately 50-100 new vehicle trips. The majority of
vehicles coming to and going from the proposed project site would travel on Stowell Road east of the
project site. A weekday traffic count conducted in November 2004 on Stowell east of Hanson resulted in
3,754 counted vehicles. Stowell Road is projected to have long-term capacity to accommodate the low
level of vehicular traffic increase that may result from the proposed project. The intersection of Stowell
and Blosser Roads was evaluated to have a level of service (LOS) of "B". in 2001. The City standard for
LOS is "D" and it is not expected that the proposed project would decrease the LOS of this intersection
below the standard.
c. Air Traffic: Due to the low vertical profile of the proposed improvements and the project's distance from
the Santa Maria Airport, the proposed project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns or air
traffic levels. No impacts would result.
d.-g. Parking and Access: Through the development review process project design will be reviewed to
ensure compliance with the City development standands and Building and Fire Codes adopted by the
City. These existing regulations are adequate to minimize any impacts to emergency access, parking, or
policies for the support of alternative transportation.
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16.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Would the project:
a.
b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

g.

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
sionificant environmental effects?
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements needed?
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 existin" commitments?
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste
disposal needs?
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless

Less Than
Significant

Mitigated

Impact

No Impact

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

Discussion:
a.-d. Wastewater Treatment Requirements: The City wastewater treatment plant is under the regulatory
jurisdiction of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Central Coast Region. The
RWQCB set treated effluent quality limits when it issued the wastewater treatment plant's water discharge
and water reclamation orders. The discharge limits are set to protect the groundwater basin quality for
present and future uses. The discharge permit specifies constituents for effluent monitoring along with the
frequency of that monitoring. The RWQCB has written a Regional Groundwater Quality Basin Plan that
includes water quality objectives for the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin which receives the plant effluent
after percolation. The proposed improvments at the wastewater treatment plant site will not result in an
increase in the amount of effluent discharged to the percolation and groundwater recharge ponds and
ultimately to the groundwater basin. The City is required to comply with the Waste Discharge
Requirements granted by the RWQCB for effluent disposal.
b. Expansion of Wastewater Facilities: The project includes new percolation ponds at the existing
wastewater treatment plant, but no anticipated increase in treatment capacity. No significant impacts are
anticipated.
c. Stormwater Drainage Facilities: The proposed project would require on-site stormwater management
and drainage would be directed to existing drainage ditches that surround the site. However, due to the
fact that stormwater runoff would be intercepted by pervious drainage ditches, the proposed project
improvements are not likely to result in long-term significant impacts to stormwater drainage systems in
the vicinity or the construction of additional facilities.
d. Water Supply: As discussed in Section 8, water supplies are adequate to serve the proposed project.
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e.-g. The expanded treated water percolation and groundwater recharge ponds and relocated Animal
Shelter and Corporation Yard would not generate a need for additional wastewater or solid waste
services. The small office associated with the police impound yard would require new wastewater and
solid waste services but the amount requiring disposal will be insignificant and existing facilities have the
capacity to serve these uses. No impacts would result.
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Potentially
Significant
Impact

1.

2.

3.

Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?
Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects)?
Does the project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

Potentially
Significant

Less Than

Unless

Significant

Mitigated

Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

1. Based upon the analysis throughout this Initial Study, the proposed project would not have the
potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animals or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. The
biological and cultural elements analyzed above indicate that, with proposed mitigation, this project
proposal does not consist of development and would impact suitable habitat for any species of special
concern, nor is there any reason to believe that any impacts to sites of significant historical importance or
prior Native American occupancy.
2. The proposed implementation of the proposed project would not change any existing regulations, plans
or policies that are currently in place. Furthermore, the services currently provided by the City are not
anticipated to change significantly under the proposed project. Since services would be provided at a
level equal to the current level, no short- or long-term cumulative service impacts are anticipated. Since
the proposed project would not generate a significant number of additional vehicle trips, impacts relating
to air quality, transportation/circulation, and noise generation attributable to the project are considered
less than significant. Implementation of the proposed project would result in minor changes to the
character of the aesthetic environment in the project vicinity. As described in this Initial Study the air
quality, noise, transportation/traffic, public services, and utilities impacts of the project, when considered
in combination with the effects of past projects, current projects, and probable future projects in the
planning area, would result in less than significant impacts. Project impacts related to several issue
areas, including geology, hazards and hazardous materials, and recreation, would be site-specific and
would result in no cumulative impacts.
3. As described in this Initial Study, the air quality, noise, transportation/traffic, public services, and utilities
impacts of the project, when considered in combination with the effects of past projects, current projects,
and probable future projects in the planning area, would result in less than significant impacts upon
incorporation of mitigation and conditions of project approval. Project impacts related to several issue
areas, including geology, hazards and hazardous materials, and recreation, would be site-specific and
would result in no cumulative impacts.
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SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
X
X
X
X

Aesthetics
Agricultural Resoyrces
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Geology/Soils
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology/Water Quality

f-----1 Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

f-----1
f-----1 Noise
f-----1 Population and Housing

Public Services
f-----1 Recreation
f-------1 Transportation/Traffic
L___

_j

Utilities and Services Systems
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DETERMINATION
On the basis of the Initial Study, the staff of the Community Development Department:

Finds that the proposed project is a Class_ CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION and no further
environmental review is required.
Finds that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
Finds that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed
to by the project proponent A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
_ _:.X,____Finds that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
Finds that the proposed project may have a "potentially significant impacf' or "potentially significant
unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately
analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to acceptable standards, and 2) has been addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on the attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)/SUBSEQUENT EIRISUPPLEMENTAL
EIRIADDENDUM is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
Finds that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because
all significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to acceptable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant
to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that
are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.
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Kirk E. Lindsey, Environmental Officer
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City of Santa Maria
Community Development Department
110 South Pine Street, #101
Santa Maria, CA 93458
805-925-0951

CITY OF SA!'lTA JVIARIA
UTILITIES DEPARTJVIENT
Business Services • Fleet Services
Flood Control • Regulatory Compliance
Solid Waste Services
\Yarer Resources .. \Vastewater Resources

2065 EAST MAIN STREET

•

SANTA MARIA, CALIFORNIA 93454-8026

805-925-0951, EXT. 7270

•

FAX 805-928-7240

October 21 , 2005
Mr. Dennis J. O'Bryant
Acting Assistant Director
California Department of Conservation
Division of Land Resource Protection
801 K Street, MS 13-71
Sacramento, CA 95814
Attention:

Mr. Bob Blanford, Research Analyst

Subject:

Public Agency Acquisition of Land Enrolled in the Williamson Act Contract
(117-190-010, 013 and 117-820-002) City of Santa Maria, Santa Barbara
County

Dear Mr. Bryant:
Thank you for the quick response in your letter of July 26, 2005 regarding the issue of the City
of Santa Maria's acquisition of WilliamSO!l Act contracted land for municipal uses.
This letter is a follow-up to the phone conversation between Mr. Bob Blanford and Solid
Waste/Utilities Engineer John Zhao. At that time, Mr. Zhao was advised that the City must
present additional information in order for the Department of Conservation to determine that
findings required under Government Code Section 51292 may be made.
The City of Santa Maria hereby submits the following for your consideration:

A. Total parcels involved in the Williamson Act land acquisition:
The City purchased a total of three parcels, 117-191-010, 117-191-013, and 117-820-002.
Please note that Parcel 113-120-030 was erroneously included in our original notification
letter dated June 24, 2005.
B. The land chosen by the City for acquisition was not chosen because of the lower cost of
agricultural preserve land. Instead, the City chose this land because the City's existing
wastewater treatment operations required additional, adjacent land for percolation ponds in
order to function. Moreover, the price the City paid exceeded the fair market value of the
farmland at the time of the purchase. Finally, the City plans to help keep most ofthe land in
agricultural production for ten years by offering reduced rent to farmers. as detailed below.
Attached is the Appraisal Report (Attachment "A") for the land acquired by the City. At the
time of negotiation, the market value for farmland was at $25,000 per acre (Attachment "A,"
page 9) regardless whether the farm land was under contract or not.

Based on the recommendation from the Appraisal Report, City paid an average of $28,000
per acre for Parcels 117-190-10 and 117-190-13, and an average of $91,000 per acre for

Parcel i 17-820-002 due to its closer proximity to the City's industrially zoned boundary
(Attachment "A," page 10). Therefore, City's purchase price was based on the fair market
value for the land as indicated in the Appraisal Report and City did not based the purchase
on the lower cost of land under agricultural preserve. Additionally, the City has reduced rent
to the property's current farming tenants by ninety percent for a period of ten years so that
the farmers can continue their current agricultural use on the majority of the land purchased
by the City.
C. There is no other viable way to expand the wastewater treatment plant's operations other
than to expand them to an adjacent site.
The City commissioned a study (City of Santa Maria Effluent Disposal, Carollo Engineers
May 2002, Attachment "B"), which identified a total of four alternatives for wastewater
treatment operations expansion. Those identified alternatives are: i) ocean outfall, 2)
discharging treated wastewater to the Santa Maria River, 3) developing additional
percolation ponds near the landfill, and 4) discharging wastewater to the Green Canyon
Drainage Channel. Following a public discussion of the various alternatives, the Santa
Maria City Council chose the present course of land acquisition. The challenges presented
by the other considered alternatives are summarized in Carollo's study, page 37, Table i 3
and are detailed below:
1) Ocean Outfall (Figure 9 of the Study) - This alternative was not chosen due to the
extended timeframe that would be required to obtain rights-of-way from all of the private
and public landowners. The City would face further difficulties from the permitting
requirements of agencies, such as the Coastal Commission, who may be concerned
about the possible disturbance of environmentally sensitive coastal areas near the
beach and marshlands. Not to be overlooked is the water conservation aspect; ocean
outfall would discharge reusable water to the ocean rather than percolate this water
back into the Santa Maria Valley groundwater basin.
2 & 4) Discharging Wastewater to Santa Maria River or Green Canyon Drainage
Channel - These options were not chosen due primarily to the incompatibility of
wastewater discharge and agricultural operations along the Santa Maria -River and th.e
Green Canyon Drainage Channel (Figure 7 and Figure i 2 of the Study). Any breach of
the wastewater flow to vegetable crops along the Santa Maria River and Green Canyon
Drainage Channel would not only make the crops in the field unmarketable, but,
according to current health and safety regulations, it would make the land unusable for
at least one year for the farming of table crops. Current and future wastewater treatment
processes at the wastewater treatment plant will not allow the City to discharge treated
wastewater to the Santa Maria River or the Green Canyon Drainage Channel without
significantly improved treatment processes based on California Regional Water Quality
Control Board regulations outlined in the City's Wastewater Discharge Permit
(Attachment "C").
3) Percolation Ponds at the Landfill - The City's landfill is located approximately 6.5
miles from the wastewater treatment plant. In order to operate new percolation ponds at
the landfill, it would be necessary to construct a forced wastewater discharge main from
the plant to the landfill. The main would operate against gravity flow and carry noncontactable wastewater through the City, as shown in Figure 5 of the Study. This
strategy presents significant health, right-of-way, and engineering challenges. In
addition, elevated groundwater tables near the landfill would affect the performance of
percolation ponds in this area and may create groundwater contamination concerns.
Finally, the landfill is also surrounded by land in agricultural preserve, and any

percolation ponds built there would encroach on these.

D. There is no other suitable land within or without the preserve area on which it is feasible to
locate the public improvements necessary to continue treating the City's wastewater.
The City acknowledges that, as stated in your response letter dated July 26, 2005, and
indicated in Attachment "4" to the City's notification letter dated June 24, 2005, there is nonWilliamson Act contracted land within piping distance northeast and south of the current
wastewater facilities.
However, the non-contracted land northeast of the plant is not suitable for wastewater
treatment expansion due to the existence there of large underground sewer mains that
carry wastewater from the City (Attachment "D").
The non-contracted land to the south of the plant has, in general, higher elevations than that
of the wastewater treatment plant property. The higher elevation of the non-contracted land
would prevent gravity fiow of the wastewater to the ponds from the plant. The City would
have to build a forced wastewater transmission line to get the wastewater to an elevated
position to enable discharge to the ponds. More importantly, the reason why there is noncontracted land to the south of the plant within the piping distance is because the land has
historically not been used for farming operation due to poor drainage and percolation
conditions. These site conditions would prohibit the expansion of wastewater operation to
the site.
Also, as shown in the soil map (Attachment "E"), there is a meandering, natural drainage
channel adjacent to the non-contracted land south of the plant property. During the rainy
seasons, this natural drainage channel often overflows into adjacent farmlands. Locating
percolation ponds here could create a cross contamination situation making this location
highly unsuitable. The soil map also indicates that the further south one travels from plant
property, the less permeable the soil becomes. As soil becomes less permeable, the
success of percolation deteriorates.
E. City staff is appreciative of your Department's understanding of the processes the City has
undertaken to comply with appropriate laws and regulations. Attached is a copy of the initial
offer made by the City (Attachment "F") for your records. The final purchase agreement
contains a few revisions from this initial offer.
F. City staff has agreed with your staff and has initiated the processes to complete an
Environmental Impact Report for this project. We shall distribute the CEQA document
through the State Clearinghouse for Department of Conservation for review and comment.
G. To facilitate the proposed plant expansion design and future construction and operations,
the City is proposing additional municipal operations to be located at the site. The City
p]ans to relocate the existing Humane Society Facility (Attachment "G") from its current
location on plant property. This move has been necessitated by plant expansion plans
including a third trickling filter and clarifier and construction of a distribution pipeline and
pump stations.
H. The City proposes to move the Humane Society Facility to a narrow strip of land on the
newly purchased Parcel 117-191-013. The City plans now to also relocate other municipal
operations to this same parcel including a Police Impound Yard and a City Corporation
Yard. These two facilities were originally going to be located on existing Waste Water

Treatment Plant (WWTP) City property and another City-owned property. However, Parcel
117-191-013 is too narrow to allow construction of a percolation pond and the relocation of
the municipal operations would provide maximum use of land within the current WWTP for
new WWTP facilities and reduce additional farmland needed to construct these essential
WWTP facilities. In addition, the relocation of these operations would also provide
appropriate buffer from the neighboring agricultural/residential use. Placing these other
municipal operations on the parcel was required by the property owner and incorporated
into the transaction as a condition of the sale. By trading a portion of City-owned property,
the financial impact to City ratepayers was reduced and yet the future expansion of the
treatment works can go forward.
We look forward to working along with you and your staff on this project. If you have any
questions or further comments, please contact John Zhao or myself at 805-925-0951, ext.
7270.
DEPARTMENT OF UTILITIES

DWAYNE K. CHISAM, P.E.
Director of Utilities

Attachments
cc:

The Honorable Joseph E. Holland
P. 0. Box 159
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Wendy Stockton, Sr. Deputy City Attorney, City of Santa Maria
Kirk Lindsey, Community Development Director, City of Santa Maria
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Marc:h 3, 2004

:Mr. Todd .Ams.poker
!Attorney Law .
Price, :Postel& Parma
P'G•sax99 •
santa :Barbara, CA 93-1 02~oogg

at

RE: · AP.pralsal .::_pity .c:if Santa :Maria's Ptm:ihase, Pq:lio :Land Cor!]p~111y Property,
Noriheast.and :SoutheastCof.ners Stowell and Black "Roads,·

saiita.JVIaria, california . · .. ·...• ·· ·

of

·

·

Our F.lle'No: 736DA-d-D4"ED/:1BO
Dear :Mr. Am~P.oker:.

. . .• i.li.t "Yo~r ·~guest •and . authorization,. we.

have. ccoiT!plet~d . an .~ppraisal .of four
.separate :prqpE)i:tiE!S :aincl oana6JZea .. a!) a_gricultural :tease,_ '2S weli as :ciri .a_gf:ic:Liitural
manEjgeiTient 'lease, k1 cor:ijundipn with lfJe CitY'.s acquisi~ion of qP.prciximately 240.68...
.:acres;ad3towell arid :Biatk.~RoaCls:
. . ..
.
. . ..
..
.

.

'

~·

·.. ' ·..
.

... - .

.

~

·.The :pu~pese .of.·tbe appraisal ·iS to estimate the ,property's current .niatket value in
ihe case .o(the..CftY's 24 ·acres and the currentJair market vaiues:for:tlie'Apio Parcels.
rhe qiinl6ns'·of·value are.:based :on :trie :fee siniple.interesbn the ·subject·properties' as
if .free and :Clear:of;all.·liens, 'leases, ·and enc;umbranQes,'other ,fuan '.the consideration ·Of
a 10-year Ag lease .on a portion of\:he property that the Citjt will acquire.
·
The 'following ,appraisai report .is _:a .result :of nur .inspection .of the :subject
properties and :contains descriptive data and analysis on which we 'have 'based our
opinions of vaiue.

Our analyses, op1mons, and conclusions were developed, and this report has
oeen prepared in conformit}r with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics
·and the Standards of Professional Practice of the Appraisal institute, and the Uniform
Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.
As a result of our investigation and analysis of the factors influencing real estate
value, together with our experience in appraising properties in the area, it is our opinion
that the market value of the subject properties, as of February ·: 8, 2004, is:
Apio Parcels
City Parcel

240.68 AC
24AC

Ag Lease Benefit

$10,560,000
$3,140,000
$1,620,000

SUBJECT TO the Assumptions and Limiting Conditions contained herein.
Following is a summary of the pertinent data relative to the subject properties.

