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COMMENT LETTER #1. GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
(STATE CLEARINGHOUSE) (January 19, 2012) 
 
1-1: Letter from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit stating that the Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH# 
2011122056) was submitted to selected state agencies for review and that comments 
from the responding agencies are provided. The letter further 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 to 
be carried out or approved by the agency. The State Clearinghouse received and 
forwarded two comment letters; California Department of Transportation and California 
Highway Patrol.   
 
RESPONSE: Acknowledgement letter from the State Clearinghouse is noted. No further 
response is necessary. 
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COMMENT LETTER #2: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
(December 27, 2011) 
 
2-1: California Department of Transportation states that as the lead agency, Contra 
Costa County is responsible for all project mitigation, including any needed 
improvements to state highways. The project’s fair share contribution, financing, 
scheduling, implementation responsibilities and monitoring should be fully discussed for 
all proposed mitigation measures. Required roadway improvements should be 
completed prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy. Encroachment permits are 
required for work in the State right of way (ROW), and will not be issued until their 
concerns are adequately addressed. 
 
RESPONSE: Comments are noted. The project will not directly impact a state ROW.  
 
2-2: The Department of Transportation is concerned with how the trips generated by 
this project will be distributed and how the trips may potentially impact the existing and 
future performance of State Route (SR) 4 and Interstate 80 (I-80).  
 
RESPONSE: The project will not alter capacity nor generate additional future trips as 
the project will not create additional travel lanes. The purpose of the project is to widen 
the existing travel lanes to accommodate widened paved shoulders. Further, current 
traffic counts show 45 to 71 peak hour trips in each direction through the project limits. 
Only a fraction of these temporary trips may be diverted to nearby State highways 
including SR4 and SR24. Project construction is anticipated to take two months to 
complete and a full road closure of the project segment is anticipated to be two weeks 
during construction. CCCPWD contacted the Department of Transportation to provide 
peak traffic count data and get confirmation that the project will not generate a 
significant increase in traffic onto nearby highways. The Department of Transportation 
confirmed that the project would not generate increased levels of traffic and had no 
further concerns (personal communication, Gary Arnold, Department of Transportation 
2/8/12).  
 
2-3: The Department of Transportation provides guidance that if it is determined that 
traffic restrictions and/or detours are needed, a Transportation Management Plan or 
construction traffic impact study may be required for approval by the local agency 
having jurisdiction of project vicinity prior to construction.  
 
RESPONSE: The project segment of Alhambra Valley Road is located within the 
unincorporated jurisdiction of Contra Costa County. A road closure permit will be 
required which will also require a detour plan (personal communication, Monish Sen, 
Contra Costa County Public Works Department, 2/7/12). 
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COMMENT LETTER #3: CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL (January 6, 2012) 
 
3-1: The California Highway Patrol letter states the Contra Costa Area of the California 
Highway Patrol is responsible for traffic law enforcement, safety, and traffic 
management on Alhambra Valley Road and within the unincorporated area of Contra 
Costa County surrounding the project area, and that the project will not significantly 
impact their functions.  
 
RESPONSE: Comment noted. No further response is necessary.  
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COMMENT LETTER #4: EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT (December 30, 
2011) 

 
4-1: The comment states that on page 22 of the MND, the fifth sentence in the 
Environmental Setting paragraph refers to an unnamed tributary to Pinole Creek.  This 
unnamed tributary is Pereira Creek. 
 
RESPONSE: Comment noted. No further response is necessary.  
 
4-2: The comment states that on page 65, under Water Supply, it states the project 
area is located within the EBMUD water service area. The project is located inside 
EBMUD’s Ultimate Service Boundary but outside EBMUD’s current service area; water 
service is not readily available to the project area.  
 
RESPONSE: Comment noted. No further response is necessary.  
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COMMENT LETTER #5: COX, CASTLE & NICHOLSON LLP (January 17, 2012) 
 
5-1: Comment states that the Alhambra Valley Wine Company LLC (“AVW”) and 
Alhambra Valley Ranch (“AVR”) is owned by Thomas and Donna Powers and is 
developed with vineyards, olive orchards, pasture for rescue livestock, vegetable 
gardens, and is operated as a family winery in accordance with two County land use 
permits, and is the only winery in the area, and is an example of a historically important 
tradition in Alhambra Valley.  
 
RESPONSE: Comment noted. No further response is necessary.  
 
5-2: Comment states that Appendix G t o the CEQA Guidelines states that conflicts 
with a Williamson Act Contract or changes to the environment which could result in 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use ordinarily will result in a significant 
impact.  
 
RESPONSE: The Agriculture and Forestry Resources section of Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines does not clearly state that conversion of farmland to non-agricultural 
use would result in a significant environmental impact.  It states “In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.” and provides varying levels of impact 
for the CEQA analyst to make a determination (i.e., “Potentially Significant Impact”, 
“Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated”, “Less Than Significant Impact”, 
and “No Impact”).  Contra Costa County Public Works Department (CCCPWD) verified 
with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research that the decision regarding level of 
impact should be based on data specific to the project and significance of impact is not 
a foregone conclusion (pers. comm. Cuauhtemoc Gonzalez 1/31/12). 
 
5-3: Comment states that it is the State’s policy that when practicable, public 
improvements should not be made in a Williamson Act Preserve and if it is necessary to 
locate a public improvement in a Williamson Act Preserve the County may only do so 
upon findings that there is no other land within or outside the preserve on which it is 
reasonably feasible to locate the public improvement (California Government Code 
Section 51292(b). And, that the County will not be able to make this finding because 
commenter believes there is an alternative that is reasonably feasible on non-contracted 
land to the south of the project segment.  
 
RESPONSE: Consistent with California Government Code Section 51292(b), CCCPWD 
staff has made the preliminary finding that “there is no other land within or outside the 
preserve on which it is reasonably feasible to locate the public improvement” due to the 
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presence of the creek south of the road which provides suitable habitat for the 
federally-listed threatened California red-legged frog and other wildlife species as well 
as the fact the parcels south of the creek are also designated as Williamson Act contract 
lands (Serb et al.: 365-020-036, 037) (Attachment D-1).  This finding will be formalized 
by the County Board of Supervisors when the CEQA document is adopted.  The parcel 
just east of the Serb property (365-020-028 J. Pereira) is not designated as Williamson 
Act contract lands. CCCPWD plans to acquire right-of-way from this parcel which avoids 
impact to the eastern portion of Mr. Powers’ parcel (365-020-035), the location of the 
planned wine tasting room.  Areas where the creek posed project constraints due to 
proximity to the roadway and steep banks CCCPWD had to shift the impact to Mr. 
Powers’ parcel.  Otherwise, CCCPWD designed the project to avoid impacts to Mr. 
Powers’ parcel. 
 
5-4: Comment states that as currently designed, the project will have significant and 
adverse environmental effects due to its profound interference with AVW’s agricultural 
activities and further states estimated numbers of grapevines and associated irrigation 
system and olive orchard trees the project will remove, and estimated area of vegetable 
garden, hedgerow, and pasture area the project will remove.  The comment also states 
that the project will remove ten mature oak trees.  
 