IDENTIFICATION OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTIES:
The subject properties of this appraisal are four separate parcels, three of which
belong to Apio Land Co., and one of which belongs to the City of Santa Maria.
The City will acquire the three Apio Parcels under threat of condemnation and
will pay for the acquisition, partl}' in cash and partly with the 24 acre parcel that the City
owns on LaBrea Avenue.
This appraisal and the acquisition is based upon a document prepared by
Stafford and McCarty, Commercial Real Estate, which is dated November 4, 2003, and
is contained in the Addenda off this report.
This letter cites the properties and the conditions of acquisition for the four
subject properties.
The purpose of these acquisitions will be for the City to expand the wastewater
. treatment plant, currently located on the west side of Black Road. The City will acquire
property north of Stowell on the east side of Black extending down to Stowell and
across Stowell Road, including a portion of the sout'least comer of Stowell and Black.
There are two parcels on the nort'least corner, they total 181.57 acres, whereas
the southeast corner contains 59. "i 1 acres, for a total of 240.68 acres.
The City's parcel on the north side of La8rea, west of Blosser, contains 24
acres.
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.-'IISAL PURPOSE:

This appraisp.l estimates the market value of the Ciiy's property. "Market Value"
is defined as:
The most probable price in terms of money which a property should bring in a
competitivr; and open market under all conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and
seller, each acting prudently, lrnow/edgeably and assuming the price is not affected by
undue stimulus.

Implicit in this definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and
the passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions whereby:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

buyer and seller are typically motivated;
both parties are well informed or well advised, and each acting in what they
consider their own best interest;
a reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market;
payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial
arrangements comparable thereto; and
the price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by
special or creetive financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated
with the sale.

The purpose of the appraisal is to estimate the fair market value of the Apia
properties. "Fair Market Value" is defined as:
The highest price on the date of valuation that would be agreed to by a seller, being
willing to sell but under no particular or urgent necessity for so doing, nor obliged to sell,
and a buyer, being wiffing, and able to buy but under no partiwlar necessity for so doing,
each dealing with the other with full knowledge of all uses and purposes tor which the
property is reasonably adaptable and available.
The Fair Market Value of property taken tor which there is no relevant market is its value
on the date of valuation as determined by any method of valuation that is just and
equitable.
SOURCE: Eminent Domain Law, Title 7, Chapter 9, Articie 4, Section 1263.310

PROPERTY RIGHTS APIPRAISE!D:

.
The property rights appraised are those of the fee simple interest in the subject
properiy as iffree and clear of all liens, leases, and encumbrances.
Apia, however, will have the right to use or sub-lease approximately 200 acres of
the properiy being purchase by the City 'for a tem1 of 10 years.
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DATE OF VALUE:
The date to which this appraisal applies is:
February 18, 2004

OWNERSHIP:
The three parcels being acquired by the City are vested in the name of Apia
Land Company, who acquired title to these three properties by Document Number
12781 on March 1, 1996.
The City's parcel is vested in the name of the Ciljl of Santa Maria, they acquired
this property by Document Number44!3 on January 22, 1990.

FUNCTION OF THE APPRAISAL:
As stated previously, the City of Santa Maria will acquire the three Apia
properties under the threat of COfldemnation and pay for this acquisition as cited in the
Letter of Intent in the Addenda of this report.
Specifically, the purchase price is to be based upon the acquisition of 216.68
acres at $27,000 per acre, p!us the exchange of the City's 24 acres zoned M-2, located
on LaBrea Avenue.

PROPERTY HISTORY:
The Apia properties ·have been farmed for most of the last century.
The· City . property was acquired initiall~· for the relocation of the City's
Corporation yard, but the property is now considered excess and has been vacant and
utilized for agriculture.

SUBJECT PROPERTY DATA:
Location:
The Apia properties are located on the northeast and southeast corner of Black
Road and West Stowell Road, at the westerly edge of the City of Santa Maria.
The City of Santa 'Maria property is located on the north side of the westerly
elCtension of LaBrea Avenue, west of Blosser and south of Stowell, in the western
portion of the City of Santa Maria.
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Legal Description:
We were not provided with title reports, however, based on the assessor's map,
the two northerly Apio properties would appear to be portions of Lots 6 and 7, of the
Rancho Punta de Ia Laguna. The southerly Apia parcel appears to be a portion of Lot
4, Subdivision 8, Tract R of S of Partition "Rancho Punta de Ia Laguna".
The City's property is a portion of the North Half of the Northeast Quarter of
Section 21, Township 10 North, Range 34 West, San Bernardino Base and Meridian.
Assessor's Data:

Apia

Parcel

APN

Ac:res

Assessed
Land

Value
Imps

Total

Taxes

1

117-190-10

165.14

$1,798,164

$76,748

$1,874,912

$20,185.18

2

117-190-13

16.43

$175,029

$0

$175,029

$1,892.88

181.57

$1,798,164

$76,748

$1,874,912

$22,078.06

59.11

$604,558

$0

$604,558

$6,533.14

240.68

$2,402,722

$76,748

$2,479,470

$28,611.20

24.00

N/A

NIA

N/0
Stowell
S/0
Stowell

3

117-820-02

Total

_C=:i""-t.l'-'_ _ 4

117-240-23

Size and Shape:
As to the Apia properties, the northeasterly comer of Black Road and Stowell is
composed of two assessor's parcels, one. being irregular in shape and the other being
rectangular, combined 'these two parcels create an L-shaped property containing
181 .57 acres. The southeasterly comer of Stowell and Black, owned by Apia, is
irregular in shape and contains 59.11 acres.
The total acreage for the Apia ownership is 240.68 acres..
The City's property on the westerly extension of La !3rea is essentially a
rectangle with its northeasterly corner being an arc formed by the curve of the Santa
Maria Valley Railroad right of way. This property contains 24 acres.
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Topography:
All the subject properties are relatively level and generally at grade with
surrounding properties.
Soils:
The three agricultural parcels, Apia Parcels 1, 2, and 3, are composed of two
major soil series. The first soil series is the Corralitos Loamy Sand, 0 to 2 percent
slopes (Symbol CuA). This is a Class II! soiL The other major soil series is Sorrento
Loam, 0 to 2 percent slope (Symbol SvA). This is a Class I soil.
Parcel 1 is approximately 60 percent Corralitos and 40 percent Sorrento. Parcel
2 is approximately 90 percent Corralitos and 10 percent Sorrento, and finally, Parcel 3
is approximately 50 percent of each.
The City's parcel is approximately 80 percent Sorrento Loam, approximately 1 0
percent Sorrento Loam of 2 to 9 percent (SvC}, Class II, and about 10 percent Sorrento
Sandy Loam 0 to 2 percent (StA), Class !. The Soils Map and the description of each
soil type is contained in the Addenda of this report.
· Utilities:

The three Apia parcels are typical rural parcels, however, for the Bonita Packing
facility that is just east of the southerly Apia parcel, utilities have been extended out
Stowell Road and, it is our understanding upon reimbursement that others can utilize
these utility extensions.
As La Brea has not yet been exiended, the utiliiies would appear to be available
at the property's southeasterly corner.
Zoning:
The City's parcel is zoned M-2, General Manufacturing, City of Santa Maria. All
three Apia parcels lie outside the City and are currently in the jurisdiction of the County
of Santa Barbara. The two northerly par.cels are on the Santa Maria Valley Rural
Region Land Use Designations Map, a cop~r of a portion of which is in the Addenda,
and it shows these properties as AC, Agricultural Contract. The southerly parcel an the
southeast comer of Stowell and Black is zoned A-1_, Agricultural-1.
At the time the City of Santa Maria did the West Stowell Specific Plan in August
of 1994, it was contemplated to take in the southerly Apia parcel and, in our opinion,
this is still potential, even if the property would remain in the private sector, it would
seem logical that this property would be annexed to the City and rezoned to the
adjacent zoning of PD/CM/AG. Permitted uses in the CM/AG overlay zone include dry
and irrigated farming, pasture grazing, service estabiishments such as agricultural,
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packing ancl processing plant, blacksmith shop, sheet metal shop, welding or machine
shop, farm implement and machinery sells, service and supply shop, farm implement
rental shop, feed and fuel store, frozen food locker, irrigation contractor, oil and water
well drilling supplier, produce distribution warehouse, wholesale nursery supplies, and
wholesale supply storage and distribution center. Because of the probability of this
annexation and zone change, in our opinion this southerly Apio parcel 'has a higher
value than its "pure" ag value, but still has 2 value lower than the adjacent annexed and
CM/AG zoned parcels.
·
Also, as shown on the Zoning 1\/iap for the southerly parcel, the properties
immediately to the south are zoned Industrial, which again would lend credence and
probability to a higher, more intensive use of the subject than agriculture.
Present Use:

The Apia properties are currently used for farming, as is the City parcel.
HIGHEST AND BEST USE:

"Highest and Best Use" is defined as:
'That available use or program for future utilization of a parcel of land that
produces the highest present land value."

We have completed an investigation and analysis regarding the highest and
best use of this property. In determining t'le highest and best use it was felt that the
most probable use of the property must meet the following criteria.
1.

The use must be a lawful one, consistent with the General Plan
and prescribed zoning, meeting alf governmental regulations.

2.

The use must be within the realm of probabiiity in the near future,
not a mere possibility, not a speculative use.

3.

There must be a demand for such a use and it must be an effective
demand backed with purchasing power.

4.

It must be a use that will produce the highest net return to the·Jand
in the form of inoney and amenities over the iongest period of time.

It is our opinion that the Apio properties are best suited for the future eJ..'i:ension
of the wastewater treatment and plant, plus interim agricultural use.
The highest and best use of t'le City's 24 acres would be development into
industrial uses.
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VALUATION:
The appraisal of real esi:ate involves three fundamental methods or approaches
to arrive at an opinion of the market value of a property: Cost, Sales Comparison, and
Income Approaches. Each ofthe approaches is briefly described as follows:
Cost Approach to Value:
This is· the method whereby improvement replacement cost, less
depreciation, is added to land value ascertained from vacant land sales.
The result is an indication of property value.
Sales C.omparison Approach to Value:
This method, formerly known as the Market Approach, considers ·recent
sales of similar properties in the area. These sales are analyzed and
compared to the subject property with adjustments for dissimilar
characteristics. The result is also an indication of the value of the
property.
Income Approach to Value:

This method considers a property's income producing capabilities and
processes .said income into an indication of value through the
capitalization process.
The results of the above three approaches, if alf are applicable, provide a band
of value which is correlated into one final value estimate considering all factors
affecting the property.
In the valuation of the four subject properties we have utilized only the market
data or Sales Comparison Approach to value for forming our opinions of the fee simple
values.
For the value of the Ag !ease we have utilized an income Valuation.
The sales utilized· to estimate the value of the four subject parcels are as follows:

-
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Comparable Sales
LOCATION
APN

PRICE
ZONING

SIZEAC
$/ACRE
$/SF (IF APPLIC)

REMARKS

1
4/02

2440 Telephone
128-100-14

$2,766,000
Unlimited Ag

161.44
$17,133

Eastside
Older, Class I

2
2/02

2745 Telephone
128-098-36

$1,435,000
Ag

79.12
$18,137

Eastside
Older, Class IV

3

NEG E Betteravia &
Rosemary
128-096-01

$6,000,000
Ag

233.22
$25,727

Eastside
Older, Class I and
IV

North of W Main,
E/0 Bonita School
117-020-16

$1,950,000
Ag

78.23
$24,926

Westside
Newer, Class I

SALE
DATE
AG SALES

4/02
4
6/03

INDUSTRIAL SALES
5
12/02

Wend Craig, W/0 Blosser
117-630-16

$1,054,000
PDIM2

11.24
$93,772
$2.15

In City

6
11/02

W end Craig; W/0 Blosser
117-630-15

$542,000
PD/M-2

5.42
.$100,000
$2.30

In City

7
4/02

N/S Furakawa
W/0 Blosser
117-630-13

$400,000
PD/M-2

3.33
.$120,492
s2.n

In City

8
9/02

N/S Betteravia
EJO Blosser
117-330-8

$2,900,000
'PD/M-1

40 net
$72,500
$1.66

Still in Ag use, City

9
12/02

W/S A St, S/0 Betteravia
111-040-4

$1,300,000
PD/M-1

11.59 net
$112,116
$2.57 .

City

10
12/02

S/0 Stowell, E/0 Black
117-820-07
(now Per. 45)

$1,000,000
PD/CM/AG

10.33
$96,805
$2.22

No frontage, City

11
7/02

S/S Stowell, E/0 Black
117-820-27

$1,338,000
PD/CM/AG

10.45
$128,038
$2.94

Just east and
south of Apio
Parcels 3 and 2;
City

12
1/03

1550 W Stowell
117-820-15

$2,615,000
PD/CM/AG

19.77
$132,271
$3.04

City, Old Imps
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Each of the above sales was analyzed and compared to the subject properties in
terms of date of sale, location, zoning, size, terrain, etc.
Based on our analysis of the above sales it Is our opinion that the applicable
value for the two parcels located on the northeast corner of Stowell and Black is $.65
per square foot, which equates to $28,314 per acre. This is essentially an ag value with
primary emphasis on the agricultural sales.
Secondly, it is our opinion that the City's 24 acres zoned M2 has a value of $3
per sguare foot, which equates to $130,680 per acre.
Lastly, it is our opinion that the southeast corner of Black and Stowell has a
value that lies .between the two previous opinions of value. Specifically, it is greater
than the ag value due to the potentia1 for zone change, city annexation, proximity to the
City Limits, zoning .of adjacent properties, and access to the Santa Maria Valley
Railroad right of way. It is our opinion that the applicable value for this 59 acres is
$2.10 per square foot, which equates to $91 ,476 per acre.
The above four opinions of value equate to the following parcel valuations:

Aoio

Parcel

APN

1

117-190-10

165.14

$28,314

$4,B75,n4

$4,680,000

2

i i7-i90-'!3

16.43

$28,314

$465,199

$470,000

N/0 Stowell
S/0 Stowell

$/Acre~

1)

Value

1!!1.57
3

117-820·02

4

{ 1 )

Rounded

$5,150,000

59.11

$91,476

240.6&

$43,876

117-240-23

24.00

$130,680

$0.65
$0.80
$2.10
$3.00

per sq foot
per sq foot
per sq fooi
persq foot

Total

Citv

Acres

equeis
equals
equals
equals

$5,407,146

$5,410,000 .
$10,560,000

$3,136,320

$28,314
$34,848
$91,476
$130,680

$3,140,000

per acre
per acre
per acre
per acre

Apio will have the right to farm or sublease approximately 200 acres of the 240
acres. We estimate the economic rent for these properties in their agricultural use at
$1,100 per acre per year. Given the 200 acres to be falined or subleased, this equates
to an annual payment of approXimately $220,000. Over the term of 10 years this

REEDER, GILlvlA,N & BORGQUIST

7360A.doc:l80

Page 10

equates to $2,200,000. We have estimated the value of this right to farm or sublease
by taking the present worth of the income stream for 'i 0 years. We have utilized a
relatively safe capitalization rate of 6 percent.
·
.
The present worth of receiving $220,000 per year for 1D years at 6 percent
equals $1,620,000, rounded.

Summary and Conclusions:
in the Addenda of this report is a spreadsheet entitled City of Santa Maria and
Aoio Land Comoany. Prooerty Acquisitions. The top of this spreadsheet shows the
City's payment which equates to almost $9,000,000 and shows what the City will
receive which is property which in our opinion has a value in excess of $10,000,000.
This results in an initial City benefit of $1,570,000.
The bottom of the spreadsheet shows t'Je calculations for the Apia ag lease
which shows a benefit to Apio of $1,620,000.
The right three columns of the same spreadsheet show the calculation in a
different way. As shown, the City's benefit is $1,570,000, ..!\pia's ag lease va]ue is
$1,620,000, for a potential City loss of $5Q,OOO. However, the City's savings by not
having to actually condemn the Apjo property will significantly exceed the potential
loss.
To summarize, if the City buys Apia's 240 acres worth $10,560,000, and pays
Apio cash and property, with a value of $8,990,000, the City has an initial benefit of
$1,570,000. The ag benefit to Apia will be $1,620,000, leaving the City with a net loss
of$50,000.
·
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We hereby certify that we have no present nor contemplated financial interest in
the subject property, that the opinion of value expressed herein is our own conclusion
and that our fee is not contingent upon the value reported nor upon anything else
except the delivery of this report.
Respectfully submitted,

REEDER, GILMAN & BORGQUIST
REAL ESTATE APPRAISERS

Lesjie"~man,/MBA, SRWA

Certified Gen~al Estate Appraiser, CA #AGD149BD

Warren Reeder, MAl, SRWA
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser, CA #AGDOS521

LJG/WR:bg
\ NOTE: ORIGINAL DOCUMENT IS SIGNED IN BLUE INK. \
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ASSillY.i:PTIONS A.N"D LIM:ITThiG COJ';i"DJLTIONS
This Appraisal Report is subject to the following:
1.

It is assumed that title to the property which is the subject of this report is free and clear
of liens, leases, and encumbrances and is good and marketable unless otherwise
noted.

2.

No responsibility is assumed for matters legal in nature or for facts or conditions which
require specialized knowledge beyond that of a qualified real estate appraiser or that
customarily employed by real estate appraisers. This includes, but is not limited to,
structural defects· or termite damage nat readily apparent, conformance to specific
governmental requirements such as fire, building safety, earthquake, flood, or
occupancy codes, soil stability or instability, etc.

3.

No survey of the subject property was made at the time of appraisal. All references to
property size or dimensions were obtained from public records or from data provided
this appraiser. Maps and other display material are "included only as a guide in
emphasizing certain aspects of a property.

4.

In preparing this report, certain information was obtained from other persons. This data
is assumed to be correct, but we assume no responsibility i'or its accuracy.

5.

We are not required to give testimony or to appear in court or at conferences by reason
of this appraisal, .with reference to the property in question, unless further
arrangements have been previous!)' made and mutually agreed upon.

6.

Possession of this report, or a copy thereof, does not·· ·carry with it the right of
publication, nor may it be used for any purpose by anyone butihG illpplicant without the
previous written consent of the appraiser or the applicant, and ..then only with proper
qualification.