RESPONSE: The project will not have a significant and adverse environmental impact 
because the project will not significantly interfere with the AVW for the reasons stated 
below.  Since inception of the project, CCCPWD has made efforts to minimize impacts 
to Mr. Powers’ parcels considering the constraints of the adjacent creek.  CCCPWD 
project engineers met with Mr. Powers in October 2010 regarding this project with 
subsequent phone discussions.  We have incorporated Mr. Powers’ concerns to the 
extent possible in the current plans.  The stated numbers of agricultural crops that will 
need to be removed are not consistent with our current project design.  At this time, 
the project design includes removal of up to 30 olive orchard trees.  As discussed in the 
meeting on January 26 to address Mr. Powers’ concerns, the double-fenced pasture 
area for the AVW rescue livestock program and portions of the hedgerow and vegetable 
garden are located within an area that is dedicated for County road right-of-way 
purposes and the right-of-way dedication boundary immediately abuts the grapevines 
(Attachment D-2).  Up to 12 mature oak trees that line the road on both sides (six on 
each side) occur within the existing County road right-of-way.  Those trees that fall 
within the riparian canopy of the creek will be mitigated based on consultation with the 
California Department of Fish and Game.  Further, removal of these trees will not have 
a significant aesthetic impact to the overall oak woodland corridor given the dense oak 
woodland cover of the riparian corridor.  
 
5-5: Comment states that the project will also severely truncate the property’s only 
two access points for its winery operations, creating driveway slopes exceeding County 
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standards (i.e., over 16%) and placing the actual winery entrance almost directly on 
Alhambra Valley Road, thus also creating safety impacts.  
 
RESPONSE: The project will eliminate portions of the two driveways along Alhambra 
Valley Road that are contained within an area that is dedicated for road right-of-way 
purposes.  The project will conform the new driveways to newly installed paved 
shoulders along Alhambra Valley Road in accordance with County standards.  As 
discussed at our meeting on January 26, CCCPWD project design engineers are 
prepared to meet with Mr. Powers’ engineer to discuss the impacts to the driveways 
and minimize impacts to the winery operation to the extent feasible.  The CCCPWD 
project engineers met with Mr. Powers and his engineer on January 31 and will 
continue to coordinate with his engineer to minimize impacts to the extent feasible.  
 
5-6: Comment states that the MND almost completely ignores these impacts and 
urges the County to prepare an environmental impact report (“EIR”) which addresses 
the project’s effects on agricultural land, the historic, aesthetic and open space values 
of the property and AVW’s operations, and the safety concerns identified above.  
 
RESPONSE: The MND addressed these potential impacts and determined them not to 
be significant for the reasons stated above and within the MND.  We believe we have 
adequately and appropriately analyzed the project’s impacts within the MND.   
 
5-7: Comment states that the MND discussion of visual impacts contains no 
discussion of the project’s removal of at least 45 olive trees, ten mature oak trees, and 
grapevines and that such impacts will adversely affect the visual experience of the 
public visiting the winery as well as the driving public. 
 
RESPONSE: The project design includes removal of up to 30 olive trees from Mr. 
Powers’ parcel and up to 12 mature oak trees within the existing County right-of-way; 
no grapevines are proposed for removal.  Removal of the olive trees and oak trees will 
not adversely affect the visual experience of visitors to the winery and vineyards and 
the driving public as the project will remove only a small portion of both the olive and 
oak trees relative to what exists currently.  The remaining rows of olive orchard trees 
beyond those removed would continue to be visible to the driving public and public 
visiting the winery and vineyards.  Similarly, while the project will remove two small 
groupings of native oak trees (6 trees per grouping), the majority of the Alhambra 
Valley corridor, including this section of the corridor, is heavily wooded with oak-bay 
woodland.  Therefore, the view visible to the driving and visiting public will remain 
essentially unchanged and there will be no significant aesthetic impact due to removal 
of these trees.  The oak trees that fall within the riparian canopy of the creek will be 
mitigated based on consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game. 
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5-8: The comment states that without photosimulations there is a fair argument that 
the project will result in significant impacts.  
 
RESPONSE: CCCPWD does not believe that photosimulations were warranted for the 
reasons stated above. 
 
5-9: The comment states that the MND’s discussion of agricultural impacts is 
inadequate as it fails to state that the quantitative or qualitative threshold significance it 
relies on to determine the significance of the project impact. Rather, it states that no 
set acreage of prime farmland conversion has been determined by case law or 
regulatory framework, and that it does not cross the undisclosed threshold found in the 
United States Department of Agriculture’s Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form. 
Further, the comment states that the MND does not include meaningful information on 
how the significance of impact was determined. 
 
RESPONSE: CCCPWD staff did evaluate the project’s impacts on prime farmland, 
unique farmland, and farmland of statewide importance using the federal and California 
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) models.  In both models, the Land 
Evaluation (LE) section and the Site Assessment (SA) section are each scored 
separately and combined for a total score to determine if the project will have a 
significant impact on farmland. Projects receiving a combined rating score of less than 
160 under the federal LESA model do not require further evaluation.  The state model is 
set up differently; projects receiving a combined rating score of less than 80 are not 
considered as having a significant impact unless the score is between 60 and 79 and 
has a LE or SA subscore of 20 points or more, or if the score is between 40 and 59 and 
the LE and SA subscores are each 20 points or more.  Since the project is considering 
two options for the existing hillside between the vineyards, retaining wall option (Option 
A) and cut slope option (Option B), both options were evaluated using each model.  The 
score for the federal model for Option A is 138, and 156 for Option B; both options fall 
below the threshold of significance under the federal model (Attachment D-3). The 
score for the state model for Option A is 51.04 and 50.15 for Option B; both options 
were considered to have less than significant impacts because both LE and SA 
subscores were not higher than 20 points (Attachment D-4).  The final rating scores 
between both models were comparable and fell below the established thresholds which 
confirm that the project will not have significant impact.  
 
While this information was relayed qualitatively rather than quantitatively in the MND, 
the information provided in the MND is based on the results of the LESA models which 
is available at the Public Works Department upon request as indicated in the Public 
Notice for the MND and is attached for your reference (Attachments A-3, A-4). 
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5-10: The comment states that Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines is clear that the 
conversion of prime farmland should ordinarily be considered a significant impact, and 
that the project will convert prime farmland.  
 
RESPONSE: As stated above, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines does not clearly state 
that conversion of prime farmland should ordinarily be considered a significant impact.  
While the project will convert prime farmland, the level of impact is what determines 
the significance of the impact which was determined through both the federal and state 
LESA model systems.  Therefore, we believe the project will not have significant 
farmland impacts. 
 
5-11:  The comment further states that the MND’s reliance on an obscure federal form 
is not sufficient to allow the MND to escape from this conclusion and that the MND 
should propose mitigation or an EIR should be prepared. 
 
RESPONSE: CCCPWD staff used two separate LESA models to rate farmland 
conversion impacts.  Both models resulted in impact levels that fell under thresholds of 
significance identified in the models (Attachments D-3, D-4).  Based on the results of 
both assessments, mitigation for farmland conversion impacts is not warranted, nor is 
an EIR warranted. 
 