7.

The "Highest and Best Use" as indicated by this report, is assumed to be consistent
with Planning and Zoning policies, and will meet the approval of all local, city, count}',
state, and federal land use and environmental laws and regulations. We assume no
responsibility for changes or limitations imposed by the various governing .agencies or
political entities that affect a property's use or value.

8.

This valuation does not include items of personal property, partial interests, or mineral
·
rights unless specificall)1 incorporated by reference.

9.

Unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of hazardous material, which may
or may not be present on the property, was not observed by the appraiser. The
appraiser has no knowledge of the existence of such materials on or in the property.
The appraiser, however, is not qualified to detect such substances. The presence of
substances such as petrolelJm products, asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation,
underground chemicals or other potentially hazardous materials may affectthe value oi
the property. 'The value estimate is predicated on the assumption that there is no such
material on or in the property that would cause a loss in value. No responsibility is
assumed fer any such conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge
required to discovei them. The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired.
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1D.

This is a complete appraisa! and is reported in a summary format.

11.

For the Apia Parcels we utilized the term "Fair Market Value", as herein used, is defined
as "the highest price on the date of valuation thai would be agreed to a seller, being
willing to sell but under no particular or urgent necessity for so doing, nor obliged to
sell, and a buyer, being ready, willing, and able to buy under no particular necessity for
so doing, each dealing with the other with full knowledge of all the uses and purposes
for which the property is reasonably adaptable and available." (Cal. Code of Civ. Proc.,
Title 7, Sec. 1263.320)

12.

Because no title report was made available to the appraisers, we assume no
responsibility for such items of record not disclosed by our·customary investigation.

13.

We are not required to give testimony or to appear in court or at conferences by reason
of this appraisal, with reference to the property in question, unless further
arrangements have been previously made and mutually agreed upon.

14.

The appraiser reserves the right to make such adjustments to the valuation herein
reported, as may be required by consideration of additional data or more reliable data
that may become available.

15.

No engineering survey has been made by the appraiser. Exc;ept as specifically stated,
data relative to size and area was taken from sources considered reliable and no
encroachment of real property improvements is considered to exist.

16.

-Maps, plats, and exhibits included herein are for illustration only as an aid in visualizing
matters discussed within the report. They should not be ·considered as surveys or
relied upon for any other purpose, nor should they be removed from, reproduced, or
used apart from this report.

17.

No consideration has been given in the appraisal as to the value, if an~r, attributable to
growing crops on any portion of the property. It is assumable that any crops in the Part
Taken will be harvested prior to project construction. If they are not harvested this
report can and should be amended to reflect crop value.

18.

We were not asked to prepare a full narrative report by our client.
complete, but the report fonmat is limited.

19.

It is the intent of the appraisers t'1at this report is not in compliance with guidelines oi
the Financial Institution Reform, Recovery; and Enforcement Act of 1989 (FIRREA).
FIRREA guidelines govem the fonnat of appraisals to be used for lending purposes
and do not apply to this appraisal.
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CERTIFICATE OF APPRA1SER
1certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief:

The statements of fact contained in !his report are true and correct.
The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported
assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my personal, unbiased professional analyses,
opinions, and conclusions.
I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject oi this report,
and I have no personal interest or bias with respect to the parties involved .

. My compensation is not contingent on an action or event resulting from the analyses,
opinions, or conclusions in, or the use of, this report.
My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been
prepared in conformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and the
Standards of Professional Practice of the Appraisal insmute, and the Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice..
The use of this report is sLrbject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to
review by its duly authorized representatives.
·
I have personalfl' inspected the property ihat is the subject of this report.

The property owners or their designated representatives were given an opportunity to
accompany the appraisers during the inspection of the subject properties.
The appraisers disregarded any decrease or increase in the Fair Market Value of the
real property caused by the project for which the property is to be acquired.
My value conclusion, as well as other opinions expressed herein are noi basad on a
requested minimum value, a specific value, or approval of a loan.
Prior to accepting this assignment I determined that l have the professional education,
background, and experience necessary to complete this assignment competently.
No one provided any real property appraisal assistance to the person signing this
report.
~-\
f

(

/,'~

\

.

LESuE_.I':' ~· MBA, SRWA
'---6lrtified GeneraR:al Estate· Appraiser, cA ii:AGD149BD

I NOTE:

DATE:

· March 3. 2004

Federal Ta:: ID #77-0555850

DRIGINALDDCUMcNI IS S/GN::D IN BLUE INK.
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CERTIFICATE OF APPR...<\ISER
I certify that, to the best of

m)l

knowledge and belief:

The statements of fact contained ir. this report are true and correct.
The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported
assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my persona!, unbiased professional analyses,
opinions, and conclusions.
I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report,
and I have no personal interest or bias with respect to the parties involved.
My compensation is not contingent on an action or event resulting from the analyses,
opinions, or conclusions in,._o.[
.,, ' ..the use of, this report .
My analyses, opinions, ·and conclusions were developed, and this report has been
prepared ·in. conformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and the
Standards of Professional Practice of the Appraisal Institute, and the Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice.
The use of this report is subject to. the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to
review by its duly authorized representatives.
As of the date oi this report, 1· have completed the requir.ements .oi the continuing
education program of the Appraisal Institute.
l have personally inspected the property that is the subject of this report.
The property owners or their designated representatives were given an opportunity to
accompany the appraisers during the inspection of the subject properties.
My value conclusion, as well as other ~pinions expressed herein are not based on a
requested minimum value, a specific value, or approval of a loan.
Prior to accepting this assignment I detennined that I have the professional education.
background, and experience necessary to complete this assignment competently.
No one provided any rea! property appraisal assistance io the persons signing this
report.

z::;~/~~
WARREN REEDER, MAI;SRWA
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser, CA #AGD06521

I NO

I c.:

DATE:

March 3. 2004

Federal Tax lD #77-0555850

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT IS SIGf~ED IN BLUE IN/(.
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ADDENDA
Definitions

Letter of Intent- Purchase Agreement
Spreadsheet: City of Santa Maria
Market Data Map -Agricultural Sales
Market Data Map- Industrial Sales
Subject Property Photographs
Subject Parcel Maps
Parcel Details
TopoMap
Apia Zoning - County
City 7oning
Excerpts from Zoning Qistdcts
Soils Descriptions and Soils Map
Professional Qualifications
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DEFINITIONS
A.

FAIR MARKET VALUE
(a)

The highest price on the date of valuation that would be agreed to by a
seller, being willing to sell but under no particular or urgent necessity far
so doing, nor obliged to sell, and a buyer, being ready, willing, and able to
buy but under no particular necessity far so doing, each dealing with the
other with full knowledge of all uses and purposes for which the property
is reason·ably adaptable and available .

.(b)

The Fair Market Value of property taken for which there is no relevant
market is its value on the date of valuation as determined by any method
of valuation that is just and equitable.
SOURCE:

Eminent Domain Law, Title 7, Chapter 9, Article 4 Section

1263.320
B.

SEVERANCE DAMAGES- In the case of a partial taking, it is the damage to the
part not taken which arises by reason of the taking and/or the construction of the
improvements in the manner proposed.

C.

TAKE OR SUBJECT PROPERTY- All the property which the owner thereof will
be deprived the use of, either permanently or temporarily as a result of the
construction of this project.

D.

PARENT PROPERTY OR LARGER PARCEL- The whole of the parcel of which
a partial take is being made.

E.

GENERAL BENEFITS - A gain or appreciation in value arising from a public
improvement which affects the entire community, neighborhood or District by
reason of nearness .to the public improvements.

F.

HIGHEST AND BEST USE- That which, at ihe time of appraisal, is the most
profitable, likely use to which a property can be pui.

G.

EASEMENT - A non-possessory interest in the land of another which allows the
owner of the easement to use that land for a particular purpose. In the case of
the subject project, the rights to be acquired are an underground pipeline
easement.
·
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City of Santa Maria
MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS

EFFLUENT DISPOSAL
1.0

PURPOSE

In 1999, the percolation ponds at the wastewater treatment plant were no longer capable of
disposing the current flows. At that time, the City began constructing additional ponds on
land west of the existing ones. Though the total pond area was increased from 69 to 123
acres, the disposal capacity is still limited, and steps must be taken immediately to prevent
over-topping of the ponds.
One purpose of this report to estimate the capacity of the existing ponds. Once this is
established, alternatives for additional disposal capacity are identified and evaluated. These
disposal options include additional percolation ponds, disposal to the Santa Maria River,
disposal to the Pacific Ocean, disposal to the Green Canyon Drainage Ditch, and effluent
recycling. Two alternatives are considered for the percolation ponds. The first considers
constructing ponds on land south of the existing site. The second considers a site east of
the City, along the Santa Maria River, just upstream of the City landfill. A new pipeline
would be constructed through the City to convey the treated wastewater to the percolation
site.
The analysis includes development of probable discharge requirements for each disposal
option. The level of required treatment would be greater for each option other than
percolation ponds. The existing trickling filter process cannot produce the effluent quality
required for the other disposal methods. Therefore, the treatment plant would require
extensive modifications and upgrades. The capital cost and expected rate impact is
estimated for each alternative.

2.0

BACKGROUND

Almost all of the wastewater generated within the City of Santa Maria is treated and
disposed of at the Wastewater Treatment Plant located at 601 Black Road. The location of
the facilities is shown on Figure 1. By agreement, the City treats a small amount of flow
from the Laguna Sanitation District from the southern edge of the City. Likewise, a small
amount of flow from the southern part of the City is treated by the Laguna Sanitation
District. This exchange is based on topography and ability of wastewater to flow to the
treatment plants by gravity.
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CITY OF SANTA MARIA
n e e n- s - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - MISCei.J.ANEOUS PROJECTS
EFFLUENT DISPOSAL

The City's treatment and disposal facilities have been located at the same site since the
mid-1930's. There have been several major expansions, most over the past 40 years. In
1962, a major expansion increased the treatment capacity to 6.5 million gallons per day
(mgd). The 1981 expansion increased the capacity to 7.8 mgd. A significant part of this
project was to improve and enlarge the disposal facilities. The last expansion was
completed in 1996 and increased the capacity to 9.5 mgd.

2.1

Treatment Facilities

The existing treatment facilities include preliminary treatment, primary treatment, secondary
treatment, and sludge handling. The wastewater is first screened to remove large solids
and then flows to an aerated grit chamber. The grit chamber removes silt, sand, and other
particles that could settle in process tanks or pipes as well as accelerate wear in pumps.
The next step is primary treatment. The wastewater is held in a large, circular basin for
about 2 hours. Suspended particles, referred to as total suspended solids (TSS) settle to
the bottom of the basin. These are collected to the center of the basin and pumped to the
gravity thickeners. A portion of the organic material is also removed in the primary process.
This is referred to as biochemical oxygen demand (BOD). Typically, the primary step
removes two-thirds of the TSS and one-third of the BOD.
The partially treated wastewater then flows to the secondary treatment process. This
consists of two-stage, trickling filters. The wastewater is pumped over the trickling filters.
These are concrete tanks that contain plastic media. A biological slime grows on the media
and uses the organic material in the wastewater for cell growth and respiration. A portion of
the slime sloughs off the media and is then removed in the secondary clarifiers. These
tanks are very similar to the primary clarifiers. The solids settle to the bottom of the basins
and are collected to the center. The solids are first pumped into the gravity thickeners to
concentrate the solids. The combined primary and secondary solids are finally pumped
from the thickeners to the anaerobic digesters.
The wastewater solids, referred to as biosolids, are stabilized in anaerobic digesters. The
biosolids are dried on open-air beds and then beneficially used for landfill cover and soli
amendment. Design criteria, flow schematic, and site plan are included as Appendix A.
While the trickling filters are referred to as secondary treatment, the current facilities are not
capable of meeting Secondary Treatment Requirements as set by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). The EPA defines secondary treatment as processes capable of
removing at least 85 percent of the wastewater TSS and BOD and producing a treated
effluent with TSS and BOD concentrations not exceeding 30 milligrams per liter {mg/L).
However, the City is not required to treat to this level. This is because the treated effluent is
not discharged into navigable waters of the United States. All of the effluent is disposed of
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by percolation, and the treatment requirements are set by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board Central Coast Basin (RWOCB). The limits are 60 mg/L for TSS and BOD.

2.2

Disposal Facilities

The treated wastewater flows to a series of percolation ponds for final disposal. These are
shown on Figure 2. The purpose of the ponds is twofold. First, the treated effluent
recharges the groundwater basin and helps to prevent seawater intrusion. Second, the
ponds were designed to operate in fill, dry, and rest cycles to promote nitrogen removal.
The treated wastewater typically contains about 30 mg/L of total nitrogen. The ponds
remove over two-thirds of this amount to meet the discharge requirements set by the
RWQCB.
In 1981, the existing ponds and additional land used for effluent land application by spray
irrigation were developed into 8 percolation ponds. These are shown as the "original" ponds
on Figure 2. An isolation gate was constructed for each pond, allowing them to be operated
in the fill, dry, and rest cycles to promote nitrogen removal and to prolong percolation
capacity. It was recognized that clay lenses under Ponds 7 and 8 restricted percolation. A
series of holes were drilled through the layer and filled with gravel. These ponds were
designated for emergency use.
The 1996 project included expansion of Pond 7. The north dike of the existing pond was
removed so that the existing isolation gate could be used.
Over the past 2 years, the City has constructed 9 new ponds, shown as Ponds 9 through 17
on Figure 2. Only ponds 15 through 17 can be isolated for purposes of draining and resting.
At this time, Ponds 1 through 14 remain full the entire time. Flow is directed to each of
them. Disposal is through a combination of evaporation and percolation. The amount of flow
that is disposed through each individual pond depends on its size, the unique soil
conditions underlying it, and the period of time since the last rest cycle. The remainder of
the effluent is disposed of in Ponds 15 through 17. These are operated in using fill and dry
cycles. The size of each of the individual ponds is summarized on Table 1.

2.3

Existing Discharge Requirements

The treatment facilities are operated to meet the requirements Waste Discharge and Water
Reclamation Requirements Order 97-41 issued by the RWQCB. A copy of the order is
contained in Appendix B. While there are many parameters and requirements set forth in
the order, the main ones include effluent TSS and BOD limits and a groundwater nitrogen
limit. The TSS and BOD is measured as the wastewater leaves the secondary clarifiers.
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The Discharge Order limits TSS and BOD to 60 mg/L. Prior to completion of the 1996
project, the limit was 40 mg/L. The groundwater nitrogen is sampled from wells upstream
and downstream of the percolation ponds.
Table 1

Existing Pond Sizes
Miscellaneous Projects
City of Santa Maria
Pond Number

Area (ac)

1

9.9

2

11.6

3

5.7

4

6.4

5

9.3

6

8.8

7

12.2

8

5.2

9

8.4

10

8.4

11

4.1

12

4.1

13

2.0

14

2.0

15

5.9

16

8.6

17

11.0
Total

3.0

WASTEWATER CHARACTERISTICS

3.1

Wastewater Flows

.

123.4

The wastewater flow currently averages 7.58 mgd. This is expected to increase to 11.78
mgd in the year 2020. This is the expected "build-out". Historical and projected flows are
shown on Figure 3.
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3.2

Effluent Quality

As stated previously, the effluent quality must meet 60 mg/L for both TSS and BOD on an
average monthly basis. The effluent quality for these two parameters since January 1999 is
reported in Table 2. The effluent TSS has always been below 60 mg/L, and almost
consistently less than 40 mg/L. The effluent BOD has exceeded 60 mg/L only once in
March 2001. The TSS levels affect the infiltration rate in the ponds. The higher the TSS, the
sooner the infiltration rate will decline. However, the current TSS levels are in line with
historical values going back 20 or more years. TSS is not considered a major factor
affecting current disposal capacity.
Table 2

Effluent Quality '11
Miscellaneous Projects
City of Santa Maria
2000

1999

2001

Month

TSS

BOD

TSS

BOD

TSS

BOD

January

47

26

43

27

44

February

38
31

42

34

60

41

59

March

31

43

30

33
30

57

April

46
45

44

35

63
46

May

44

26

35

28

29
29

35

July

38
49

45
54

25

June

28
25

42

36

54
56

August

30

50

31

43

33

40

September

29

46

31

51

34

42
ND

October

33

55

34

42

ND(31

November

36

52

40

ND

ND

December

25

36

30
29

33

ND

ND

(1) all values mg/L
(2) BOD is reported as carbonaceous BOD
(3) No Data.

May 1, 2002
H:\Cifeni\S_Maria_SD0\6375aDD\Div\TM\EfflueniDisposal.doc

8

4.0

EXISTING DISPOSAL CAPACITY

4.1

Existing Operation

As discussed above, Ponds 1 through 14 are in operation at all times. Ponds 15 through 17
are operated in a fill, drain, and rest cycle as follows:
•

Effluent is diverted into a pond for approximately 36 hours or until the pond is 3 to 5 feet
deep.

•

The isolation gate is closed, and effluent is diverted into one of the other two ponds.

•

It takes 4 to 7 days for the pond to drain and dry.

•

Once the pond is dry enough to allow entry, the surface is disked.

•

The process continues through each pond.

4.2

Apparent Capacity

. The apparent capacity of the ponds cannot be calculated with precision. The flow into the
separate ponds is not metered. This includes the flow split between Ponds 1 through 14
and Ponds 15 through 17. The only measurement than can be used is the observation of
the filled depth and the time it takes to drain the pond. These observations can be used to
calculate a range of apparent infiltration rates. In turn, the infiltration rates can be used to
estimate the capacity of Ponds 15 through 17. The remaining effluent is disposed of
through Ponds 1 through14.
The resultant range of infiltration rates is reported on Table 3. This is based on reported
operation of the ponds. For the average fill depth and draining period, the infiltration rate is
not greater than 9 inches per day. The rate could vary among the 3 ponds, but there is not
enough data to differentiate between them. The 9 inches per day compares to an infiltration
rates ranging from 17.5 to 35.5 inches per day measured during the period of April through
September 1 987. This data is reported in the Wastewater Master Plan, August 1993.