5-12: The comment states that despite the fact that the project involves converting 
Williamson Act contracted lands into a paved right-of-way, the MND concludes that the 
project will not conflict with a Williamson Act contract which appears to be because the 
project will not conflict with the County’s general plan and will provide certain notices 
required by law.  The comment further states that the compliance with the general plan 
is not the threshold at issue as such compliance is relevant to land use and planning 
impacts.  
 
RESPONSE: The project will not convert all portions of the proposed right-of-way into 
paved right-of-way; some areas within the proposed right-of-way will be re-vegetated 
with grassland species appropriate for the area.  
 
The conclusion is not based on compliance with the general plan. The thresholds are 
not for impacts to Williamson Act contract lands, rather the thresholds are to determine 
the impact on prime farmland, unique farmland, and farmland of statewide importance.  
In accordance with Government Code Section 51292 of the Williamson Act, CCCPWD 
has notified the California Department of Conservation and Contra Costa County 
Department of Conservation and Development, Williamson Act Program, with specific 
findings that the primary consideration for the proposed public improvements to the 
existing road was not based on the lower cost of the agricultural preserve land because 
this safety improvement project is based an existing road traffic accident data recorded 
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at this specific location. Therefore, the proposed acquisitions are not based on a lower 
cost of agricultural preserve rather they are based on traffic accident data. Further, due 
to the location of the existing road and presence of a creek located immediately 
adjacent to the south side of the road which is also adjoined by Williamson Act 
contracted parcels (365-020-036, 037 Serb et al.), there is no other land that is 
reasonably feasible to implement this public improvement as acquisition of alternate 
land would not achieve the goal of the safety project.  These findings will be formally 
adopted by the County Board of Supervisors when the CEQA document is adopted.  
Given the following: 1) both project options fall under significance thresholds using both 
the federal and state LESA models, 2) the primary consideration for the improvements 
was not based on the lower cost of the agricultural preserve land, and 3) there is no 
other land within or outside the preserve on which it is reasonably feasible to locate the 
public improvement due to other Williamson contracted lands, we believe that impacts 
to Williamson Act contracted lands are less than significant. 
 
5-13: The comment states that sending out a notice does not avoid conflict with a 
Williamson Act Contract; if it did a lead agency could pave over hundreds of acres of 
Williamson Act contracted lands, send out its notice, and claim a less than significant 
impact.  
 
RESPONSE: A lead agency could not simply pave over hundreds of acres of Williamson 
Act contracted lands as it would need to be consistent with their agency’s General Plan 
for agricultural preservation and be below the thresholds of the LESA.  CCCPWD 
believes we have appropriately addressed the farmland impacts in accordance with the 
CEQA Guidelines.  Therefore, the County does not believe that mitigation or an EIR is 
warranted. 
 
5-14: The comment states that use of an MND versus an EIR is suspect because the 
MND has not clearly shown that it will mitigate the project’ impacts to listed species. It 
further provides an example that the MND mitigation measure for California red-legged 
frog only contemplates relocating these species if encountered which would be 
considered “take” that would require appropriate permits from federal and state wildlife 
agencies.  
 
RESPONSE: The MND addresses potential impacts to special-status species that have 
the potential to occur in the area by proposing off-site compensatory mitigation via 
purchase of credits at an approved conservation bank (as determined through 
consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish 
and Game) as well as species-specific avoidance measures (refer to MND pages 23-27). 
CCCPWD is currently consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under Section 7 
of the federal Endangered Species Act for an Incidental Take Statement as well as with 
the California Department of Fish and Game under the California Endangered Species 
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Act for an Incidental Take Permit for the California red-legged frog, federally-listed as 
threatened, and the Alameda whipsnake, federal and state-listed as threatened.  
Relocations of any listed species would only be conducted under the authority of an 
incidental take permit.   
 
5-15: The comment states that there is a feasible project alternative (“Environmentally 
Preferable Alternative”) which would eliminate the above-referenced impacts and could 
significantly reduce both the land acquisition and construction costs.  
 
RESPONSE: There is not a feasible alternative as the land south of the creek is also 
under Williamson Act contract.  Further, the creek poses substantial environmental 
constraints for various reasons as the creek is considered a sensitive natural resource 
with suitable habitat for the California red-legged frog and various other wildlife 
species.  Improvements on the creek side of roadway would result in substantial 
impacts to a critical biological resource that would pose both state and federal 
regulatory permitting challenges. Construction of the project alternative would actually 
be expected to result in increased land acquisition and construction costs as more land 
would need to be acquired and regulatory permitting and mitigation costs would be 
significantly higher.  
 
5-16: The comment states that the Environmentally Preferable Alternative would locate 
the project south of the project on dry pasture that is not protected by the Williamson 
Act. The comment further states that the owner of that property is contractually 
obligated to dedicate land for any road improvement project.  
 
RESPONSE: As stated above, the parcels to the south are also protected by a 
Williamson Act contract (Serb et al.: 365-020-036, 037) and also contain area of 
dedication for County roadway purposes (Attachments D-1 and D-2). 
 
5-17: The comment states that the Environmentally Preferred Alternative would not 
generate impacts not already identified in the MND, and would create opportunities for 
significant on-site restoration of creek resources that have been substantially degraded 
due to excessive cattle grazing, further enhancing the biological and open space values 
of the area and avoiding impacts to Williamson Act contract lands and private property. 
 
RESPONSE: Given that the County has determined the farmland impacts of the project 
are less than significant based on the assessments conducted, a project that has 
substantial, potentially significant impacts to a protected resource (i.e., the creek and 
its associated wildlife and habitat) is not a reasonable alternative and therefore is not 
considered by the County to be the “Environmentally Preferable Alternative”. The 
County makes every effort with Capital Improvement Projects to avoid impacts to 
sensitive resources where feasible, and is obligated to provide on-site restoration if 
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those impacts cannot be avoided (or off-site alternate mitigation). We do not have the 
necessary funding or the obligation to enhance the biological and open space values of 
private properties that have been degraded due to excessive cattle grazing that were 
not the result of County actions and when a County project would not otherwise be 
impacting those properties and resources. 
 
5-18: The comment states the need to cross a creek does not make such an 
alternative infeasible as roads are designed over waterways on a regular basis, and a 
creek crossing would not pose a significant engineering obstacle. 
 
RESPONSE: This specific road improvement would not require the need to cross the 
creek.  Further avoidance of Mr. Powers’ property would necessitate impact to the creek 
in a linear fashion which would have substantial impacts to this sensitive resource. 
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AND CITED IN RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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COMMENT LETTER #2: 
 
Comment 2-2: 
Personal Communication 2/8/12: Gary Arnold, Department of Transportation, 
District Branch Chief, Local Development-Intergovernmental Review, (510) 286-3541. 
Claudia Gemberling, Environmental Analyst of CCCPWD notified Gary that existing peak 
hour trips within project segment of Alhambra Valley Road is 45 to 71 in each direction 
and that only a fraction of these temporary trips may be diverted to nearby State 
Highways 4 and 24. She further explained that the project will not create additional 
travel lanes; rather existing travel lanes will be widened to accommodate widened 
paved shoulders and that the project will take approximately two months to complete 
and full road closure is anticipated to be two weeks during that time. She further 
notified Gary that he will be receiving the Board of Supervisor package that includes all 
comments received and County responses to those comments. Gary indicated that with 
the information provided via this phone conversation he has no further concerns and 
will respond to our responses to that effect.  
 