Table 3

Infiltration Rates (inches/day)
Miscellaneous Projects
City of Santa Maria

Days to Drain
Fill Depth (ft)

4

5

6

7

3

9.0

7.2

6.0

5.1

4

12.0

9.6

8.0

6.9

5

15.0

12.0

10.0

8.6
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The disposal capacity depends on both the infiltration rate and the pond area. Using the
estimated areas for the three ponds and the range of measured infiltration rates, the
resulting pond capacities are shown on Table 4. Using an infiltration rate of 9 inches per
day, the apparent average capacity of Ponds 15 through 17 is approximately 2.1 mgd. This
infiltration capacity assumes the current fill/rest cycle of 1 fill and 2 rest. To promote
nitrogen removal, the ponds should be operated in a fill/rest cycle of 1 fill and 3 rest. Taking
this into account, the capacity for planning purposes is 1.55 mgd.
Apparent Pond Capacities
Miscellaneous Projects
City of Santa Maria

Table 4

Pond Number
Infiltration Rate (in/day)

(1} Ave

@

15

16

17

5

0.79

1.16

1.49

6

0.95

1.40

1.79

7

1.11

1.63

2.08

8

1.27

1.86

2.38

9

1.43

2.09

10

1.59

2.33

2.98

11

1.75

2.56

3.28

12

1.91

2.79

3.57

13

2.07

3.02

3.87

14

2.22

3.26

4.17

15

2.38

3.49

4.47

(l)

2.68

9 inches/day= 2.1 mgd

The remaining effluent is either percolated or evaporated in Ponds 1 through 14. For
September, evaporation averages 4.5 inches or 0.5 mgd on an average daily basis. For the
total September 2001 flow of 7.6 mgd, the total percolation is then 5.0 mgd (7 .6-2.10.5=5.0}. This equates to a net infiltration rate of 1.5 inches per day for ponds 1 through 14.
This demonstrates the reduced infiltration rate for the current mode of operation. The
infiltration rate has reduced by more than 90 percent since 1987.
The measured capacity is for summer conditions. The capacity of the existing ponds will be
less in the winter and could decrease further in time as TSS continue to seal the bottoms of
Ponds 1 through 14. This will continue to happen over time. Rate of decrease cannot be
calculated. For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that the "firm" capacity is 80
percent of the existing. Further, evaporation should be neglected, as rainfall will exceed
evaporation during some winter months.

May 1. 2002
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The existing capacity is therefore:
•

Ponds 1 through 14- 4 mgd.

•

Ponds 15 through 17-1.55 mgd.

•

Firm winter capacity-5.55 mgd.

4.3

Required Additional Disposal Capacity

The required disposal capacity is reported on Table 5. It is based on the firm winter capacity
of the existing ponds of 5.55 mgd and comparing it to the projected wastewater flow rates.
Required Additional Disposal Capacity
Miscellaneous Projects
City of Santa Maria

Table 5

Year

Projected Wastewater Flow
(mgd)

Additional Disposal Capacity
Required (mgd)

2002

7.60

2.05

2005

8.96

3.41

2010

10.16

4.61

2020

11.78

6.23

For build-out conditions, the disposal capacity will require expansion by an additional 6.23
mgd.

5.0

PROBABLE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

For the alternatives identified, there are four major types of discharge and disposal: 1) land
application and percolation as currently practiced; 2) surface water discharge; 3) ocean
discharge; and 4) recycling. It is expected that recycling would consist of treatment and
irrigation of landscaping, including irrigation of parks and golf courses. Each of these has a
unique set of discharge standards. They are set to protect beneficial uses of the receiving
water, to meet minimum treatment levels, and to protect public health. The regulated
constituents consist of TSS, BOD, total. and fecal coliform, pH, nutrients, other organic
compounds, heavy metals, total dissolved solids, and toxicity. This study does not include
an exhaustive review of every constituent, but focuses on the major ones and their impact
on the required level of treatment.

5.1

Land Application and Percolation

Land application and percolation is regulated by the RWQCB. This is not considered a
discharge into navigable waters, and the RWQCB sets discharge limits to protect the
groundwater quality on a case by case basis. As stated in the "Basin Plan"
May 1, 2002
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Wastewater characteristics of particular concern are total salt content, nitrate, boron,
pathogenic organisms, and toxic chemicals.
For this disposal method, it is assumed that the current discharge requirements would
remain in place. Important elements include:
•

Effluent TSS and BOD requirements would remain 60 mg/L.

•

The percolation ponds would be designed for fill, drain, and rest cycles to promote
nitrogen removal.

•

The percolation ponds would be fenced with adequate signage so that disinfection
would not be needed.

•

The alternatives will be compared at the ultimate flows. The Phase II treatment
expansion as outlined in the Wastewater Master Plan, August 1993 would be
constructed. These improvements include a new primary clarifier, first stage trickling
filter, primary and secondary sludge pumping improvements.

The City would continue to enforce its pretreatment program to control salt, boron, and toxic
chemicals.

5.2

Surface Water Discharge

Surface water discharge requirements would apply for discharge to the Santa Maria River
or to the Green Canyon Drainage Ditch. The discharge requirements would be set by the
RWQCB to protect the designated beneficial uses. The beneficial uses are defined in the
"Basin Plan" for the Santa Maria River. No specific uses have been identified for the Green
Canyon Drainage Ditch.

5.2.1

Santa Maria River Discharge

The designated uses for the Santa Maria River include:
•

MUN-Uses of water for community, military, or individual water supply systems,
including but not limited to drinking water supply.

•

AG R-Uses of water for farming, horticulture, or ranching, including but not limited to
irrigation, stock watering, or support of vegetation for range grazing.

•

IND-Uses of water for industrial activities that do not depend primarily on water quality
including mining, cooling water, gravel washing, fire protection, or oil well
pressurization.

•

GWR-Uses of water for natural or artificial recharge for future extraction, maintenance
of water quality, or halting of seawater intrusion.

•

REC1-Uses of water for recreational water involving body contact with water, where
ingestion of water is reasonably possible.

•

REC2-Uses of water for recreational activities involving proximity to water, but not
normally involving body contact with water.

May 1, 2002
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•

WILD-Uses of water that support terrestrial ecosystems including preservation and
enhancement of terrestrial habitats, vegetation, wildlife, or wildlife water and food
sources.

•

COLD-Uses of water that support cold water ecosystems including, but not limited to,
preservation or enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish or wildlife, including
invertebrates.

•

WARM---Uses of water that support warm water ecosystems including, but not limited
to, preservation or enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish or wildlife,
including invertebrates.

•

MIG R-Uses of water that support habitats necessary for migration or other temporary
activities by aquatic organisms, such as anadromous fish.

•

RARE-Uses of water that support habitats necessary, at least in part, for the survival
and successful maintenance of plant or animal species established under state or·
federal law as rare, threatened, or endangered.

o

FRESH-Uses of water for natural or artificial maintenance of surface water quantity or
quality.

•

COM M-Uses of water for commercial or recreational collection of fish, shellfish, or
other organisms including, but not limited to, uses involving organisms intended for
human consumption or bait purposes

The treatment level must protect all of the designated uses. Considering the ephemeral
nature of the River, wastewater effluent would be expected to make up the majority of the
flow for much of the year.
The RWQCB sets water quality objectives and minimum treatment levels based on the
designated uses. For the uses listed, the minimum expected treatment levels for river
discharge are summarized in Table 6.

May 1, 2002
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Probable River Discharge Requirements
Miscellaneous Projects
City of Santa Maria

Table 6

Item

Water Quality Objective or Minimum
Treatment Level

Resulting Treatment Level

General Objectives-Toxicity

Water shall be maintained free of toxic
substances wh lch are detrimental to
human, plant, animal or aquatic life.
Unionized ammonia shall not exceed
0.025 mg/L in receiving waters.

Effluent cannot contain measurable
concentrations of chlorine. If
disinfection is required, ultraviolet
irradiation or dechlorination must be
used. Ammonia removal is required.

REC-1-Bacteria

Fecal coliform must be limited to a log
mean of 200/1 00 mi.

Disinfection is required.

COLD-Dissolved
Oxygen

The dissolved oxygen concentration
shall not be reduced below 7.0 mg/L at
anytime.

Effluent LimitsStream Disposal

Where water contact use is to be
protected (REC-1), Title 22 requirements
must be met. Detoxification Is required
where fishery protection is a concern.

Oxygen depleting substances must
be significantly reduced. This
includes ammonia removal. Reoxygenation prior to discharge is
required.
Requires coagulation, filtration, and
disinfection providing a median
providing a median coliform of
2.21100 mi.

The above requirements suggest that a new treatment train is required including nitrifying
activated sludge, coagulation, filtration and disinfection meeting Title 22, and reoxygenation. Based on chlorine and other toxicity concerns, the use of conventional
chlorination is not considered. Disinfection would be achieved with ultraviolet disinfection.
The existing treatment facilities are not capable of producing an effluent meeting the above
requirements. First, the trickling filter process is not capable removing enough BOD to
protect in-stream oxygen levels. Without a significant increase in trickling filter size,
ammonia removal cannot be met. Trickling filter effluent contains colloidal particles that do
not filter effectively. The above treatment processes are considered to be minimum. Further
levels of treatment, to remove metals and dissolved organics, could be required to meet
toxicity standards.

5.2.2

Green Canyon Drainage Ditch Discharge

While beneficial uses are not designated for the Green Canyon Drainage Ditch, it is
expected that the effluent would have to meet the requirements of Title 22 as a minimum.
This is based on the possibility of human contact with the effluent. This requires new
activated sludge (nitrification is not required), and coagulation, filtration, and disinfection
meeting Title 22. For this option, disinfection is based on conventional chlorination, using
sodium hypochlorite as the form of active chlorine.

May 1, 2002
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5.3

Ocean Disposal

Discharge and resulting treatment requirements for ocean disposal are set by the EPA and
the California Ocean Plan. The EPA requires a minimum of secondary treatment for ocean
disposal. The California Ocean Plan lists specific discharge requirements that can usually
be met with secondary treatment and proper design of the outfall system. For the purpose
of this analysis, it is assumed that the existing trickling filter process be converted to a
trickling filter/solids contact process. New solids contact basins would be constructed
downstream of the trickling filters. These basins act as a small activated sludge process to
further treat the trickling filter effluent. New secondary clarifiers, as a final settling step,
would also be constructed.

5.4

Recycled Water

The treatment requirements for wastewater recycling are set by Title 22. The treatment
requirements would be identical to the Green Canyon Drainage Ditch.

6.0

TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES

This section discusses alternatives to provide additional disposal capacity. This is based on
providing an additional 6.23 mgd of capacity. This is the difference between the ultimate
wastewater flow of 11.78 mgd and the current disposal capacity of 5.55 mgd. Where
applicable, the alternatives include the additional treatment level to meet the probable
discharge requirements.

6.1
6.1.1

Alternatives
Percolation-Adjacent Site

This alternative is based on continuing the present treatment and disposal practices. An
additional 6.23 mgd of pond capacity would be constructed on lands just south of the
existing treatment plant as shown on Figure 4. The existing ponds would remain in
operation. The new ponds would be constructed to operate in a fill, drain, and rest cycle. To
promote nitrogen removal, the cycle should be one month to fill and three months for
draining, resting, and disking. There should be at least 8 ponds of similar size. Two ponds
would be filled at a time.
Considering an infiltration rate of 9 inches per day and the recommended fill, drain, and rest
cycle, an additional 102 acres of infiltration area is required. The side slopes, to a maximum
depth of 5 feet, are included as infiltration area. Each pond would be 12.75 acres in area.
The total land area needs to consider access roads and pond freeboard.
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A minimum road width of 15 feet is required. They include perimeter and pond dividing
roads. Side slopes should not exceed 1 on 4. The minimum freeboard should be 3 feet.
Considering the above, the total area required is 115 acres.
This percolation pond alternative should also consider upgrades to the recently constructed
ponds. These improvements include piping and distribution structures to allow isolation of
each pond separately.

6.1.2

Percolation-Alternative Site

This alternative is similar to the previous. The existing treatment processes would continue.
An additional115 acres of disposal land with similar infiltration rates would be required. The
percolation site would be located along the Santa Maria River, upstream of the City landfill.
A new pip~line would be constructed from the wastewater treatment plant, through the City,
and to the percolation pond site. The effluent would have to be pumped to the site.
A preliminary alignment of the pipeline is shown on Figure 5. The final alignment would
further consider easements, existing utilities, traffic impacts, and cost.
The potential use of the abandoned UNOCAL pipeline was considered for this use. It is a
16-inch diameter terra cotta sewer that was constructed for brine disposal. It runs from the
intersection of Black and Betteravia Roads and runs to the Battles oil refinery.
Two construction techniques were considered for use. The first was "slip-lining." A
polyethylene pipe would be pulled into the terra cotta pipe. However, this technique is not
feasible for this project. The maximum diameter of the polyethylene pipe that can be pulled
into the 16-inch sewer is 14-inches. The inside diameter would be about 12-inches. This is
not large enough to carry the design flow rate.
The second technique considered was "pipe bursting." The existing clay pipe would be
expanded until it structurally fails, and then a larger polyethylene pipe is pulled irtto the void.
This technique would reduce excavation, backfill, and other construction related impacts.
However, preliminary costs estimates reveal that this technique would be significantly more
costly than conventional construction. For this reason, it was not considered further.
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6.1.3

River Disposal

This alternative includes new treatment capacity, a pump station, and a pipeline to the
Santa Maria River. As discussed in Section 6.2, the treatment would consist of a nitrifying
activated sludge process, coagulation, filtration, and disinfection meeting Title 22
requirements, andre-oxygenation. A flow schematic of the treatment plant is given on
Figure 6. The plant capacity would match the 6.23 mgd of required disposal capacity. The
wastewater diurnal variations would be dampened in an equalization basin to allow
pumping to the river at a constant rate.
For planning purposes, a new 18-inch pipeline would be constructed. A preliminary
alignment is shown on Figure 7. The final alignment would be based on a more detailed
evaluation of existing land ownership.

6.1.4

Ocean Disposal

For ocean disposal, the existing treatment process would be modified as a trickling
filter/solids contact process as shown on Figure 8. For this evaluation, the existing 5.55
mgd of pond discharge would be treated through the existing process. Solids contact basins
and secondary clarifiers would be constructed for the 6.23 mgd.
As for river disposal, an equalization basin would be constructed to dampen the diurnal. flow
variations. The secondary effluent would be pumped through an 18-inch pipeline to the
ocean. The preliminary alignments are shown on Figures 9 and 10. For the purposes of this
evaluation, it is assumed that the ocean outfall would be constructed to a minimum depth of
100 feet. The City of Santa Barbara's outfall discharges in about 90 feet of water. The City
of Oceanside discharges in 100 to 108 feet of water. Other outfalls discharge in deeper
water. The Encina Water Pollution Control Facility discharges from 135 to 168 feet. The
actual depth would be determined after extensive modeling.
For a 1DO-foot depth, the outfall would extend to 65,000 feet off shore before the diffuser
section begins. The diffuser section consists of a series of discharge ports designed to mix
the treated effluent with the ocean water to provide a minimum dilution of 100 to 1.

6.1.5

Ditch Disposal

This alternative consists of construction of a 6.23 mgd activated sludge treatment plant with
coagulation, filtration, and disinfection meeting the requirements of Title 22. The treatment
schematic is shown on Figure 11. The treated effluent would be discharged to the Green
Canyon Ditch.
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The location of the ditch is shown on Figure 12. It runs along the south edge of the plant
and west. It flows into the Santa Maria River near the River's discharge to the ocean. The
ditch is minimally maintained, typically by farmers and occasionally by the County Flood
Control District. The Flood Control District does not have easements across the private
parcels, and maintenance is an issue. Often the maintenance is performed on a costsharing basis. The ditch is subject to sedimentation, particularly near Guadeloupe Dunes.
The ditch has less than a 10-year capacity for flood flows.
The area surrounding the lower portion of the ditch was used in the past for cattle grazing.
The Basin Plan contains water quality objectives for livestock watering. These objectives
include limits for heavy metals, nitrite, and the total of nitrate and nitrite. The wastewater
effluent meets all of the objectives, and for most of the lieavy metals, the concentration is
below the detection limits.

6.1.6

Recycled Water

This alternative consists of treating water to a level that meets California Title 22
requirements for unrestricted use. The treatment processes would be identical to those
identified for ditch disposal. The treated effluent would be used to irrigate parks, golf
courses, and other landscaping. Irrigation of food crops is not considered in this report.
Farmer acceptance would take a considerable amount of time. New disposal capacity will
be required before this acceptance could be achieved. Further, the RWQCB would likely
limit the use of the effluent for agricultural uses based on the effluents total dissolved s.olids,
sodium, and chloride concentrations.
Recycled water was evaluated as a disposal option in the Wastewater Master Plan, August
1993. An initial demand of 2.2 mgd was identified. This demand included 0.8 mgd on City
parks and 1.4 mgd of agricultural demand. The 2.2 mgd represents the maximum month
demand. The actual demand will vary seasonally. This seasonal variation is significant.
Based on actual City of Santa Barbara data, the maximum month demand is approximately
5 times the minimum month demand. The Santa Maria evapotranspiration rate for the
maximum month is about 3 times the minimum month.
The required additional disposal capacity is 6.23 mgd. This capacity requirement is required
year-round, including the winter months. This has the following implications:
•

The minimum month recycled water system capacity must be 6.23 mgd.