Comment 2-3: 
Personal Communication 2/7/12: Monish Sen, Senior Traffic Engineer, Contra 
Costa County Public Works Department, (925) 313-2000. Provided information as to 
whether or not a traffic management plan would be needed. The project segment of 
Alhambra Valley Road is located within the unincorporated jurisdiction of Contra Costa 
County. A road closure permit will be required which will also require a detour plan. 
 
COMMENT LETTER #5: 
 
Comment 5-2: 
Personal Communication 1/31/12: Cuauhtemoc Gonzalez, Associate Planner, 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research, (916) 445-0613 Fax (916) 323-3018, 
Email: cuauhtemoc.gonzalez@opr.ca.gov. Regarding Agriculture and Forestry Resource 
section of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Requested clarification on the statement 
provided in commenter’s letter that “Appendix G states that conflicts with a Williamson 
Act Contract or changes to the environment which could result in conversion of 
farmland to non-agricultural use ordinarily will result in a significant environmental 
impact.” Mr. Gonzalez checked with his supervisor, Scott Morgan, Director of the State 
Clearinghouse, and stated while conversion of farmland into non-farmland will normally 
be considered a significant impact, if the results of the Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment model is below the thresholds, then the project would not have a 
significant impact. 
 
 
 

mailto:cuauhtemoc.gonzalez@opr.ca.gov
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Comments 5-3, 5-16: 
Attachment A-1: 
Map showing Williamson Act Contract parcels within project vicinity. 
 
Comments 5-3, 5-16: 
Attachment A-2: 
Contra Costa County Parcel Map, Subdivision MS 970015, Book 175, page 27 (recorded 
November 9, 1998). Shows areas of dedication for County roadway purposes for parcels 
365-020-039, 035 (Powers) and 365-020-036, 037 (Serb et al.). 
 
Comments 5-9, 5-11: 
Attachment A-3: U.S. Department of Agriculture Farmland Conversion Impact Rating 
Form (AD 1006) 
 
Attachment A-4: California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) 
Model worksheet. 
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CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURAL LAND EVALUATION AND SITE ASSESSMENT (LESA) MODEL 

WORKSHEET 

 

Project: Alhambra Valley Road Safety Improvement Project (east of Bear Creek Road) (OPTION A)  

Project Footprint: 4.01 acres; Proposed ROW Acreage from Designated Farmlands: 0.66 acres 

 

 

SECTION I: LAND EVALUATION 

Enter the acreage of the proposed right-of-way on designated farmland parcels (Prime Farmland, Unique 

Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance) as shown on the California Department of Conservation 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program website or the Contra Costa County Department of Conservation 

and Development website. Refer to the Contra Costa County Soil Survey Map for the soil map units that fall 

within the project area. Enter the information in Table I-1A on the following page. Refer to the California 

Agricultural LESA for specific explanations of the purpose for each type of evaluation. 

 

1. Land Capability Classification Rating 

 

Step 1: In the Guide to Mapping Units within Contra Costa County Soil Survey (after page 123), identify the 

Land Capability Classification (LCC) designation (e.g., IV-e) for each soil map unit that has been identified in 

the project and enter these designations in Column D of the Table I-1C on the following page. 

 

Step 2: From Table I-1B, Numeric Conversion of Land Capability Classification Units on the following page, 

obtain a numeric score for each mapping unit, and enter these scores in Column E of Table I-1C.  

 

Step 3: Multiply the proportion of each soil mapping unit (Column C) by the LCC points for each mapping unit 

(Column E) and enter the resulting scores in Column F of Table I-1C.  

 

Step 4: Sum the LCC scores in Column F to obtain a single LCC score for the project. Enter this LCC score in 

Line 1 of the Final LESA Score Sheet on the last page.  

 

2. Storie Index Rating Score 

 

Step 1: From the Soil Survey Map or other sources of information identified in Appendix C of the California 

Agricultural LESA Model Instruction Manual, determine the Storie Index Rating (the Storie Rating is already 

based upon a 100 point scale) for each mapping unit and enter these values in Column G of Table I-1C on the 

following page. (Figures 1A-1C 

 

Step 2: Multiply the proportion of each soil mapping unit found within the project (Column C) by the Storie 

Index Rating (Column G), and enter these scores in Column H of Table I-1C.  

 

Step 3: Sum the Storie Index Rating scores in Column H to obtain a single Storie Index Rating score for the 

project. Enter this Storie Index Rating Score in Line 2 of the Final LESA Score Sheet. 
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Table I-1C: Land Capability Classification (LCC) and Storie Index Scores 

A B C D E F G H 

Soil Map Unit 
Project 
Acres 

Proportion 
of Project 

Area 
LCC 

LCC 
Rating 

LCC 
Score 

Storie 
Index 
Rating 

Storie 
Index 
Score 

Cc 
(Clear Lake clay) 

(APNs: 362-100-003, 
365-020-018, 365-
020-039, 365-020-

035) 

0.29 0.44 IIs-5(17) 80 35.20 49 21.56 

Ckb 
(Cropley clay, 2-5% 

slopes) 
(APN: 365-020-028) 

0.25 0.38 IIE-5(17) 90 34.2 51 19.38 

TaC 
(Tierra loam, 2-9% 

slopes) 
(APNs: 365-020-035, 

365-020-028) 

0.12 0.18 IVe-3(15) 50 9 49 8.82 

Totals 0.66 
(Must Sum 

to 1.0) 
 

LCC 
Total 
Score 

78.4 

Storie 
Index 
Total 
Score 

49.76 

 

 

 

Table I-1B: Numeric Conversion of LCC Units 

LCC LCC Point Rating 

I 100 

IIe 90 

IIs, w 80 

IIIe 70 

IIIs, w 60 

IVe 50 

IVs, w 40 

V 30 

VI 20 

VII 10 

VIII 0 

 

Table I-1A: Proposed ROW Acquisitions 

from Designated Farmland Parcels 

Parcel Number Soil Type Acreage 

362-100-003 
(EBMUD) 

Clear Lake 
clay (Cc) 

0.02 

365-020-018 
(Briones Valley 
School District) 

Cc 0.1 

365-020-039 
(D. & T. 
Powers) 

(Williamson Act 
Contract) 

Cc 0.17 

365-020-035 
(D. & T. 
Powers) 

(Williamson Act 
Contract) 

Tierra loam 
(TaC) 

0.01 

365-020-028 
(J. Pereira) 

TaC 0.11 

Cropley clay 
(CkB) 

0.25 

Project Acreage within 
Designated Farmlands 

0.66 
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SECTION II: SITE ASSESSMENT 

 

Four (4) Site Assessment factors are separately rated in this section: 

 

1. Project Size Rating 

2. Water Resources Availability Rating 

3. Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating 

4. Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating 

 

1. Project Size Rating 

 

The Project Size Rating relies upon acreage figures that were tabulated under Table I-1C on the 

previous page. The Project Size Rating is based upon identifying acreage figures for three (3) 

separate groupings of soil classes within the project area, and then determining which grouping 

generates the highest Project Size Score. 

 

Step 1: Using Columns B and D of Table I-1C on the previous page, enter acreage figures in 
Table II-2A on the following page using Column I, J, or K from Table II-2B for each of the soil 
map units. 
 
Step 2: Sum the entries in Columns I, J, and K to determine the total acreage of Class I and II, 
III, and IV soils.  
 
Step 3: Apply the appropriate score from each column provided in Table II-2A and enter the 
score for each grouping in Table II-2B. Of all the columns, enter the highest score in the 
Highest Project Score. Enter this number in Line 3 of the Final LESA Score Sheet.  
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Table II-2A: Project Size Scoring 

LCC Class I or II 
Soils 

LCC Class III 
Soils 

LCC Class IV or 
Higher Soils 

Acres Score Acres Score Acres Score 

80 or 
more 

100 
160 or 
above 

100 
320 or 
more 

100 

60-79 90 120-159 90 240-319 80 

40-59 80 80-119 80 160-239 60 

20-39 50 60-79 70 100-159 40 

10-19 30 40-59 60 40-99 20 

Less 
than 10 

0 20-39 30 
Less 

than 40 
0 

  10-19 10   

  
Less 

than 10 
0   

 

Table II-2B: Project Size Score 

 I J K 

Soil Map 
Unit 

LCC 
Class 
(I-II) 

(acre) 

LCC Class 
(III) 

(acre) 

LCC Class 
IV-VIII 
(acre) 

Cc 0.29   

CkB 0.25   

TaC   0.12 

    

Total Acres 0.54  0.12 

Project 
Size 

Scores 
0  0 

Highest Project Score: 0 
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2. Water Resource Availability Rating 

 

The Water Resource Availability Rating is based upon identifying the various water sources that 

may supply a given property, and then determining whether different restrictions in supply are 

likely to take place in years that are characterized as being periods of drought and non-drought.  

 

Step 1: Identify the different water resource types that are used to supply the designated 

farmland parcels that the project area will impact (i.e., irrigation district water, groundwater, 

riparian water). Where there is only one water source identified for the proposed project, skip to 

Step 4.  

 

Step 2: Divide the proposed project area into portions, with the boundaries of each portion 

being defined by the irrigation water source(s) supplying it. A site that is fully served by a single 

source of water will have a single portion, encompassing the entire site. Parcel(s) that are fully 

served by two or more sources that are consistently merged together to serve a crop’s needs 

would also have a single portion (e.g., a portion of the project area may receive both irrigation 

district and groundwater). If the project area includes land that has no irrigation supply, consider 

this acreage as a separate portion as well. Enter the water resource portions of the project area 

in Column B of Table II-2A, Water Resource Availability. 

 

Step 3: Calculate the proportion of the total project area that is represented by each water 

resource portion and enter these figures in Column C of Table II-2A, verifying that the sum of 

the proportions equals 1.0.  

 

Step 4: For each water resource supply portion, determine whether irrigated and dryland 

agriculture is feasible, and if any physical or economic restrictions exist, during both drought and 

non-drought years.  

 

Step 6: For each portion of the project area, determine the section’s weighted score by 

multiplying the portion’s score (Column D) by its proportion of the project area (Column C), and 

enter these scores in Column E, the weighted Water Availability Score. Sum the Column E 

scores to obtain the total Water Resource Availability Score, and enter this figure in Line 4 of 

the Final LESA Score Sheet.  
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Table II-2A: Water Resource Availability 

A B C D E 

Project 
Portion 

Water Source 
Proportion of 
Project Area 

Water 
Availability 

Score 

Weighted 
Availability 

Score (C x D) 

1 Well 1.0 100 100 

2     

3     

4     

6     

  
(Must Sum to 

1.0) 
Total Score 100 

 

 

Table 3B: Water Resources Availability Scoring 

Option 

Non-Drought Years Drought Years 

Water 
Resource 

Score 

RESTRICTIONS RESTRICTIONS 

Irrigated 
Production 
Feasible? 

Physical 
Restrictions? 

Economic 
Restrictions? 

Irrigated 
Production 
Feasible? 

Physical 
Restrictions? 

Economic 
Restrictions? 

1 YES NO NO YES NO NO 100 

2 YES NO NO YES NO YES 95 

3 YES NO YES YES NO YES 90 

4 YES NO NO YES YES NO 85 

5 YES NO NO YES YES YES 80 

6 YES YES NO YES YES NO 75 

7 YES YES YES YES YES YES 65 

8 YES NO NO NO -- -- 50 

9 YES NO YES NO -- -- 45 

10 YES YES NO NO -- -- 35 

11 YES YES YES NO -- -- 30 

12 
Irrigated production not feasible, but rainfall adequate for dryland production in both drought and 
non-drought years 

25 

13 
Irrigated production not feasible, but rainfall adequate for dryland production in non-drought 
years (but not in drought years) 

20 

14 Neither irrigated or dryland production feasible 0 

 

1/23/12 Per County EHSD (Barbara Morris, 925-692-2513) well permit for drinking and/or 

agricultural water for 6140 Alhambra Valley Road (365-020-035) issued in 1997. No permits 

issued for 6180 Alhambra Valley Road (365-020-039) according to their computer database; 

older records not included in database; need to submit Request for Records to County EHSD 

(ehlu@ehsd@cccounty.us). Timeframe depends on if they are busy and/or if records difficult to 

locate (2 days to 3 months).  

 

1/23/12 According to EBMUD (County General Plan indicates project area in EBMUD service 

area), Contra Costa Water District, City of Martinez Water System, no listings in their database 

for 6140 or 6180 Alhambra Valley Road.   

mailto:ehlu@ehsd@cccounty.us
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3. Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating 

 

Determination of the surrounding land use rating is based upon the identification of a project’s 

“Zone of Influence” (ZOI) which is defined as that land near a given project, both directly 

adjoining and within a define distance away, that is likely to influence, and be influenced by, the 

agricultural land use of the project area.  

 

Defining a Project’s “Zone of Influence” 

 

Step 1: Locate the project area on an appropriate map and outline the area and dimensions. 

 

Step 2: Draw a rectangle around the project area such that the rectangle is the smallest than 

can completely encompass the project area (Rectangle A).  

 

Step 3: Create a second rectangle (Rectangle B) that extends 0.25 mile (1,320 feet) beyond 

Rectangle A on all sides.  

 

Step 4: Identify all parcels that are within or are intersected by Rectangle B.  

 

Step 5: Define the project area’s ZOI as the entire area of all parcels identified in Step 4, less 

the area of the project area from Step 1.  
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Measuring Surrounding Agricultural Land 

 

Step 1: Calculate the percentage of the project’s ZOI that is currently producing agricultural 

crops. (This figure can be determined using information from the Department of Conservation’s 

Important Farmland Map Series, Department of Water Resources’ Land Use Map Series, locally 

derived maps, or direct site inspection. For agricultural land that is currently fallowed, a 

determination must be made concerning whether the land has been fallowed as part of a 

rotational sequence during normal agricultural operations, or because the land has become 

formally “committed” to a nonagricultural use. Land that has become formally committed, 

whether fallow or not, should not generally be included in determining the proportion of the ZOI 

that is agricultural land. 