•

Considering that the minimum month evapotranspiration is only about 2-inches, and
neglecting rainfall, irrigation leaching requirement, etc., the irrigated area would be
approximately 4,000 acres. It is doubtful that this large of project could be developed
in a reasonable time frame.
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•

The irrigated area would require supplemental water except for the minimum
evapotranspiration months. The supplemental demand would be approximately 1,100
AF for the maximum month.

•

Sizing the irrigated area for the average annual demand would reduce the irrigated
area to about 2,300 acres. However, sizing for the average will require seasonal
storage when flows exceed demand. The storage requirement would be about 750
acre-feet. Considering the flat topography of the Santa Maria Valley, there is no site
available to construct a storage reservoir. Storage ponds could be constructed, but
the land area would be similar to that required for percolation ponds.

For these reasons, recycled water is not considered a feasible alternative. No further
evaluations are included.

7.0

ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON

7.1

Cost Analysis

This section presents a comparative cost estimate among the alternatives. The estimate
represents a Budget Estimate as defined by the American Association of Cost Engineers. It
is based on the expected size and features of the preliminary costs represent the average
bidding conditions for many projects, variations in bidding climate at the time that the
facilities are constructed could affect actual the identified facilities. However, no detailed
quantity take-offs have been performed at this level. The costs have been estimated by one
of the following methods:
•

A review of cost curves maintained by Carollo Engineers;

•

Comparison to recent constructed facilities similar in size and features;

•

Estimates of major earthwork and pipe lengths for the disposal alternatives.

While construction costs. Further, the size of the facilities may be refined during final
design. For these reasons, an acceptable accuracy for a Budget Estimate is plus 30
percent to minus 15 percent (actual costs could be as high as 30 percent higher).
The costs are reported at an Engineering News Construction Cost Index Los Angeles
(ENRLA) of 7500. This is the index as of September 2001.
An estimating contingency of 25 percent has been added to all alternatives. This
contingencies accounts for unknown items that can only be identified during final design.
Finally, an allowance has been added for project costs. These include administration,
design, construction management, and contingencies.
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Capital Cost Comparison

7.1.1

The capital costs are compared in Table 1 0. Costs for treating and disposing of the entire
11.78 mgd, ultimate flow rate are included. Costs that are common to each alternative have
not been included. These costs include preliminary treatment and sludge digestion and
dewatering facilities.
Staffing

7.1.2

Incremental staffing requirements have been estimated for each alternative. The staffing
represents the additional staff required at ultimate buildout, except that staffing has not
been estimated for common treatment facilities. These include preliminary treatment,
primary treatment, and biosolids handling.
The staffing is reported on Table 7. The estimates are based on a staffing guide prepared
by the Environmental Protection Agency.
Percolation ponds at the adjacent site would require the least additional staff. Percolation at
an alternate site would be next. This alternative has additional staffing requirements for a
pump station and to account for operation at a remote site. The River Discharge and Ditch
Discharge alternatives have the highest staffing requirements because of the number and
complexity of additional treatment processes.
Table 7

Comparative Staffing
Miscellaneous Projects
City of Santa Maria

Additional
Comparative

Percolation
Adjacent Site

Percolation
Alternate Site

River Discharge

Ocean
Discharge

Ditch Discharge

Staff

1

1.2

5.1

2.9

5/1

7.1.3

Rate Impact Comparison

Implementation of each alternative will have some rate impact as follows:
•

Percolation - Alternate Site. Additional operations cost for pump station maintenance,
pumping power, and remote site. Capital cost impact could be less than adjacent site,
but can only be confirmed by additional investigation.

•

Other Alternatives. Significant increase in labor, power, chemical, and capital cost.

Calculation of future rates is not part of this analysis. However, the possible sewer rate
impact can be assessed by comparison to other local communities with treatment/disposal
methods similar to those evaluated in this report.
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Table 8 presents monthly rates for local communities with river discharge, recycled water,
and ocean discharge. From this comparison, it is easy to conclude that the City's cement
monthly rate of $7.82 could easily double for any of the discharge alternatives. The
increase would be significantly less for the percolation alternatives.
Table 8

Comparative Rates
Miscellaneous Projects
City of Santa Maria

Santa Maria

Percolation Ponds

Monthly Rate- Single
Family
$7.82

San Luis Obispo

Recycled Water/Surface
Discharge

$47.58

Lompoc

River Discharge

$16.26

Santa Barbara

Ocean Discharge

$18.60

Morro Bay

Ocean Discharge/Recycled
Water

$20.32

City

7.2
7.2.1

Disposal Method

Other Factors
Implementation Time

Based on the limited disposal capacity, the ability to implement an alternative in a timely
manner is a key factor. This section outlines probable implementation schedules, based on
the complexity of the design and environmental issues. A preliminary implementation
schedule is presented in Figure13 for the five viable alternatives.
Land application on adjacent land would take the least amount of time to implement. The
design and construction is straightforward. There are no known environmental or permitting
issues that would delay the project.
Land application at the site adjacent to the Santa Maria River would take more time. There
are more elements to construct. A new pump station would be required at the wastewater
treatment plant. A new pipeline would be required.
Both river and ocean outfall disposal would take a considerable time to implement.
Significant investigations would have to be undertaken to provide the environmental and
technical background for the outfall design. These would include geotechnical, bathymetric,
water quality, biological, ocean current, and other physical investigations. The schedule
assumes one year to complete this work.
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However, it is very possible that additional time could be required. For the river discharge,
water quality, habitat and biological investigations would be required.
The river and ditch disposal alternatives require extensive, complex new treatment
processes. Construction would take at least two years.
Based on the preliminary schedules, the implementation periods for each of the alternatives
is summarized on Table 10.
Table 9

Capital Cost Comparison
Miscellaneous Projects
City of Santa Maria
Alternative

Treatment

Percolation
Adjacent Site

Percolation
Alternate Site

River
Discharge

Ocean
Discharge

Ditch
Discharge

Treatment Plant

$5,720,000

$5,720,000

$20,039,000

$8,515,000

$19,681,000

Pump Stations

$0

$1,008,000

$812,000

$1,008,000

$0

Land Outfall/Pipeline

$0

$2,773,000

$866,000

$2,755,000

$0

Ocean Outfall

$0

$0

Percolation Ponds

$5,022,000

$5,022,000

$0
$0

$8,464,000
$0

$0
$0

Existing Pond
Improvements

$750,000

$750,000

$0

$0

$0

Land Purchase

$3,500,000

$2,300,000

$0

$0

$0

Pipeline Easements

$0

$220,000

$180,000

$0

$0

Subtotal

$14,242,000

$17,793,000

$21 ,897,000

$20,742,000

$19,681,000

Administration @ 2%

$285,000

$356,000

$438,000

$415,000

$394,000

$3,733,000

$3,543,000

Engineering @ 18%

$2,564,000

$3,203,000

$3,941,000

Contingencies @
15o/o

$2,136,000

$2,669,000

$3,284,000

$3,111,000

$2,952,000

Total

$19,227,000

$24,021 ,000

$29,560,000

28,001,000

$26,570,000

(1) All costs at ENRLA 7500.
{2) Treatment costs are comparative only and do not reflect other planned improvements.
{3) Engineering costs not applied to land purchase or easements.
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Table 10

Implementation Time
Miscellaneous Projects
City of Santa Maria

Alternative

Implementation Time (days)

Percolation - Adjacent Site

300

Percolation -Alternate Site

430

River Discharge

1020

Ocean Discharge

1255

Ditch Discharge

955

7.2.2

Permitting

The percolation alternatives require the least effort for permitting. Only a revised Waste
Discharge Order, identifying the new sites would be required.
Both the ocean and river discharges would require the most permitting effort. Expected
permits tor each alternative are summarized in Table 11.
Discharge to the Green Canyon Ditch could require approval by the County Flood Control
District. Based on limited hydraulic capacity, this could be problematic. Further, the City
could be assuming considerable liability for future, downstream flood damage. It could be
argued if the additional flow was the increment, that caused a flood event.
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Table 11

Expected Permits/Other
Miscellaneous Projects
City of Santa Maria

Expected Permit/Approval Agency

Alternative
Percolation -Adjacent Site
Percolation - Alternate Site

River Discharge

Ocean Discharge

Ditch Discharge

7.2.3

•
•
•
•

Waste Discharge Order
Waste Discharge Order
County Encroachment Permit
Private Pipeline Eastement .

•

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) Permit

•

Corps of Engineers 404

•

CALTRANS Encroachment Permit

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

County Encroachment Permit
Private Pipeline Easements
NPDES Permit
State Lands Commission
Coastal Commission
Corps of Engineers 404
CALTRANS Encroachment Permit

•

County Encroachment Permit

•
•

Private Pipeline Easements

•

Private Pipeline Easements

NPDES

Phasing

For all projects of this magnitude, there is a clear economic benefit to construct just what is
needed for an identified interim period. This could range from a minimum of 5 years.
Generally, projects are not constructed to serve needs that are projected beyond 10 years.
Therefore, the first phase of construction should provide for about 3.45 mgd. This is just
over half of the total required capacity of 6.23 mgd. Therefore, one phasing scenario is to
construct half of the capacity initially. This section discusses the ability to phase
construction for each alternative. The phasing opportunities are summarized in Table 12.
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Table 12

Phasing Potential
Miscellaneous Projects
City of Santa Maria

Phasing Potential

Alternative
Percolation - Adjacent Site

Percolation - Alternate Site

River Discharge

Ocean Discharge

Ditch Discharge

•

Land can be purchased and ponds
constructed as required.

•

Main feed pipe would be sized for ultimate
flows.

•

Land can be purchased and ponds
constructed as required.

•

The new pipeline would be done for
ultimate flows.

•

The pump station structure would be
constructed for ultimate flows. Pumps can
be added as required.

•

Treatment upgrades would be sized for 10
years.

•

The land outfall would be sized for ultimate
flows.

•

The pump station structure would be
constructed for ultimate flows. Pumps can
be added as required.

•

Treatment upgrades would be sized for 10
years.

•

The land and ocean outfall would be sized
for ultimate flows.

•

The pump station structure would be
constructed for ultimate flows. Pumps can
be added as required

•

Treatment upgrades would be sized for 10
years.

The Percolation-Adjacent Site has the most potential for phasing followed by Percolation
Alternative Site. These alternatives would have the lowest initial cost.
The Ocean Outfall alternative would lend itself least to phasing. The long land outfall and
expensive ocean outfall would be sized for ultimate flows. As a percentage of ultimate
costs, the initial phase costs would be highest for this alternative.
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7 .2.4

Implementation Uncertainties

The Percolation alternatives can be implemented with the minimal time and permitting
requirements. All of the other alternatives require a new type of discharge and potential
environmental and permitting unknowns. It is possible that one or all of the discharge
alternatives will not be approved by the permitting agencies.

7.2.5

Ease of Operation

The existing treatment and disposal facilities are very easy to operate. The trickling filters
produce the required effluent quality with very little process control. This alternative is
superior with respect to ease of operation.
The Percolation Ponds-Alternative Site ranks as second with respect to ease of operation.
The only additional facilities would be the pump station and the pipeline. Operation of the
remote ponds will require more operator time and attention.
The Ocean Discharge Alternative ranks third. The added facilities include the solids contact
process, a pump station, and the land and ocean outfalls. The solids contact process will
require operation of an additional type of treatment process. While not operations per se,
the Ocean Discharge Alternative would result in a significant ocean sampling and
monitoring program to demonstrate compliance with water quality standards.
The River Discharge and Green Canyon Alternatives rank as the most difficult to operate.
The alternatives require construction of a parallel, activated sludge process. Two biological
processes would require process control. The alternatives also require new chemical
facilities, filtration, and disinfection. This is a significant increase in the complexity of the
treatment process, requiring additional training, expertise, and added staff.

7.2.6

Groundwater Objectives

The percolation alternatives help to recharge the Santa Maria Valley groundwater basin.
None of the other alternatives achieve this. The alternate site has additional benefits.
Recharge that occurs higher in the basin is preferred over the existing site. Once a pipeline
is established across the City, there could be other opportunities for groundwater banking.
This could be very beneficial in an adjudicated basin.

7 .2.7

Cost Sensitivity

The capital cost for the Percolation Adjacent Site has the least risk of changing. The capital
cost for the Percolation Alternate Site could be lower. It is possible that the actual design
percolation rates along the river could be twice that used to determine the required pond
area. This is based on a general review of the soil types and can be verified during
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preliminary design. This could reduce capital and land purchase costs on the order of
$3,000,000.
The costs for each of the discharge options could increase based on further
environmental/permitting analysis.

7.3

Summary

Each alternative has been ranked with respect to each of the evaluation factors discussed
above. A 1 denotes the highest or best rating. A 5 denotes the worst ranking. This ranking
is reported in Table 13.
The percolation alternatives are clearly preferred over the discharge alternatives. While the
Percolation-Adjacent Site appears to be more favorable than the Alternate Site, the
alternate site may offer the following benefits:
•

Groundwater recharge credits.

•

Potential for a higher design percolation rate with substantial savings.

•

Excess soil from the pond construction of pond cleaning can be used for landfill
cover.

•

The west to east pipeline affords other opportunities for groundwater banking.

Table 13

Summary Ranking
Miscellaneous Projects
City of Santa Maria
Percolation
Adjacent Site

Percolation
Alternate Site

River
Discharge

Ocean
Discharge

Ditch
Discharge

Capital Cost

1

2

5

4

3

Rate Impact

1

2

5

3

3

Implementation Time

1

2

4

5

3

Permitting

1

2

4

5

3

Phasing

1

2

5

5

3

implementation
Uncertainties

1

2

5

5

5

Ease of Operation

1

2

5

3

4

Groundwater
Objectives

2

1

5

5

5

Cost Sensitivily

2

1

5

5

5

Evaluation Factor

1 =Best
5 =Worst

May 1, 2002
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8.0

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the above evaluations, the following steps are recommended:
1.

Initiate CEQA for the percolation alternatives.

2.

Perform infiltration tests to better define the design rate at each site.

3.

Perform investigations to verify the optimum pipeline alignment.

4.

Obtain conceptual approval from the RWQCB.

5.

Secure funding for the first project phase. Treatment expansions are not required for
this phase. It is recommended that half the ultimate new ponds are being constructed.
The initial phase cost could range from $6,765,000 for the adjacent site to
$11 ,356,000 for the alternate site.

May 1, 2002
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APPENDIX A
Existing Treatment Facilities
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DESIGN WASTEWATER FLOWS

;-'.

Existing 1995

Phase 12005

6.5

9.0

R

Maximum Month Average Flow (mgd)

7.8

9.5

c.

Peak Hourly Row (mgd

14.9

24.7

A.

Average Annual Flow (mgd)

D. Minimum Hourly Row At Startup (mgd)
Min Row= 2.00 mgd

E.

Gravity Thickener Overflow Recycle Flow
(mgd) At Design Year
Average Hourly

0.64

Peak Rate

0.71

DESIGN WASTEWATER CHARACTERISTICS
A.

Projected Loadings
Year

-· .
1.

2.

B.

1995

2005

Average Annual

15,501

25,660

Peak Month

18,321

27,961

Average Annual

14,583

25,829

Peak Month

16,957

30,430

Biochemical Oxygen Demand (lbs/day)

Suspended Solids (lbs/day)

Gravity Thickener Overflow Recycle Loadings At Design Year And Recycle Rate
1..

Biochemical Oxygen Demand (lbs/day):
BOD5

2.

=1,920

Suspended Solids (lbs/day):
TSS=2,897

3672C50

1-23

December 8, 1999

C.

Projected Concentrations At Design Year With Recycle Loadings (Includes
7.8 mgd Recycle)
1.

Biochemical Oxygen Demand (mg/1):

343

Average Annual
Peak Month
2.

334

Suspended Solids (mg/1):

345
364

Average Annual
Peak Month

UNIT SIZiNG
A.

Headworks
1.

2.

•

....

Parshall Flume
Throat Width (ft)

2.5

Hydrauic Capacity (mgd)

23.9

Mechanical Bar Screen
Number of Units

2

Channel Width (tt)

3.0

Clear Space Between Bars (in)

0.5

Hydrauic Capacity (mgd)

14.75 (Each)
23.9 (Both)

3.

..

Manuall Cleaned Bar Screen
Number of Units

1

Channel Width (ft)

3.0

Clear Space Between Bars (in)

1-1/2'

Hydrualic Capacity (mgo)

23.9

_-_,;

3672C50

1-24

December 8, 1999

B.

C.

Grit Chamber
Number of Units

1

Hydraulic Capacity at3 min. HRT (mgd)

17.6

Detention Time Each at 9.96 mgd (min)

5.3

Nominal Length Each (It)

24

Nominal Width Each (It)

12

Nominal Depth Each (It)

8.5

Design Air Flow Per LF of Basin (cfm/LF)

4

Flow Type

Type 1

Primary Clarifier (Includes Primary Trickling Filter Effluent)
Number of Units

1

Diameter (ft)

145

Sidewater Depth (It)

10

Effective Surface Area (fl")

16,061

Volume (MG)

1.2

Effective Overflow Rate @ 9.5 mgd & Recycle
{17.7 mgd total) (gpdllt")

of 7.8 mgd

1105

Detention Time with 7.8 mgd Recycle (hrs)

1.6

Weir Loading (gpdlft)

37,978

Recycle Flow (mgd)

7.8

Assumed BOD 5 Removal of Raw Wastewater Applied
(percent)

36

Assumed Suspended Solids Removal of Raw Wastewater
Applied (percent)

53.5

3672C50

1-25

December 8, 1999

D.

Primary Trickling Filter (Plastic Media)
Number of Units

1

Diameter (fl)

60

Height of Media (ft)

12

Area (tf)

2,827

Volume (ff}

33,929

Hydraulic LoadinQ (gpmlfl")

2.87

Organic Loading (lbs BOD5 /1,000 fl" per day)

519

Expected BOD5 Removal Across Filter and Intermediate
Clarifiers (percent)

40.8

Note:

E.

Both the primary clarifier and the intermediate clarifier provide intermediate
clarification at an overflow rate approximately 1,275 gpdlft" versus a normal
design rate of 600 gpdltt". Expected removals have been decreased
accordingly. There is no recirculation.

Intermediate Clarifier
Number of units

1

Diameter (ft)

70

Side Water Depth (fl)

10

Effective Surtace Area (tf)o

3,848

Volume (gal)

287,864

Effective Overtlow Rate at 3.9 mgd (gpdlft2 )

1,063

Detention Time at 3.9 mgd (hrs)

1.77

Weir Loading (mgdlft)

17,734

t-. _,. .; :

3672C50
u.\1"'1:·~"-~

._._ ... _ ..
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F.

Secondary Trickling Rlters (Plastic Media)
Number of Units

2

Diameter Each (ft)

180

Depth of Media (ft)

3.33

Area Each (tt")

25,447

Volume Each (tt")

84,820

Recirculation Ration at 13.2 mgcl

1.33

Hydraulic Loading Each (gprn!ft2/day)

0.31

Organic Loading Without Recycle (9.9 mgd) (lbs BODs per
1,000 If per day)

31

Organic Loading Including Recycle (23 mgd) (lbs BODs
1,000 tt" per day)

103

Expected BODs Removal Across Filters and
Secondary Clarifiers (percent)

72

G. Secondary Clarifiers

H.

Number of Units

2

Diameter, Each (ft)

140

Sidewater Depth, (It)

10

Effective Surface Area, Each

15,066

Volume, Each (gal)

1,126,914

Effective Overflow Rate @ 7.8 mgd and Recycle (gpdlft")

765

Detention Time @ 7.8 mgd & Recycle (hrs)

2.35

Weir Loading (gpdlft)

25,692

Recycle Flow Total (mgd)

13.2

Gravity Thickener
Number of Units

2

Diameter (ft)

35

Sidewater Depth (ft)

12.5

Effective Surface Area (tt")

935

Hydraulic Loading· Rate (gpd!ft")

385

Solids Loading Rate (lbs per tf per day)

15.5

Thickened Sludge Percent Solids (percent)

6.5

Solids Capture Efficiency (percent)

90

3672C50
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December 8, 1999

I.

Digesters

3

Number of Units
Volume (tt")
No. 1

92,876

No. 2

47,112

No. 3

47,112
Total

187,100

Volatile Solids Loading (lbs VSS per tt' per day)

0.12

Hydraulic Detention Time (days)

25.6

Volatile Solids Destruction (percent)

50

Type

High Rate
Complete Mixed

J.

K.

Sludge Beds
Number of Units

18

Size, Each (acres)

0.67

Total Area (acres)

12

Solids Loading (lbs DS/sq ft per yr)

10.9

Percolation Ponds
Number of Ponds

8

Number of Units (2 ponds/unit)

3

Pond Groups
#1 and #3

(15.6 acres)

#2 and #4

(18.0 acres)

#5 and #6

(18.1 acres)

#7 (standby unit)

(9.7 acres)

Total New Area (acres)

51.7

Capacity (mgd) (annual average)

8.13

3672C50

1-28

December 8, 1999

L.

Irrigation Land Method
Check Flooding

300 ft

Plot Size

X

360 ft (2.5

acres)
Number of Plot

16

Total Area

40

Capacity (mgd) (Annual average)

1.37

3672C50

1-29

December 8, 1999

APPENDIX 8
Waste Discharge and Water Reclamation Requirements
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WIHD# 3 420109001

CALIFQRNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
CENTRAL COAST REGION
81 Higuera Street, Suite 200
San Luis Obispo, California 93401-5427
ORDER NO. 97-41

·n,e California Regional

Water Quality Control
Con hal Coast Region (herca fter Board), finds:
Mr. Dwnyne Chisam, Utilities Manager, filed a
Report of Waste Discharge on December 14, 1993

I.

4.

in nccordcmce with Section J3260 of the California

Water Code. The report wns Oled on behalf of the
City of S:mta Maria for authoriu'ltion to continue to

sludge drying beds: The Discharger i; upgrading
the plant in two phases. Phase I modified the
headw0rks by adding two mechanical and one

discharge treated domestic wastewater ·within the

Gmidalupe Hydrologic Area in the Santa Maria
Hydologic Unit ll1e information supports a request

m[muat screen, a .Parshall flume to better measure
v..rastewater flowrate, and a screenings press. Other
Phnse I modifications include six additionnl sludge
drying beds, a new septage receiving Station and the
replacement
of
two
percolation
ponds.

to treat incrensC!d- wastewater flows at the existina

upgraded treatment plant
2.

'

~

ll1e City of Santa Maria (Discharger) owns and
operates n secondary wastewater treatment and

•

3.

disposal/reclamation :facility located at 60 I Black
Road. The facilities are in Section 18, T I ON,
R34W, SB B&M, as shown on Attachment "A" of
U1is Ordr.r.
111e Discharger is responsible

5.

Monthly average flow to U1e plant averaged 6.7

mgd in 1996, with a maximum of75 mgd in July.
llte existing .plant hos a design capacity of 7.8 mgd.
Phase f modifications will aiJow treatment of flows

up to 9.5 mgd.

for wnstewater

collection and transport facilities for the Santa
Maria Airport District.
ll1e Laguna County

plant consislc; of headworks
(comminutor and flow monitor). grit chamber,
primary clarifier .and trickling filter, intennediate
clarifier, secondary tricking filter and clarifier,
gravity sludge thickener, anaerobic digesters and

6.

Approximately 1.4 mgd of plant. effluent is
reclaimed on approximately 40 acres of sheep
pasture comprised of 16 individualiy-irrigated
plots .

7.

1l1e Dischorger disroses of tre<Jted wastewater to

Sanitation
District
retains
ownership
and
responsibility for colleclion [md transport facilities
. up to their point of dis_charge into int.ercepto~s

owned and operated by the Discharger. It is up to
these local sewering entities to protect the
environment to the greatest extent possible and to

ensure their local collection systems, as well as the
receiving sewerage systefl\ are

.utilized properly.

<1

eight percolation ponds. Phase I improvements will ...
add 10 acres of percolation ponds, totaling 61 acres
available at the completion ot Phase I.

protected and

This responsibility includes

'preve~ting overflows and may include restricting or

prohibiting the volume, type, or concentration of

8.

The disposal ponds are on level ground underlain by
loamy sands. Ground water is reported to be
approximately 80 feet deep.

-2-

WDR Order No. 97-41
9.

City of Santa Maria

Waste sludge is thickened in claritiers, digested
anaerobically, dried and used. to condition so.ils.

10. The Discharger monitors ground water quality
upgradient and downgradient of the percolation
ponds semi-annually. 1995 and 1996 characteristics
of the shallow ground water upgradient and
downgradient from tl1e percolation ponds were as
follows:
Concentration
m ~/L
Constituent
Upgradient Downgradient
Total Dissolved Solids
Sodium
Chloride
Nitrate (as N)

1,540
130
85
23

1,400- 1,580
240
90.
;,..•

Concentration mg/L

Total Dissolved Solids
Sodium
Chloride

t,280
215
250

12. The Santa Marin ruver flows in a westerly direction
approximately two miles north of the treatment and
disposal
facility.
13. TI1ese waste discharge requirements are being
revised to regulate the Discharger's expanded
wastewater treatment fncilities am.l disposal fit:lds.
The discharge has been regulated by Waste
Discharge Requirements Order No. 87-100, adopted
by
the
Board
on
June
12,
1987.

14. TI1e Water Ouality Control Plan, Central Coastal
.!:!i!W:J. (Basin Plan) was adopted by the Board on
November 17, 1989, and approved by the State
Water Resources Control Board on August 16,
1990. The Basin Plan incorporates statewide plans
and policies by reference and contains a strategy for
pr?tecting beneficial uses of State waters.

·..

15. Present and anticipated beneficial uses of ground
water in the vicinity of the discharge include:

a.
b.

c.

Domestic
and·
Agricultural
Industrial Supply.

right~ and
authorization to discharge is conditional upon the
discharge complying with provisions of Division 7
of the Califoroia Water Code and any more
stringent ef!luent limitations necessary to implement
water quality control plans, to protect bent>ficial
tt.Ses, arid to prevent nuisance. Compliance with this
Order should assure this and mitigate any potential
adverse changes in water quality due ·to the
discharge.

17. Discharge of waste is a privilege, not a

.·· .. -·

·.. 16

'
11. Characteristics of the treated w~ste~JIIer-discharged
to tl1e percolation ponds in 1996-were as follows:
Constituent.

.-.

16. These waste discharge requirements are for an
existing facility and are exempt from provisions of
the Califoroia Environmental Quality Act (Public
Resources Code Section 21100, etseq.) in
accordance with California Code of Regulations,
Title
14,
Chapter
3,
Section
15301.

Municipal
Supply;

Supply;
and~

18. On July 31, 1997 and interested agencies and
persons of its intent to revise waste discharge
requirements for the dischnrge and has provided
them witl1 a copy of the proposed order and an
opportunity to submit written views and comments.
19. After considering all comments pertaining to this
discharge during a public hearing on December 5,
1997, this Order was found consistent with the
above findings.
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, pursuant to authority in
Section 13263 of the California Water Code, the City of
Santa Maria, its agents, successors, and assigns, may
discharge wnste nt the facility described above,
providing compliance is maintained with the following:
(Note: other prohibitions and conditions, definitions, and
the· method of detem1ining compliance are contained in
the attached "Standard Provisions and Reporting
Requirements for Waste Discharge Requirements" dated
January 1984).

Throughout this Order, the following footnotes provide
the soui·ces of the waste discharge requirements:
A
B
C

Water Quality Control Plan
Title 22 Water Reclamation Criteria
40 CFR403

Waste discharge requirements without footnotes are
based on professional judgment.

WDR Order No. 97-41

A.

1..

PROHIBITIONS

From December 5, 1997 through June 30, 1998:

Discharge to areas other than the designated
disposal areas shown in Attachment "A", and to

other approved reclamation areas is prohibited. 8

2.

City of Santa Maria

-3-

Discharge of any wastes including · overflow,
bYPass, and seepage from .transport, ·treatment, or
disposal systems to Santa ·Maria River, adjacent

Constituent Units
Sodium
mg/1
Chloride
mg/1

Monthly
Mean
25Q
250

Daily
Maximum
300
300

From July I, 1998 through December I, 1998:

drninageways or adjacent properties is prohibited.
3.

Bypass of the treatment fucility and discharge of
any wastes not meeting this Order1s discharge

specifications directly to the ·disposal areas is
prohibited.
4.

Increases of waste water transfers from Laguna
County Sanitation District in excess of existing

volumes, as documented by 1997 2nd and 3rd
Quarterly Self-Monitoring Report average dry
weather flow data, are prohibited

B.
1.

Constituent Units
mg/1
Sodium
Chloride
mg/1

Monthly
Mean
200
200

From December 2, 1998 through December 1, 1999:

Constituent Units
Sodium
mg/1
Chloride
mg/1

Monthly
Mean
150
150

After Phase I improvements are brought on-line,

After December I, 1999, comply with limits in
Discharge Specifications, below.

Constituent

J.

Daily
Maximum
200
200

DISCHARGE SPECIFICATIONS

daily flow averaged over each month shall not
exceed 9.5 million gallons.
2.

Daily
Maximum
250
250

Effluent discharged to disposal/reclamation areas
shall not exceed the following limitations, except
as specified in Discharge Prohibition B3.
Efnuent discharged to the reclamation/ disposal
areas shall not exceed the following limitations:

Soluble Biochemical
Oxygen Demand
Total Suspended Solids
Settleable Solids
Grease and Oil
Total Dissolved Solids 1
Sodium 1

Chloride'

Monthly

Daily

!lni!s.

Mean

Max

mg!L
mg/L
mUL
mg!L
mg/L
mg!L
mg!L

60
60
0.1
20
1,000
105
90

100
100
0.4
30

'Compliance shall be based upon 12-month running
mean.·

WDR Order No. 97-4 I
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4. Effluent discharged to the disposal/reclamation
areas shall not h'ave a pH less than 6.5 or greater
Umn B.4.A

Cily of Santa Mnria

5.

Personnel involved in transporting or using
reclaimed water shall have undergone
adequate training in reclaimed water use, as
provided by the Discharger. 8

6.

Reclaimed water piping (excluding existing
landscaping piping), controllers, valves, etc.,
shall be marked to differentiate reclaimed
water facilities from potable water facilities. 8

7.

Reclaimed water valves, outlets, quick
couplers, and. sprinklers shall be of.a lype, er
secured in a manner, that prevents operation
0
by
unauthorized
personneL

8.

Use or installation of hose bibs on the
8
reclaimed water system is prohibited.

determined by comparison of samples collected
from wells located .upgradient and downgradient
of the disposal area A

9.

Proper back1low and cross-connection
protection for domestic water services and
8
irrigation wells shall be provided.

The discharge shall not cause concentrations of
chemicals and radionuclides in groundwater to
exceed limits set forlh in Title 22, Chapter 15,
Articles 4 and 5 of tl1e California Code of
Regulations. A

10.

Reclaimed water shall not be irrigated or
impounded within I 00 feet of any well used
tbr
domestic
supply.
n·

J I.

Personnel
involved
in
producing,
transporting, or using reclaimed water shall
be informed of possible health hazards that
mat result from contact wilh reclaimed water.

5. Freeboard shall equal or exceed two feet in all.
ponds.
6. Effiuent shall not be discharged wiU1in 100 feet of
any drinking water supply welL A
7. Extraneous surface drainage shall be excluded from

ponds and reclamation areas. B
C.

L

GROUNDWATERLIMITATIONS
The discharge shall not cause a significant

increase

of mineral constituent or nitrate
concentrations in uriderlying groundwater, as

2.

D.

RECLAMATION SPECIFICATIONS

I.

Spray irrigation of reclaimed water shall be
accomplished at a time and in a manner that
minimizes. ponding and the possibilily of
6
public contact wiU1 sprayed materials.

2.

Reclaimed water systems shall be regularly
inspected to ass_ure proper operation and the
8
absence
of
leaks

E.

PRETREATMENT SPECIFICATIONS

precautions must be taken to prevent clogging

I.

The discharger shall be responsible for the
performance of all pretreaUnent requirements
contained in 40 CFR 403 and shall be subject to
enforcement actions, penalties, fines and other
remedies by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), or other appropriate parties, as
provided in the Clean Water Act, as amended (33
US 1351 et seq.) (hereafter "Act"). The Discharger shall implement and enforce its Approved
POTW Pretreatment Program. The Discharger's
Approved POTW Preu·eatment Program is hereby
made an enforceable condition of this perrnil

Reclaimed water shall not be used for
irrigation during periods of extended rainfall
and/or

4.

12.

Reclaimed water shall be applied at a rate and
volume so as not to exceed vegetative
dem"f"d and soil moisture conditions. Special
of spray no22les, to prevent overwaterin93
and to minimize tl1e production of nmoff.

3.

8

ruhoff.

8

Signs shall be provided to warn the public
13
that reclaimed water is being stored or used.

WDR Order No. 97-41
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EPA or the Board may initiate enforcement action
against an industrial user for noncompliance with

City of Santa Maria
4.

fl:pplicable stnndnrds and requirements as provided
in the Acl c
·
2.

1l1e Discharger shall enforce. tl1e requirements
promulgated under Sections 307(b), 307(c),
307(d) and 402(b) of the Acl The Discharger
shall cause industriai users sUbject to Federal

Pursuant to California Code of Regulations
Title 23, Chapter 3, Subchapter 9, the
Discharger shall submit a Report of Waste
Discharge to the Executive Officer not' later
than March 1, 2002, addressing:
-n. Whether there will be changes in the
continuity, character, location or volume of

the discharge; and,

Categorical Standards to och ieve compliance no

later than the date specified in those requirements
or, in the case of a new industrial user, upon
commencement of the discharge. c
3.

b.
or

5.

The Discharger shall perform the pretreatment
functions as required in 40 CFR 403, including,
but not limited to:
·

(I)

Implement the necessnry legal
authorities as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(!)(1);

(2)

Enforce the pretreatment requirements under
40 CFR 403.5 and 403.6;

Whether, in their opinion, there is any

portion of the Order that is incorrect, obsolete
otherwise

in

need

of

reVision.

By March 1, 1998, tl1e Discharger shall
submit a technical report for the approval of
the Exeq.Jtive Officer describ.ing the locations
and construction details of ground water
monitoring wells dedicated to monitoring the
effects of pollutants in the wastewater

percolating from tl1e disposal ponds on the
underlying ground water. The wells shall
also be used to measure ground water

elevations for the purpose of determining the
(3)

(4)

Implement the programmatic
functions as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(1)(2); and,

provided

in

40

CFR

403.8(1)(3).

c

F.

PROVISIONS

I.

Order No. 87-100, Waste Discharge
Requirements Jar City af Santa Maria,
adopted by the Board on June 12, 1987, is
hereby rescinded.

flow

rate and

velocity.
6.

ProVide the requisite funding and personnel
to implement the pretreatment progrnm as

ground water direction

Within 30 days of the adoption of this
Order, the Discharger shall submit for the
approval of the Executive Officer a plan
designed to reduce sodium and chloride in
wastewater discharged to the disposal areas
to the limitations specified in Discharge

•
2.

3.

Discharger shall comply witl1 Monitoring and
Reporting Program No. 97-4!, ns specified by
the Executive Officer.
Discharger shall comply with all items of the
attached "Standard Provisions and Reporting
Requirements

for

Requirements"

dated

,

__

Waste

Discharge

January,

1984.

Specification B2.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Laguna County
Sanitation District shall:
I.