 

Step 2: Based on the percentage of agricultural land in the ZOI determined in Step 1, assign a 

score from Table 4 below and enter this score in Line 5 of the Final LESA Worksheet (Table 

8).  

 

4. Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating 

 

The Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating is essentially and extension of the 

Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating, and is scored in a similar manner. Protected resource 

land are those lands with long term use restrictions that are compatible with or supportive of 

agricultural uses of land such as: 

 

 Williamson Act contracted lands 

 Publicly owned lands maintained as park, forest, or watershed resources 

 Lands with agricultural, wildlife habitat, open space, or other natural resource easements 

that restrict the conversion of such land to urban or industrial uses. 

 

Step 1: Using the same ZOI area calculated under the Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating, 

calculate the percentage of the ZOI that is Protected Resource Land as defined above.  

 

Step 2: Assign a score from the Table 5 below and enter the score on Line 6 of the Final LESA 

Worksheet (Table 8).  
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APN Owner Name Acreage 

Lands in ZOI 
Currently Producing 
Agricultural Crops 

(acre) 

Protected Lands 
(acre) 

362-100-003 EBMUD 295.3  
295.3 

(Watershed) 

362-140-007 Pereira Property LLC 160.45   

362-120-003 Pereira, Darryl & Judy 249.50  
249.50 

(Williamson Act) 

362-110-027 Babacorp 42.87   

365-020-035 Thomas Powers 21.8 21.8 
21.8 

(Williamson Act) 

365-020-039 Thomas Powers 31.22 31.22 
31.22 

(Williamson Act) 

365-020-028 John Pereira 160.1   

365-020-027 Polkabla Michael Andrew 68.6   

365-010-001 EBMUD 447.58  
447.58 

(Watershed) 

365-020-037 Andrew Serb 53.196  
53.196 

(Williamson Act) 

365-020-036 Andrew Serb 49.366  
49.366 

(Williamson Act) 

 
Total Acreage within 

ZOI 
1,517.71 53.02 1,147.96 

 Percent in ZOI 3.5% 75% 

Table II-3B: Surrounding Agricultural and Surrounding Protected Resource Land Scoring 

Percent of 
ZOI in 

Agriculture 

Surrounding 
Agricultural Land 

Score 

Percent of ZOI 
Protected 

Protected 
Resource Land 

Score 

90-100% 100 90-100% 100 

80-89 90 80-89 90 

75-79 80 75-79 80 

70-74 70 70-74 70 

65-69 60 65-69 60 

60-64 50 60-64 50 

55-59 40 55-59 40 

50-54 30 50-54 30 

45-49 20 45-49 20 

40-44 10 40-44 10 

Less than 40 0 Less than 40 0 

Table II-3C: Surrounding Agricultural and Surrounding Protected Resource Land Scoring 

A B C D E F G 

Zone of Influence 
Surrounding 
Agricultural 
Land Score 

Surrounding 
Protected 
Resource 

Land Score 

Total 
Acres 

Acres in 
Agriculture 

Acres of 
Protected 
Resource 

Land 

Percent in 
Agriculture 

(A/B) 

Percent 
Protected 
Resource 
Land (A/C) 

1,517.71 53.02 1,147.96 3.5% 75% 0 80 
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FINAL LESA SCORE SHEET 

 

 Factor Scores Factor Weight 
Weighted Factor 

Scores 

Land Evaluation Factors    

Land Capability 
Classification 

(Line 1) 
78.4 

0.25 19.6 

Storie Index 
(Line 2) 
49.76 

0.25 12.44 

LE Subtotal  0.50 32.04 

Site Assessment Factors    

Project Size 
(Line 3) 

0 
0.15 0 

Water Resource Availability 
(Line 4) 

100 
0.15 15 

Surrounding Agricultural 
Land 

(Line 5) 
0 

0.15 0 

Protected Resource Land 
(Line 6) 

80 
0.05 4 

Site Assessment Subtotal  0.50 19 

  
FINAL LESA 

SCORE 
51.04 

 

 

Total LESA Score  Scoring Decision 

 

0 to 39      Not Considered Significant 

 

40 to 59     Considered Significant only if LE and SA subscores are each greater 

than or equal to 20 points. 

 

60 to 79     Considered Significant unless either LE or SA subscore is less than 

20 points.  

 

80 to 100     Considered Significant 
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CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURAL LAND EVALUATION AND SITE ASSESSMENT (LESA) MODEL 

WORKSHEET 

 

Project: Alhambra Valley Road Safety Improvement Project (east of Bear Creek Road) (OPTION B)  

Project Footprint: 4.01 acres; Project Acreage within Designated Farmlands: 1.27 acres 

 

 

SECTION I: LAND EVALUATION 

Enter the acreage of the proposed right-of-way on designated farmland parcels (Prime Farmland, Unique 

Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance) as shown on the California Department of Conservation 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program website or the Contra Costa County Department of Conservation 

and Development website. Refer to the Contra Costa County Soil Survey Map for the soil map units that fall 

within the project area. Enter the information in Table I-1A on the following page. Refer to the California 

Agricultural LESA Model for specific explanations of the purpose of each type of evaluation. 

 

1. Land Capability Classification Rating 

 

Step 1: In the Guide to Mapping Units within Contra Costa County Soil Survey (after page 123), identify the 

Land Capability Classification (LCC) designation (e.g., IV-e) for each soil map unit that has been identified in 

the project and enter these designations in Column D of the Table I-1C on the following page. 

 

Step 2: From Table I-1B, Numeric Conversion of Land Capability Classification Units on the following page, 

obtain a numeric score for each mapping unit, and enter these scores in Column E of Table I-1C.  

 

Step 3: Multiply the proportion of each soil mapping unit (Column C) by the LCC points for each mapping unit 

(Column E) and enter the resulting scores in Column F of Table I-1C.  

 

Step 4: Sum the LCC scores in Column F to obtain a single LCC score for the project. Enter this LCC score in 

Line 1 of the Final LESA Score Sheet on the last page.  

 

2. Storie Index Rating Score 

 

Step 1: From the Soil Survey Map or other sources of information identified in Appendix C of the California 

Agricultural LESA Model Instruction Manual, determine the Storie Index Rating (the Storie Rating is already 

based upon a 100 point scale) for each mapping unit and enter these values in Column G of Table I-1C on the 

following page. 

 

Step 2: Multiply the proportion of each soil mapping unit found within the project (Column C) by the Storie 

Index Rating (Column G), and enter these scores in Column H of Table I-1C.  

 

Step 3: Sum the Storie Index Rating scores in Column H to obtain a single Storie Index Rating score for the 

project. Enter this Storie Index Rating Score in Line 2 of the Final LESA Score Sheet. 
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Table I-1C: Land Capability Classification (LCC) and Storie Index Scores 

A B C D E F G H 

Soil Map Unit 
Project 
Acres 

Proportion 
of Project 

Area 
LCC 

LCC 
Rating 

LCC 
Score 

Storie 
Index 
Rating 

Storie 
Index 
Score 

Cc 
(Clear Lake clay) 

(APNs: 362-100-003, 
365-020-018, 365-
020-039, 365-020-

035) 

0.68 0.54 IIs-5(17) 80 43.2 49 26.46 

Ckb 
(Cropley clay, 2-5% 

slopes) 
(APN: 365-020-028) 

0.25 0.20 IIe-5(17) 90 18 51 10.2 

TaC 
(Tierra loam, 2-9% 

slopes) 
(APNs: 365-020-035, 

365-020-028) 

0.34 0.27 IVe-3(15) 50 13.5 49 13.23 

Totals 1.27 
(Must Sum 

to 1.0) 
 

LCC 
Total 
Score 

74.7 

Storie 
Index 
Total 
Score 

49.89 

 

 

 

Table I-1B: Numeric Conversion of LCC Units 

LCC LCC Point Rating 

I 100 

IIe 90 

IIs, w 80 

IIIe 70 

IIIs, w 60 

IVe 50 

IVs, w 40 

V 30 

VI 20 

VII 10 

VIII 0 

 

Table I-1A: Proposed ROW Acquisitions from 

Designated Farmland Parcels 

Parcel Number Soil Type Acreage 

362-100-003 
(EBMUD) 

Clear Lake clay 
(Cc) 

0.02 

365-020-018 
(Briones Valley 
School District) 

Cc 0.1 

365-020-035 
(D. & T. 
Powers) 

(Williamson Act 
Contract) 

Cc 0.56 

365-020-039 
(D. & T. 
Powers) 

(Williamson Act 
Contract) 

Tierra loam 
(TaC) 

0.23 

365-020-028 
(J. Pereira) 

TaC 0.11 

Cropley clay 
(CkB) 

0.25 

Project Acreage within 
Designated Farmlands 

1.27 
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SECTION II: SITE ASSESSMENT 

 

Four (4) Site Assessment factors are separately rated in this section: 

 

1. Project Size Rating 

2. Water Resources Availability Rating 

3. Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating 

4. Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating 

 

1. Project Size Rating 

 

The Project Size Rating relies upon acreage figures that were tabulated under Table I-1C on the 

previous page. The Project Size Rating is based upon identifying acreage figures for three (3) 

separate groupings of soil classes within the project area, and then determining which grouping 

generates the highest Project Size Score. 

 

Step 1: Using Columns B and D of Table I-1C on the previous page, enter acreage figures in 
Table II-2A below using Column I, J, or K from Table II-2B for each of the soil map units.  
 
Step 2: Sum the entries in Columns I, J, and K to determine the total acreage of Class I and II, 
III, and IV soils.  
 
Step 3: Apply the appropriate score from each column provided in Table II-2A and enter the 
score for each grouping in Table II-2B. Of all the columns, enter the highest score in the 
Highest Project Score. Enter this number in Line 3 of the Final LESA Score Sheet.  
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Table 2B: Project Size Score 

 I J K 

Soil Map 
Unit 

LCC Class 
(I-II) 

(acre) 

LCC Class 
(III) 

(acre) 

LCC Class 
IV-VIII 
(acre) 

Cc 0.68   

CkB 0.25   

TaC   0.34 

    

Total Acres 0.93  0.34 

Project 
Size 

Scores 
0  0 

Highest Project Score: 0 

 

Table II-2A: Project Size Scoring 

LCC Class I or II 
Soils 

LCC Class III 
Soils 

LCC Class IV or 
Higher Soils 

Acres Score Acres Score Acres Score 

80 or 
more 

100 
160 or 
above 

100 
320 or 
more 

100 

60-79 90 120-159 90 240-319 80 

40-59 80 80-119 80 160-239 60 

20-39 50 60-79 70 100-159 40 

10-19 30 40-59 60 40-99 20 

Less 
than 10 

0 20-39 30 
Less 

than 40 
0 

  10-19 10   

  
Less 

than 10 
0   
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2. Water Resource Availability Rating 

 

The Water Resource Availability Rating is based upon identifying the various water sources that 

may supply a given property, and then determining whether different restrictions in supply are 

likely to take place in years that are characterized as being periods of drought and non-drought.  

 

Step 1: Identify the different water resource types that are used to supply the designated 

farmland parcels that the project area will impact (i.e., irrigation district water, groundwater, 

riparian water). Where there is only one water source identified for the proposed project, skip to 

Step 4.  

 

Step 2: Divide the proposed project area into portions, with the boundaries of each portion 

being defined by the irrigation water source(s) supplying it. A site that is fully served by a single 

source of water will have a single portion, encompassing the entire site. Parcel(s) that are fully 

served by two or more sources that are consistently merged together to serve a crop’s needs 

would also have a single portion (e.g., a portion of the project area may receive both irrigation 

district and groundwater). If the project area includes land that has no irrigation supply, consider 

this acreage as a separate portion as well. Enter the water resource portions of the project area 

in Column B of Table II-2A, Water Resource Availability. 

 

Step 3: Calculate the proportion of the total project area that is represented by each water 

resource portion and enter these figures in Column C of Table II-2A, verifying that the sum of 

the proportions equals 1.0.  

 

Step 4: For each water resource supply portion, determine whether irrigated and dryland 

agriculture is feasible, and if any physical or economic restrictions exist, during both drought and 

non-drought years.  

 

Step 5: Each of the project area’s water resource supply portions identified in Step 2 is scored 

separately. Using Table II-2A on the following page, identify the option that best describes the 

water resource availability for that portion and its corresponding water resource score. Option 1 

defines the condition of no restrictions on water resource availability and is followed 

progressively with increasing restrictions to Option 14, the most severe condition, where neither 

irrigated nor dryland production is considered feasible. Enter each score into Column D of 

Table II-2A on the following page.  

 

Step 6: For each portion of the project area, determine the section’s weighted score by 

multiplying the portion’s score (Column D) by its proportion of the project area (Column C), and 

enter these scores in Column E, the weighted Water Availability Score. Sum the Column E 

scores to obtain the total Water Resource Availability Score, and enter this figure in Line 4 of 

the Final LESA Score Sheet.  
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Table II-2A: Water Resource Availability 

A B C D E 

Project 
Portion 

Water Source 
Proportion of 
Project Area 

Water 
Availability 

Score 

Weighted 
Availability 

Score (C x D) 

1 Well 1.0 100 100 

2     

3     

4     

6     

  
(Must Sum to 

1.0) 
Total Score 100 

 

 

Table II-2B: Water Resources Availability Scoring 

Option 

Non-Drought Years Drought Years 

Water 
Resource 

Score 

RESTRICTIONS RESTRICTIONS 

Irrigated 
Production 
Feasible? 

Physical 
Restrictions? 

Economic 
Restrictions? 

Irrigated 
Production 
Feasible? 

Physical 
Restrictions? 

Economic 
Restrictions? 