Comply with the following items of the
attached "Standard ProvisionS and reporting
Requirementsn:
A,
General
Permit

Conditions, Items 1 -5, 7- 8, 12- 13, 15 and
18 - 24; C. General Reporting Requirements,
Item· Nos. 3, 13, 14, 15, and 17; E,
Enforcemen~ Item Nos. 3 and 4; and F,
Definitions.

WDR Order No. 97-4 I
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City of Santa Maria

I, ROGER W. BRIGGS, Executive Officer, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full, true, and correct
copy of an Order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region,
on December 5, 1997.

mh/h.:.orders/smaria/97-41. wdrlch\boarddec.5
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ATTACHMENT "A 11
CITY OF SANTA M!UUA

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
CENTRAL COAST REGION
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM NO. 97-41
FOR
CITY OF SANTA MARIA
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY
Water Supply Monitoring
Representative samples of the MHCSD water supply shall be collected and analyzed as follows:
Constituent

Units

Type of Sample

Total Filtrable Residue
(Total Dissolved Solids)
Sodium
Chloride
Nitrate Nitrogen (as N)

mg!L

Grab

mg/L
mg!L
mg!L

Grab
Grab
Grab

Sampling & Analysis
Frequency
Semi-annually
(Jan, Jul.)

"
"
"

"

"

Ground Water Monitol"ing

The monitoring wells shall be monitored for the following constituents:
Parameter

Depth to Groundwater
Nitrate Nitrogen (as N)
Total Dissolved Solids
Sodium
Chloride
Sulfate
Boron

Units

Type of Sample

Feet

Measured
Grab
Grab
Grab
Grab
Grab
Grab

mg/L

mg/L
mg!L
mg/L
mg/L
mg!L

Minimum Sampling &
Analysis Frequency
Annually (October)

"
"
"

"
"
"
"
"
"

lnnuent Monitoring

Representative samples of the in fiuent to the treatment plant shall be collected at the plant head works and analyzed for
tile following constituents:
Constituent

Units

Type of Sample ·

Daily Flow
Maximum Daily Flow
Mean Daily Flow
Biochemical Oxygen
Demand, (5-day BOD)
Total Non-Filtrable
Residue
(Suspended Solids)

MGD
MGD
MGD
mg!L

Calculated
8-hr. composite

Sampling & Analysis
Frequency
Daily
Monthly
Monthly
Monthly

mg!L

8-hr. composite

Monthly

Metered

..

"

City ofSanta Maria
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M & R Program No. 97-41

Ernuent Monitoring

Representative samples of the effluent discharged to the evoporntionlpercolation ponds shall be collected and analyzed
for the following constituents:
Constituent

Units

Type of Sample

pH
Settleable solids
Biochemical Oxygen
Demand, (5-day BOD)
Grease and Oil
Suspended solids
Total Dissolved Solids
Sodium
Chloride
Boron
Sulfate

pH units
mUL
mg!L

Grab
Grnb
24-hour composite

"Total" Nitrogen (as N)
=(Nitrate +Nitrite
+Ammonia+ Organic)

mg/L

mg/L
mg/L
mg/L
mg/L
mg/L
mg!L
mg!L

Sampling & Analysis
Frequency
Daily
Daily
Weekly

24-hour composite
24-hour composite
Grab
Grab

Weekly
Weekly
~
Weekly
Weekly
Weekly
Semi-annually (Jan, Jul)
Semi-annually (Jan, Jul)

Grab

" "

24-hour composite

24-hour composite
24-hour composite

Biosolids 1\llonitoring

On or about the first day of Januaryl April, July and October, the Discharger shall. analyze a composite biosolids
sampl• comprised of at least four randomly selected subsamples in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR
503.
Erfluent Sodium/chloride Reduction Plan Reporting

The Discharger shall report the status of irs efforts to reduce effluent sodium ilnd chloride by the 20th of Jmtuary

and July of each year. The status reports shall include detailed descriptions of all measures implemented by the
Discharger."

Reporting

Monitoriog reports shall be submitted by the dates in the following schedule:
Monjtoring Period
Daily, Weekly, Monthly
Quarterly, and Annually

Report Due

20th day of the sampling month
following

Results of Ground Water Monitoring shall also be submitted to the County of Santa Barbara Environmental Health
Services office in Sanla Barbara...

DATE: _____________D~e~ce~m~b~er~5~1~9~9~7_________

n
'

i

r-:

!

i

i

Attachment C

·'·

··~·

~"

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Coast Region

Winston H. Hickox
Secretary far

Environmental
Protection

GrnyD:
Govern,

Internet Address: http://www.swrcb.c[l.gov/-rwqcb3
B95 Aerovistn Lane, Suite 101, San Luis Obispo, Cnlifomia 9340}

Phone (805) 549-3147 • FAX {805) 543-Q397

December 17, 2002

RECEIVED

Mr. Dwayne Chisam
Public Works Director
City of Santa Maria
810 West Church Street
Santa Maria, CA 93454-4222

!~-;,l -::,.. ·.....

DEC 2 U2002
UTILITIES DIVISION
.''<~ATER RESOURCES

.. :'

_-

Martin J. Wilder, P.E.
Santa Barbara County Public WorJr.s Dept.
North County Office
2400 Professional Parkway, Sillte 150
Santa Maria, CA 93455

. ....,

JAN
..

Dear Mr. Chisom:
REVISED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS ORDER NO. R3-2002-0lll FOR CITY OF
SANTA MARIA WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT, SANTA BARBARA COUNTY
Enclosed are the fmal Waste I)ischarge Requirements and Monitorillg and Reporting Program for the City
of Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant adopted by the Board at its December 13, 2002 meeting.
If you have any questions, please call Bob Hurford at (805) 542-4776 or Jolm Robertson at (805) 5424630.
.

Sincerely,

~y
Executive Officer

Enclosures:
1. WDR Order No. R3-2002-0lll
2. MRP No. R3-2002-0lll
cc:

Gordon Innes
Div. ofWater Quality
P.O. Box 100
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

Dennis K. Wood
Carollo Engineers
5575 Ruffin Road, Sillte 200
San Diego, CA 92123

S:\WB\Southem Watershed\ Stnff\Bob\Santn Mnrio.\Final\Finnl OrrlerCover Jett.er.doc
Task: 121-01
Fi1e: Discharger file; City of Snnt.D. Maria

Califomia Environmental Protection Agmzcy

0

Recyded Paper

!
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
CENTRAL COAST REGION
895 Aerovista Lane, Suite 101
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-5411

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS ORDER NO. RJ-2002-0111
Waste Discharger Identification No.3 420109001

For
CITY OF SANTA MARIA
AND
LAGUNA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT, LOCAL SEWERING ENTITY
SANTA BARBARA 'COUNTY
The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region (hereafter Board), finds
that:

SITE OWNER AND LOCATION

SITE/FACILITY DESCRIPTION

1. The City of Santa Maria (Discharger) owns

5. The Discharger is responsible for wastewater
collection and transport facilities for the City of
Santa Maria, Santa Maria Airport District, and
part of the Laguna County Sanitation District
The Laguna County Sanitation District retains
ownership and responsibility for collection and
transport facilities up to their point of discharge
into interceptors owned and operated by the
Discharger. It is up to these local sewering
entities to protect the environment to the
greatest extent possible and to ensure their local
collection systems, as well as the receiving
se.werage system, are protected and utilized
Tbis responsibility includes
properly.
preventing overflows and may include
restricting or prohibiting the volume, type, or
concentration of wastes that could be added to
the system in accordance with pretreatment
programs and/or sewer connection permits.

and operates a secondary wastewater treatment
and disposal facility (Facility).
2. The Facility is located at 601 Black Road, in
Section 18, TlON, R34W, SB B&M
(34"57'00" Jat, 120"30'00" long.), as shown on
Attachment "A" of this Order.

PURPOSE OF ORDER

3. Mr.

Joho Zhao, Selrior Utilities Engineer, filed
a Report of Waste Discharge on August 26,
2002 in accordance with Section 13260 of the
California Water Code. The report was filed on
behalf of the City of Santa Maria for
authorization to continue to .discharge treated
domestic wastewater within the Upper
Guadalupe sub-area in the Santa Maria
groundwater basin.

4 .. Order No. R3-2002-0111 revises waste
discharge requirements for the Facility that are
intended to:
a. reflect the current treatment and disposal
practices,
b. protect the beneficial uses of the receiving
water, and,
c. revise the Monitoring and Reporting
Program.

6. The Facility is a secondary treatment plant.
Wastewater disposal is accomplished by land
application to percolation ponds.
Discharge Type
7. The Discharger disposes Of treated domestic
and industrial wastewater to 17 · percolation
ponds, totaling 123.4 acres as shown on
Attachinent "B" of this Order.

>"

'

..

1,

2

WDR No. R3-2002-0111
8. The Discharger purchases domestic water
supply from the State Water Project. Analysis
of the Discharger's water supply and final
effluent·for 2001 indicated the following.
(annual average, mg~II)
Constituent

TDS
sodium
chloride

Water Supply

Final Effluent

421
70
93

781
159
183

Design and Current Capacity
9. The Facility consists of headworks
(comminutor and flow morutor), grit
chamber, primary clarifier and trickling
filter, intermediate clarifier, secondary
tricking filter and clarifier, gravity sludge
thickener, anaerobic digesters and sludge
drying beds.
.10. Monthly average flow to the plant averaged
7.58 mgd through 2001. The existing plant
has a design capacity of 9.5 mgd.

Wastewater Disposal
11. The 17 disposal ponds are operated in fill,
dry, and rest cycles to enhance rutrogen
removal.
Solid Waste Disposal
12. Waste sludge is thickened in clarifiers,
digested anaerobically, and dried. Some of the
solids are composted with green wastes and
used as soil arnmendment The remainder goes
to the Santa Maria landfill for use as a soil
amendment in the vegetative cover portion of
the final cover system, helping to provide
erosion control.
Stormwater

13. The Discharger is not required to obtain
coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System general industrial storm
water permit because all storm water runoff is
diverted into existing .storm water retention
basins, kept separate from the wastewater
stream, and does not discharge to a water of
the Uruted States.

December 13, 2002
Geology

14. The Santa Maria groundwater basin lies in a
coastal valley in western Santa Barbara
County and includes the extreme southwestern
part of San Luis Obispo County. The valley is
characterized by a broad alluvial plain near the
ocean that tapers gradually inland. The alluvial
plain is further defined by upland or mesa
areas, foothills, and mountain complexes.
15. The disposal ponds are on level ground
underlain by loamy sands, silty sands, and clay
layers.
Surface and Groundwater

16. Groundwater is approximately 40 to 50 feet
below ground surface in the vicinity of the
discharge location.
17. The Santa Maria River flows in a westerly
direction approximately two miles north of the
treatment and disposal facility.
18. Coarse-grained alluvial deposits exist along
the river and grade to finer silts and clays as
distance from the river channel increases.
19. The Discharger perfonns quarterly groundwater
monitoring, upgradient and downgradient of the .
percolation ponds. 2001 characteristics of the
shallow
groundwaterupgradient
and
downgradient from the percolation ponds were
as follows:
(annual averae:e, mg/1)
Constituent

IDS
sodium
chloride
rutrate (as N)

Une:radient

Dowue:radient

811
160
180
3.5

760
154
170
1.0

20. The Basin Plan establishes certain water quality
objectives for selected groundwaters; these
objectives are intended to serve as a water
quality baseline for evaluating water quality
management in the basin. The median
groundwater quality objectives for the Upper
Guadalupe Sub-Area are as follows (Basis for
objectives is in the "Water Quality Objectives
for the Santa Maria Ground Water Basin

...
WDR No. R3·2002-0111
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Revised Staff Report, May 1985" and February
1986, StaffReport):
Constitue!lt

Concentration

Note

(me:/1)

IDS
1000
Cl
S04

with Title 22 of the
Code ofRegulations

165
This is a maximum
500

B
Na
Nitrate, as N

This is a maximum
objective in accordance

objective in accordance

with Title 22 of the
Code of Regulations

0.5
230
1.4

Ground water basin
currently
exceeds
usable mineral quality

21. The Water Quality Control Plan. Central
Coastal Basin (Basin Plan) was adopted by the
Board on November 17, 1989, and approved by
the State Water Resources Control Board on
August 16, 1990. The Regional Board approved
amendments to the Basin Plan on February 11,
1994 and September 8, 1994. The Basin Plan
incoiporates statewide plans and policies by
reference and contains a strategy for protecting
beneficial uses of State waters.
22. Present and anticipated beneficial uses of
groundwater in the vicinity of the discharge
include:

·Decernber13,2002
will allocate responsibility for constituent
loading throughout the wate.rshed. If TMDLs
determine constituent contnbutions from waste
discharged may adve.rsely impact beneficial
uses or exceed water quality objectives,
changes
in
these
Waste
Discharge
Requirements may be required. Waste
Discharge Requirements may be modified to
implement applicable TMDL provisions and
recommendations. TMDL listings for Fecal
Coliform and l>/itrates are proposed for the
Consideration of the
Santa Maria ruver.
proposed Santa Maria lliver TMDL listings for
Fecal Coliform and Nitrates is scheduled for
January 200:i.

MONITORING PROGRAM
25. Monitoring and Reporting Program No. RJ2002-0111 is part of the proposed Order. The
Monit.oring Program requires routine water
supply, influent, effluent, groundwater and
to
verify
solids/bin-solids
monitoring
compliance .and protection of groundwater
quality. The Monitoring Program also requires
semi-annual updates on the Discharger's
Effluent Sodium/Chloride Reduction Plan.

EXISTING ORDERS/GENERAL FINDINGS

Supply;

26. These waste discharge reqtrirements are being
revised to reflect present qonditions, practices,
and requirements of the wastewater treatment
and disposal facility. The discharge has been
regulated by Waste Discharge Requirements
Order No. 97-41, adopted by the Board on
December 5, 1997.

23. These waste discharge reqtrirements are for an
existing facility and are exempt from provisions
of the California Environmental Quality Act
(Public Resources Code Section 21100, et seq.)
in accordance with California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section
15301.

27. Discharge of waste is a privilege, not a right,
and authorization to discharge is conditional
upon the discharge complying with provisions
of Division 7 of the California Water Code and
any more stringent effluent limitations
necessary to implement water quality control
plans, to protect -beneficial uses, and to prevent
nnisance. Compliance with this Order should
assure this and mitigate any potential adverse
changes in water quality due to the discharge.

a. Domestic
and
Municipal
b. Agricultural Supply; and,
c. Industrial Supply.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

24. Total maximum daily load (TMDL) allocations
will be developed for impaired surface waters
in the Central Coast Region. TMDL docmnents

.....
WDR No. R3-2002-0111
28. On September 13, 2002, this Regional Board
notified the Discharger, interested agencies and
persons of its intent to revise waste discharge
requirements for the discharge and has provided
them with a copy of the proposed order and an
opportunity to submit written views and
comments.

4
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4.

Increases of waste water transfers from
Laguna County Sanitation District in excess of
300,000 gallons per day, average dry weather
flow are prohibited.

B.
DISCHARGE SPECIFICATIONS
1. Daily flow averaged over each month shall not
exceed 9.5 million gallons.

29. After considering all comments pertaming to
this discharge during a public hearing on
December 13, 2002, this Order was found
consistent with the above findings.
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, pursuant to authority
in Section 13263 of the California Water Code, the
City of Santa Maria, its agents, successors, and
assigns, may discharge waste at the facility
described above, providing compliance is
maintained with the following:
(Note: other prolnbitions and conditions, definitions,
and the method of determining compliance are
contained in the attached "Standard Provisions and
Reporting Requirements for Waste Discharge
Requirements" dated January 1984). Throughout
this Order, the following footnotes provide the
sources of the waste discharge requirements:
A
B

Water Quality Control Plan
40CFR403

2.

Effluent discharged to disposal areas shall not
exceed the following limitations:

Constituent
Soluble Biochemical
Oxygen Demand
Total Suspended Solids
Settleable Solids
Grease and Oil
Total Dissolved Solids 1
Sodium'
CbloridOT

Units

Monthly
Mean

Daily
Max

mg/L
mg/L
milL
mg/L
ml!i
ml!i L
mgJL

60
60
0.1
20
1,000
180
180

100
100
0.4
30

--

Compliance shall be based on ·a three-year runmng mean.

3. Effluent discharged to the disposal ponds shall
not have a pH less than 6.5 or greater than 8.4. A
4. Freeboard shall equal or exceed two feet in all
ponds.

Waste· discharge requirements without footnotes
are based on best professional judgment

5. Effluent shall not be discharged within 100 feet
of any drinking water supply well. A

A.
PROHIBITIONS
1. Discharge to areas otljer than the designated
disposal areas shown in Attachment "B" is
prohibited.

C.
GROUNDWATER LIMITATIONS
1. The discharge shall not cause a significant

2. Discharge of any wastes including overflow,
bypass, and seepage from transport, treatment,
or disposal systems to Santa Maria River,
adjacent drainageways or adjacent properties is
prohibited.
3. Bypass of the treatment facility and discharge
of any wastes not meeting this Order's
discharge specifications directly to the disposal
areas is prohibited.

increaJ!e of mineral constituent or nitrate
concentrations in underlying groundwater, as
determined by comparison of samples collected
from wells located upgradient and downgradient of the disposal area A
2. The ·discharge shall not cause concentrations of
chemicals and radionuclides in groundwater to
exceed limits set forth in Title 22, Chapter 15,
Articles 4 and 5 of the California Code of
Regulations. A

D. PRETREATMENT SPECIFICATIONS
1.

The discharger shall be responsible for the
performance of all pretreatment requirements

... . '
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contained in 40 CFR 403 and shall be subject to
enforcement actions, penalties, fines and other
remedies by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), or other appropriate parties, as
provided in the Clean Water Act, as amended
(33 US 1351 et seq.) (hereafter "Act"). The
Discharger shall implement and enforce its
Approved POTW Pretreatment Program. The
Discharger's Approved POTW Pretreatment
Program is hereby made an enforceable
condition of this Order. EPA or the Board may
initiate enforcement action against an industrial
user for noncompliance with applicable
standards and requirements as provided in the
Acl 8

5
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3. Discharger shall comply with Monitoring and
Reporting Program No. R3-2002-0lll, as
specified by the Executive Officer.
4.