1 YES NO NO YES NO NO 100 

2 YES NO NO YES NO YES 95 

3 YES NO YES YES NO YES 90 

4 YES NO NO YES YES NO 85 

5 YES NO NO YES YES YES 80 

6 YES YES NO YES YES NO 75 

7 YES YES YES YES YES YES 65 

8 YES NO NO NO -- -- 50 

9 YES NO YES NO -- -- 45 

10 YES YES NO NO -- -- 35 

11 YES YES YES NO -- -- 30 

12 
Irrigated production not feasible, but rainfall adequate for dryland production in both drought and 
non-drought years 

25 

13 
Irrigated production not feasible, but rainfall adequate for dryland production in non-drought 
years (but not in drought years) 

20 

14 Neither irrigated or dryland production feasible 0 

 

1/23/12 Per County EHSD (Barbara Morris, 925-692-2513) well permit for drinking and/or 

agricultural water for 6140 Alhambra Valley Road (365-020-035) in 1997. No permits issued for 

6180 Alhambra Valley Road (365-020-039) according to their computer database; older records 

not included in database; need to submit Request for Records to County EHSD 

(ehlu@ehsd@cccounty.us). Timeframe depends on if they are busy and/or if records difficult to 

locate (2 days to 3 months).  

 

1/23/12 According to EBMUD (County General Plan indicates project area in EBMUD service 

area), Contra Costa Water District, City of Martinez Water System, no listings in their database 

for 6140 or 6180 Alhambra Valley Road.   

mailto:ehlu@ehsd@cccounty.us
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3. Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating 

 

Determination of the surrounding land use rating is based upon the identification of a project’s 

“Zone of Influence” (ZOI) which is defined as that land near a given project, both directly 

adjoining and within a define distance away, that is likely to influence, and be influenced by, the 

agricultural land use of the project area.  

 

Defining a Project’s “Zone of Influence” 

 

Step 1: Locate the project area on an appropriate map and outline the area and dimensions. 

 

Step 2: Draw a rectangle around the project area such that the rectangle is the smallest than 

can completely encompass the project area (Rectangle A).  

 

Step 3: Create a second rectangle (Rectangle B) that extends 0.25 mile (1,320 feet) beyond 

Rectangle A on all sides.  

 

Step 4: Identify all parcels that are within or are intersected by Rectangle B.  

 

Step 5: Define the project area’s ZOI as the entire area of all parcels identified in Step 4, less 

the area of the project area from Step 1.  
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Measuring Surrounding Agricultural Land 

 

Step 1: Calculate the percentage of the project’s ZOI that is currently producing agricultural 

crops. (This figure can be determined using information from the Department of Conservation’s 

Important Farmland Map Series, Department of Water Resources’ Land Use Map Series, locally 

derived maps, or direct site inspection. For agricultural land that is currently fallowed, a 

determination must be made concerning whether the land has been fallowed as part of a 

rotational sequence during normal agricultural operations, or because the land has become 

formally “committed” to a nonagricultural use. Land that has become formally committed, 

whether fallow or not, should not generally be included in determining the proportion of the ZOI 

that is agricultural land.  

 

Step 2: Based on the percentage of agricultural land in the ZOI determined in Step 1, assign a 

score from Table 4 below and enter this score in Line 5 of the Final LESA Worksheet (Table 

8).  

 

4. Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating 

 

The Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating is essentially and extension of the 

Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating, and is scored in a similar manner. Protected resource 

land are those lands with long term use restrictions that are compatible with or supportive of 

agricultural uses of land such as: 

 

 Williamson Act contracted lands 

 Publicly owned lands maintained as park, forest, or watershed resources 

 Lands with agricultural, wildlife habitat, open space, or other natural resource easements 

that restrict the conversion of such land to urban or industrial uses. 

 

Step 1: Using the same ZOI area calculated under the Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating, 

calculate the percentage of the ZOI that is Protected Resource Land as defined above.  

 

Step 2: Assign a score from the Table II-3C below and enter the score on Line 6 of the Final 

LESA Score Sheet.  
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APN Owner Name Acreage 

Lands in ZOI 
Currently Producing 
Agricultural Crops 

(acre) 

Protected Lands 
(acre) 

362-100-003 EBMUD 295.3  
295.3 

(Watershed) 

362-140-007 Pereira Property LLC 160.45   

362-120-003 Pereira, Darryl & Judy 249.50  
249.50 

(Williamson Act) 

362-110-027 Babacorp 42.87   

365-020-035 Thomas Powers 21.8 21.8 
21.8 

(Williamson Act) 

365-020-039 Thomas Powers 31.22 31.22 
31.22 

(Williamson Act) 

365-020-028 John Pereira 160.1   

365-020-027 Polkabla Michael Andrew 68.6   

365-010-001 EBMUD 447.58  
447.58 

(Watershed) 

365-020-037 Andrew Serb 53.196  
53.196 

(Williamson Act) 

365-020-036 Andrew Serb 49.366  
49.366 

(Williamson Act) 

 
Total Acreage within 

ZOI 
1,517.71 53.02 1,147.96 

 Percent in ZOI 3.5% 75% 

Table II-3B: Surrounding Agricultural and Surrounding Protected Resource Land Scoring 

Percent of 
ZOI in 

Agriculture 

Surrounding 
Agricultural Land 

Score 

Percent of ZOI 
Protected 

Protected 
Resource Land 

Score 

90-100% 100 90-100% 100 

80-89 90 80-89 90 

75-79 80 75-79 80 

70-74 70 70-74 70 

65-69 60 65-69 60 

60-64 50 60-64 50 

55-59 40 55-59 40 

50-54 30 50-54 30 

45-49 20 45-49 20 

40-44 10 40-44 10 

Less than 40 0 Less than 40 0 

Table II-3C: Surrounding Agricultural and Surrounding Protected Resource Land Scoring 

A B C D E F G 

Zone of Influence 
Surrounding 
Agricultural 
Land Score 

Surrounding 
Protected 
Resource 

Land Score 

Total 
Acres 

Acres in 
Agriculture 

Acres of 
Protected 
Resource 

Land 

Percent in 
Agriculture 

(A/B) 

Percent 
Protected 
Resource 
Land (A/C) 

1,517.71 53.02 1,147.96 3.5% 75% 0 80 
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FINAL LESA SCORE SHEET 

 

 Factor Scores Factor Weight 
Weighted Factor 

Scores 

Land Evaluation Factors    

Land Capability 
Classification 

(Line 1) 
74.7 

0.25 18.68 

Storie Index 
(Line 2) 
49.89 

0.25 12.47 

LE Subtotal  0.50 31.15 

Site Assessment Factors    

Project Size 
(Line 3) 

0 
0.15 0 

Water Resource Availability 
(Line 4) 

100 
0.15 15 

Surrounding Agricultural 
Land 

(Line 5) 
0 

0.15 0 

Protected Resource Land 
(Line 6) 

80 
0.05 4 

Site Assessment Subtotal  0.50 19 

  
FINAL LESA 

SCORE 
50.15 

 

 

Total LESA Score  Scoring Decision 

 

0 to 39      Not Considered Significant 

 

40 to 59     Considered Significant only if LE and SA subscores are each greater 

than or equal to 20 points.  

 

60 to 79     Considered Significant unless either LE or SA subscore is less than 

20 points.  

 

80 to 100     Considered Significant 