5. This Order may be reopened to address any
changes in State or Federal plans, policies, or
regulations that would affect the quality
requirements for the discharge.
6.

In the event of any change in control or
ownership of the land or facilities presently
owned or utilized by the Discharger, the
Discharger shall notify the succeeding owner(s)
or operator(s) of the existence of this Order by
letter, a copy of which shall be forwarded to the
Regional Board.

7.

Pursuant to California Code of Regulations
Title 23, Chapter 3, Subchapter 9, the
Discharger shall submit a Report of Waste
Discharge to the Executive Officer not later
than March 1, 2007, addressing:

-2. The Discharger shall enforce the requirements
promulgated under Section 307(b), 307(c),
307(d), and 402(b) of the Act. The Discharger
shall cause industrial users subject to Federal
Categorical Standards to achieve compliance no
later than the date specified in those
requirements or, in the case of a new industrial
user, upon commencement of the discharge.8
3.

E.
1.

2.

The Discharger shall perform the pretreatment
functions as required . in 40 CFR 403.8(f),
including but not limited to
a. Implement the necessary legal authorities
as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1);
b. Enforce the pretreatment requirements
under 40 CFR 403.5 and 403.6;
c. Implement the programmatic functions as
provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2); and,
d. Provide the requisite funding and personnel
to implement the pretreatment progrnm as
provided in 403.8(f)(3).c

PROVISIONS
Order NO.
97-41,
Waste
Discharge
Requirements for City of Santa Maria, adopted
by the Board on December 5, 19997, is hereby
rescinded.
Discharger shall<Sdpdate its . salt reduction
program based on the Health and Safety Code
sections 116775-116795 (effective January 1,
2003) to reduce brine discharges to the sanitary
sewer collection system.

Discharger shall comply with all items of
attached "Standard Provisions and Reporting
Requirements
for
Waste
Discharge
Requirements" dated January, 1984.

a.

Whether there will be changes in the
continuity, character, location or·
volume of the discharge; and,

b.

Whether, in their opinion, there is any
portion of the Order that is incorrect,
obsolete or otherwise in need or
revision.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Laguna
County Sanitation District sball:
Comply with the following items of the attached
"Standard Provisions and reporting Requirements":
A, General Permit Conditions, Items 1-5, 7-8, 1213, 15 and 18-24; C. General Reporting
Requirements, Item Nos. 3, 13, 14, 15, and 17; E,
Enforcement, Items Nos. 3 and 4; and F,
Definitions.

WDR No. R3·2002-0111
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December 13, 2002

I, ROGER W. BRIGGS, Executive Officer, do hereby certify the foregoing' is a full, true, aod correct copy of
ao Order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region, on December
13,2002

S:\Wa'Southem Watershed\ Stnff\Bob\Santn Mnrin\Finnl\R.J-2002-0111 WDRdoc
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
CENTRAL COAST REGION
895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101
San I .uis Obispo, California 93401

MONITORING AND RE:PORTING PROGRAM NO. R3-2002-0111
Waste Discb arge Identification No.3 420109001

FOR
CITY OF SANTA MARIA
SJ\NTA BARBARA COUNTY

Reporting responsibilities are specified in Sections l3225(a), 13267(b), 13383, aod 13387(b) of the California Water
Code. This Discharge Monitoring Program is issued in accordaoce with Provision E.2 of Regional Board Order No.
R3-2002-0lll.
Water Supplv Monitoring
Representative samples of the water supply shall be collected aod aoalyzed ns follows:

Groundwater Monitoring
The monitoring wells sbnll be monitored for the following constituents:

Influent Monitoring
Representative samples of the influent to the treatment plant shall be collected at the plant beadworks aod analyzed for ·
the following constituents:
Constituent ..
DailyF!ow
Maximum Daily Flow
Meao Daily Flow
Biochemical Oxygen Demaod
(5-dayBOD)
Total Non-Filtrable Residue
(~ended Solids)

. ,,

Units
MGD
MGD
MGD
mg/L
mg/L

·· Type ofSample· ..-·Metered

I Sampling & Analysis Frequency

Calculated
8-br. composite

Daily
Monthly
Monthly
Monthly

8-br. composite

Monthly

"

"

.'

.
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Effluent Monitoring
Representative samples of the effluent discharged to the evaporation/percolation ponds shall be collected and analyzed
for the following constitoents:
Sampling &
Constituent
pH
Settleable solids
Biochemical Oxygen
Demand, _(5-dav BOD)
Grease and Oil
SuSPended solids
Total Dissolved Solids
Sodium
Chloride
Boron
Sulfate
"Total" Nitrogen (as N)
= (Nitrate +Nitrite
+Ammonia+ Organic)

Anal~·sis

Units
pH units
milL
mg!L

Type of Sample
Grab
Grab
24-bour composite

Frequency

mg/L
mg/L
mg/L
mg/L

24-bour composite
24-hour composite
24-hour composite
24-hour comoosite
24-hour composite
Grab
Grab
Grab

Weekly
Weekly
Weeklv
Weekly
Weekly
Semi-annually (Jan, Jul)
Semi-annuallv (Jail, Jui)
Semi-annually (Jan, Jul)

ml!IL
mg/L
mg!L
mg!L

Dailv
Daily
Weekly

Biosolids Monitoring
Samples shall he collected from the last point in the biosolids handling process (i.e. the drying beds just before removal)
representative samples of residual solids ·from the treatroent process can be obtained and analyzed for the

M & R Program No. RJ-2002-0111

-3·

December 13, 2002

M & R Program No. RJ-2002-0111
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•
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Total sample (inclucling all solids and any liquid portion) to be analyzed and resnlts reported as mg/kg or
11glkg, as approprjate, based on the dry weight of the sample.
The Discharger is not required to sample and analyze for asbestos until EPA promulgates an applicable
analytical teclmique under 40 CFR Part 136.

2

For the anoual sample, at least three samples shall be obtained from random locations from the drying beds.
The samples shall be thoroughly, but gently, mixed together to form n composite sample whlcb shall be analyzed. The
composite sample for grease and oil shall be composed of three randomly obtained samples from the drying beds.

Effluent Sodium/Chloride Reduction Pion Reporting
The Discharger shall report the status of its efforts to reduce effluent sodium and chloride by the 20th of January and
July of each year. The status reports shall include detailed descriptions of all measures implemented by the
Discharger according to Provision E. 2. of this Order.
Reporting
Monitoring reports shall be submitted by the dates in the full owing schedule:
Monitoring Period
Daily, Weekly, Monthly
Quarterly, and Annnally

Report Due
20th day of the month after sampling

Results of Ground Water Monitoring sball also be submitted to the County of Santa Barham Environmeotal Health
Services office in Santa Barbara.

DATE: _ _ _ _ ____!D,!!e'"c"'ernillbll!e,.r_.ld3.,_,2.,0!l<0:£2_ _ __
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Santa Barbara County

Comprehensive Plan · ·

Seismic Safety
Element
·

MOORE & TABER, Consulting Engineers and Geologists
Assisted by:
Lindvall, Richter and Associates
California Earth Science Corporation
Robert M. Norris, Ph.D.
Robert W. Webb, Ph.D.
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Attachment F

Stafford~:· McCarty
Commercial R€iil Estate

November 4, 2003

LETTER OF INTEN"'T,
P"URC.H.ASE AGREEMENT
Nick Tompkins
Apia Land Inc.
P.O.Box627
Guadalupe, CA 93434
RE:

Purchase of Approxirnateiy 240.68 acres of Lend
NE and SE Comer of Stowell anci Black Roads, Santa Maria, California
_.I,J'N 117-190-10, APN117-!90-13,APN 117-829-2

Dear Nick:
Th~ City of Sania Maria ("Buyer"), is v.illing to purchase the above-referenced property for the
expansion of the waste wsi"!" treatm~nt plen uncif:r the following terms and conditions:

!.

2.

Property:

Purchase Price:

Approximateiy 240.68 acres of Land
NE and SE Corner of Stowell and Bl•~k Roads, Santa Maria,
California ·
APN I 17-190-10, APN !17-190-13, AJ>N 117-820-02
Buyer shall calculate the Purchase Price along the following

paramete..'O:
A) Approximately216.68 acres at $2?,000 per acre, fixed priced;
supported by a Fann Credit appraisal or other qualified appraiser
mutually agreed upon.

B) Compensation for the r=aining 24 acres shall be a l1111d
exchangeAPN 117-24-23 (24 acres of M-2 zoned property) on La
BreaAve. in tlte City of SantaMaria owned by the Buyer.
·
3.

Due Diligence
Consideration:

Buyer

and Seller sbaTI concurrently have 6D days from the date of

mutual execution of a Purchase and Sale Agre:::rnent to salisfy
th::ms~lves
to their sole and cornolete
~
- satisfaction :as to all matters

of Due Diligence.

641 Higuera Sir~. Suire :300 "'San Lut

Ob~po.

Califcmli! 93401

ot-

805 543-1801 .. fAX .805 543-1 B57

Anio Land, Inc .

.Pa..~,.~ 2
4.

Due Dilige:llr:e
and Buyer
Annexation :

Seller agrees to cooperate with Buy:=; at no cost to Seller in
Buy:::r' s }iJmclU!tion process.

5.

Buyer Obligations:

Buyer shall work!; with the Seller's engineers to complete tentative
tract map for the La Brea exchanged property APN ] 17-820-02.
The tentative map layout shDl1 be pro"ided by the Seller and
approved byfue Buyer prior to the close of escrow.

6.

Close ofEscrow:

Escrow shall close on or before March 20, 2004.

7.

Condition of
PropertY:

0

o.

Management
OfUndeveloped
Lands:

Representation
and Commission:

Seller to provide any and. ill knowledge of property to Buyer and
warrant to fue best of their knowledge.

Buyer wishes to enter into a 10 year management contract with the
Seller for the management of the undeveloped agricn1tura1 lands
until full developmentbywast.ewater managem::nt. Buyer-shall
collect !0% ofthe groS:i: I"'..nts from the property; with a minimum
of$100 per acre; based upon200 acres of farmable grounds.

Stafford-McCarty, Inc. represents the Buyer. Buyer shall pay a ·
broker's coiDmission to of 2.5% of the Purchase Price at the close

of escrow.
10.

Expiration ofLOI:

11.

Time is of the
Essence:

Buyer reserves the right to withdraw this LOI, unless accepted
within fifteen (1:5) days from date hereof.
Both parties agree that time is of the essence.

Apio Land, Inc.
Page3
This Letter oiintent (LOI) is intended to be an outiine io assist the parties in preparing a
definitive purchase and sale agre::ment l!lld is not intended to contra~tua!Jy bind either party ir!
any way, nor shall either party be legally bound until a Purchase and Sale Agr~ment, in fonn
and content satisfactory to both parties., is fully executed.

Dwayne K. Chisam, P.E.

Steve McCarty,("Brob::r")
Stafford-McCarty, Inc.

Utilities Manag.:r, City of Santa Maria
("Buyer'')

AGREED AND ACCEPTED:

"Seller''

Date

Pagel
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Appendix B
LESA Analysis

Final LESA Scoresheet

Factor Name

Factor Rating
(0-100 Points)

Land Evaluation
1. Land Capability Classification
2. Storie Index Rating
Site Assessment
1. Project Size
2. Water Resource Availability
3. Surrounding Agricultural Lands
4. Protected Resource Lands

(Line 3) =
(Line 4) =
(Line 5) =
(Line 6) =

X

Factor
Weighting
(Total = 1.0)

=

Weighted
Factor
Rating

78.04
81.04

X
X

0.25
0.25

=
=

19.51
20.26

100
100
90
100

X
X
X
X

0.15
0.15
0.15
0.05

=
=
=
=
Total:

15
15
13.5
5
88.27

Final LESA Scoresheet

Factor Name

Factor Rating
(0-100 Points)

Land Evaluation
1. Land Capability Classification
2. Storie Index Rating
Site Assessment
1. Project Size
2. Water Resource Availability
3. Surrounding Agricultural Lands
4. Protected Resource Lands

(Line 3) =
(Line 4) =
(Line 5) =
(Line 6) =

X

Factor
Weighting
(Total = 1.0)

=

Weighted
Factor
Rating

87.52
78.14

X
X

0.25
0.25

=
=

21.88
19.535

30
100
90
100

X
X
X
X

0.15
0.15
0.15
0.05

=
=
=
=
Total:

4.5
15
13.5
5
79.415

Final LESA Scoresheet

Factor Name

Factor Rating
(0-100 Points)

Land Evaluation
1. Land Capability Classification
2. Storie Index Rating
Site Assessment
1. Project Size
2. Water Resource Availability
3. Surrounding Agricultural Lands
4. Protected Resource Lands

(Line 3) =
(Line 4) =
(Line 5) =
(Line 6) =

X

Factor
Weighting
(Total = 1.0)

=

Weighted
Factor
Rating

76.20
60.09

X
X

0.25
0.25

=
=

19.05
15.02

70
100
90
100

X
X
X
X

0.15
0.15
0.15
0.05

=
=
=
=
Total:

10.5
15
13.5
5
78.07

Land Evaluation Worksheet
Land Capeability Class (LCC)
Soil Map Unit
Project Acres (est)
Sorrento sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent
slopes
0.3823
Terrace escarpments, loamy
0.4183
Corralitos loamy sand, 0 to 2 percent
slopes
146.3021
Sorrento sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent
slopes
0.5126
Corralitos loamy sand, 9 to 15
percent slopes
3.5464
Sorrento loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes
Total:

100.8383
252.00

Proportion of
Project Area
0.15%
0.17%
58.06%
0.20%
1.41%
40.02%
100%

Non Irrigated

LCC Rating

LCC Score

I-1

100

0.15

95

0.14

VIIe

VIIe

10

0.02

8

0.02

IIIs-4

IVe-4

80

46.45

64

37.16

IIe

90

0.18

86

0.172

VIe-4

50

0.705

45

0.6345

I-1

100

40.02
87.52

100

40.02
78.14

Irrigated

I-1

IIe
IVe-4
I-1

Storie Index Storie Index Score

Appendix C
Air Quality Analysis

Urbemis Output - Revised WWTP 7-06
Page: 1
07/05/2006 2:32 PM

URBEMIS 2002 For Windows

8.7.0

File Name:
\\Ultra-slo1\library\ESP\S Barbara Co\S
Maria\05-57670-1 WWTP Expansion\Report\SM WWTP EIR (05-57671)\Appendices\REVISED
WWTP trip generation.urb
Project Name:
WWTP Expansion
Project Location:
Santa Barbara County
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2
SUMMARY REPORT
(Pounds/Day - Summer)
OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG
TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated)

1.36

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

1.95

16.51

0.02

1.57

Page: 2
07/05/2006 2:32 PM

URBEMIS 2002 For Windows

8.7.0

File Name:
\\Ultra-slo1\library\ESP\S Barbara Co\S
Maria\05-57670-1 WWTP Expansion\Report\SM WWTP EIR (05-57671)\Appendices\REVISED
WWTP trip generation.urb
Project Name:
WWTP Expansion
Project Location:
Santa Barbara County
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2
DETAIL REPORT
(Pounds/Day - Summer)
UNMITIGATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS
Police Impound Yard

ROG
1.36

NOx
1.95

CO
16.51

SO2
0.02

PM10
1.57

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)

1.36

1.95

16.51

0.02

1.57

Does not include correction for passby trips.
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips.
OPERATIONAL (Vehicle) EMISSION ESTIMATES
Analysis Year: 2005

Temperature (F): 75

Season: Summer

EMFAC Version: EMFAC2002 (9/2002)
Summary of Land Uses:
Unit Type
Police Impound Yard

Acreage

Trip Rate
100.00 trips/
Page 1

No.
Units

Total
Trips

1.00

100.00

Urbemis Output - Revised WWTP 7-06
Sum of Total Trips
Total Vehicle Miles Traveled

100.00
1,024.60

Vehicle Assumptions:
Fleet Mix:
Vehicle Type
Percent Type
Light Auto
56.10
Light Truck < 3,750
lbs
15.10
Light Truck 3,751- 5,750
15.50
Med Truck
5,751- 8,500
6.80
Lite-Heavy
8,501-10,000
1.00
Lite-Heavy 10,001-14,000
0.30
Med-Heavy
14,001-33,000
1.00
Heavy-Heavy 33,001-60,000
0.80
Line Haul > 60,000
lbs
0.00
Urban Bus
0.10
Motorcycle
1.60
School Bus
0.30
Motor Home
1.40

Non-Catalyst
2.30
4.00
1.90
1.50
0.00
0.00
10.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
87.50
0.00
14.30

Catalyst
97.10
93.40
96.80
95.60
80.00
66.70
20.00
12.50
0.00
0.00
12.50
0.00
78.60

Diesel
0.60
2.60
1.30
2.90
20.00
33.30
70.00
87.50
100.00
100.00
0.00
100.00
7.10

Travel Conditions
HomeWork
Urban Trip Length (miles) 12.5
Rural Trip Length (miles) 15.0
Trip Speeds (mph)
25.0
% of Trips - Residential 20.6

Residential
HomeShop
9.6
15.0
30.0
18.0

Commercial
HomeOther
11.3
15.0
35.0
61.4

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)
Police Impound Yard

Commute
12.5
15.0
25.0

Non-Work Customer
10.2
10.2
10.0
10.0
25.0
25.0

2.0

Page: 3
07/05/2006 2:32 PM

Changes made to the default values for Land Use Trip Percentages
Changes made to the default values for Operations

Page 2

1.0

97.0

